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Introduction

The use of music as a means to prevent crime and antisocial behav-
ior by excluding people from designated public spaces has increased in 
recent years (Hirsch, 2012; Peters, 2019).1 This method of crime preven-
tion may be perceived as “harmless” in comparison to other types of meas-
ures (e.g., Newman, 1972). However, as acknowledged in the literature, 
these practices give rise to various challenges: What is concerning for those 
commercially using or living in the building or area where the music is 
played is that the measure potentially makes accessing an area that is said 
to be a target of crime more difficult, leading to the area becoming less 
social. This means that those who are not targeted may also feel less wel-
come (Cozens & Love, 2017; Midtveit, 2005). As a result, architects aim-
ing to remove certain groups from particular spaces by design often seek 
to exclude with “symbolic” barriers, such as flower beds, rather than with 
actual fences and walls (Cozens & Love, 2017). Studies show, however, 
that fear of criminality has a correlation with low social integration; closed 
societies experience increased anxieties toward the outside world (Midt-
veit, 2005). An issue in relation to the security and well-being of those 
living in or commercially using places near a building or area where music 
is used to prevent crime is that these measures only cause spatial displace-
ment that moves crime rather than stopping it (Hirsch, 2007; Mitchell, 
2017; Ryberg, this volume). Another problem with using music to prevent 
crime is that, often, such practices are about denying people access to par-
ticular places. Although these measures are presented as a better alternative 
than physical barriers, music is used to get rid of particular people (Midt-
veit, 2005). These measures, as Midtveit points out, socially exclude people 
who do not commercially use or live in these areas (Midtveit, 2005).

This chapter focuses on the people who are excluded by using music 
in crime prevention (see also Johnsen, Watts, & Fitzpatrick, 2021). Such 
an analysis suggests that the employment of this practice can impose 
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significant restrictions on these people’s lives, posing a serious ethical ques-
tion: does this measure justifiably exclude them? This question needs to be 
addressed to consider what would constitute an ethical use of such meas-
ures in the future.

What complicates the question, however, is that the impact of the meas-
ure depends on the situation of the subjected person. This chapter addresses 
the impact of this measure on people without a home. Using music in crime 
prevention may have a significant impact on their lives, as they are home-
less and do not have another place to go. For homeless people, using this 
measure is more concerning because the measure may cumulate with other 
measures directed toward them. Using music to prevent homeless people 
from spending time in a particular place or area therefore deserves scru-
tiny. However, this is not the only concerning situation. This case reveals 
that using music in crime prevention is not necessarily harmless. Instead, 
these measures should be viewed as effectively preventing targeted indi-
viduals from spending time in particular spaces, which can have negative 
effects on their lives.

This chapter proceeds as follows: in the first section, I detail the use of 
music in train stations as an example of excluding homeless people. In the 
second section, I examine why the cumulative effect of this exclusionary 
measure can raise particular concerns. Subsequently, in the last section, 
I recommend changing the narrative from exclusion to an approach based 
on the idea that the state should play an important role in helping individu-
als participate in society.

The use of music to exclude homeless persons

The state and private actors are increasingly attempting to prevent crime 
and antisocial behavior by discouraging or excluding the people believed 
to be most likely to commit crimes from places or localities. Examples 
of such preventive exclusion include the following: area bans imposed on 
individuals suspected to be likely to engage in future crimes; the use of 
restrictive architectural designs, such as those including concrete spikes or 
spaced armrests and dividers; and the use of sound to prevent street youth 
and homeless people from spending time in particular spaces (see Camp-
bell, Ashworth, & Redmayne, 2019; Noorda, 2015, 2021, 2023a). Besides 
the use of music, sound may include the use of the so-called Mosquito 
(Walsh, 2008; Akiyama, 2010; Little, 2015; Holmen, this volume; Osler, 
Engelen, & Archer, this volume; Bennett, this volume; Søbirk Petersen, this 
volume). This device emits a high-frequency sound and only affects peo-
ple under a certain age; thus, it can be used to deter young people from 
spending time in places where older people are. The Mosquito has been 
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widely studied due to its segregating and harmful effects on young people 
(Akiyama, 2010; Little, 2015; Walsh, 2008). It causes health issues and 
pain and is therefore deemed to be much more violent than the use of 
music (Akiyama, 2010; Walsh, 2008). Whereas music has been described 
as a nonaggressive deterrent that is physically tolerable, the Mosquito has 
been described as “the weaponization of sound” (Akiyama, 2010, p. 461). 
Although I  agree that there is a difference between distaste and pain, 
I believe that music can also have severe effects on the lives of people, par-
ticularly if they are homeless.

In this section, I provide background information on the use of music 
to prevent homeless people from begging and sleeping in public areas and 
study its rationale and application. The example of using music to exclude 
homeless people from areas highlights how exclusion is troubling. This 
section provides the background information for the analysis and recom-
mendations made in the remainder of the chapter.

In 2017, Amsterdam Central Station started transmitting music in the 
station’s shopping area after closing time. The aim of the music was to 
discourage people from sleeping and hanging out in the train station (Vos, 
2017). Similar measures have been adopted by municipal authorities, law 
enforcement agencies, and other state and private entities in train stations, 
shopping malls, and other public areas in the Netherlands and worldwide 
(Hirsch, 2012; Peters, 2019). The use of music in crime prevention origi-
nated in the 1990s, when businesses started to use classical music as a 
deterrent (Cloonan & Johnson, 2002; Hirsch, 2007; Sterne, 2005). It is 
often seen as a soft method associated with a tradition of public safety 
management called “crime prevention through environmental design” 
(CPTED, which can be traced back to several sources, including Jacobs, 
1961). The aim of CPTED is to re-engineer the urban environment in such 
a way as to discourage criminal and antisocial behavior (Akiyama, 2010). 
Instead of using fences and walls to prevent crime in an area, the so-called 
soft measures—ranging from the particular design of benches to the use of 
music—discourage criminal and antisocial behavior with methods that are 
less noticeable to everyday users (Midtveit, 2005). It has been argued that 
these measures contrast with the use of physical barriers (Midtveit, 2005).

However, soft measures also have the objective of preventing people 
from accessing particular areas (Midtveit, 2005). In the case in question, 
state authorities and private entities deliberately play music to keep people 
who are believed to commit crimes or cause a nuisance out of the area. 
The idea that music can prevent future antisocial behavior or wrongdoing 
aligns it with other measures aimed at reducing opportunities for criminal 
and antisocial behavior. The details vary from measure to measure, but 
I distinguish two opposing ways to prevent crime and antisocial behavior: 
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inclusion and exclusion. This analytical distinction is useful for heuristic 
purposes. Generally, authorities combine methods of crime prevention.

Inclusionary measures help people take part in society. The state is obli-
gated to provide opportunities to people to play a part in social, economic, 
and political life. The freedom to participate in society is not so much per-
mitted by the state as enabled by it. Rehabilitation programs, unemploy-
ment support, and housing are examples of measures aimed specifically 
at reducing opportunities for crime and antisocial behavior of groups of 
people. But other measures too can play an important part in reducing 
crime and antisocial behavior, even if not specifically targeted at particu-
lar categories of individuals. The state provides public spaces, railways, 
education, and other modes of participation in society. In many ways, the 
state enables people to participate in society. One can justify this approach 
based on, among other theories, a “contractual” relationship between the 
citizen and the state, seeing the state as obliged to adequately support cit-
izens with assistance (e.g., Lorca, 2018). Paternalism is another way to 
justify inclusionary measures. Paternalistic accounts are motivated by a 
concern for people’s welfare (e.g., Parsell, 2018). These arguments can also 
be interpreted from a social justice perspective, addressing the “needs” of 
those targeted (for an overview of normative lenses to address enforcement 
in homelessness policy, see Johnsen et al., 2021).

The second model excludes particular people from participation in soci-
ety. Typically, the exclusion model is postulated on the idea of the “ordi-
nary citizen”; the presumed ordinary citizen takes part in social, economic, 
and political life. They use the mall in the train station for shopping, the 
subway for commuting, and the public park for leisure. This model focuses 
on the offence and annoyance to these presumed ordinary citizens caused 
by the presence and activities of certain individuals. Under this model, the 
state seeks to protect citizens against this group of people by imposing 
exclusionary measures so that they can participate in society. Generally, 
these measures are justified on several grounds, including protecting public 
order, safety, and business interests, which are said to be disrupted by the 
presence or activities of certain individuals.

In general, prohibitions on sleeping in public places like streets, parks, 
and subway stations reflect the exclusionary model, as it tries to exclude 
the homeless from participating in aspects of society. Although these laws 
apply to all people, their purpose is clear. Waldron argues about the pro-
hibition of sleeping in subway stations: “Their point is to make sleeping in 
the subways off limits to those who have nowhere else to sleep” (Waldron, 
2019, p. 42). Waldron critically analyzes the relationship between the rules 
of property and the freedom to sleep in public spaces. According to Wal-
dron, these laws have a specific effect on the homeless; they specifically 
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exclude this particular group of people from sleeping in public spaces 
(Waldron, 2019). These laws originate from a concern about the annoy-
ance suffered by those traveling on the subway caused by the presence and 
activities of homeless people. Prohibiting sleeping in subway stations and 
other public spaces is a means to protect citizens against the discomfort 
of being confronted with homelessness and the presumed potential risks 
associated with this group of people. For non-homeless people, the subway 
is for commuting. But for many people without a home, the subway is a 
place for sleeping. Depriving them of the opportunity to sleep in public 
spaces excludes them not only from a particular public space, for example, 
the subway station, but from the activity of sleeping in general (Waldron, 
2019, p. 43).

Prohibitions on begging also seek to exclude the poor and homeless. 
Begging is a criminal offense in many jurisdictions (For an analysis, see 
Mantouvalou, 2024, ch. 9). Those who beg are often homeless, they com-
prise one of the most disadvantaged groups in society (Fitzpatrick & Ken-
nedy, 2001). People who beg are viewed as obstructing others’ access to 
places as well as making them feel uncomfortable. They are also believed 
to pose threats to others by engaging in antisocial or criminal behavior but, 
as Mantouvalou notes, “It is very questionable whether these allegations 
are supported by evidence or whether they are merely based on prejudice.” 
(Mantouvalou, 2024; for an overview of justifications for criminalization 
of measures against the homeless, see Johnsen et al., 2021). Under the 
exclusion model, one of the state’s responses to this social problem is to 
criminalize those who publicly ask for money to protect ordinary citizens 
against potential discomfort and risks associated with the presence and 
activities of the poor. This approach is problematic for several reasons. As 
Mantouvalou argues, “The criminalization of begging suggests that the 
legal system not only lets people fall through the safety net, but that it also 
punishes them and compounds their disadvantage” (Mantouvalou, 2024). 
In some cases, people are fined for being offered money without explic-
itly asking for it (Mantouvalou, 2024). This type of prohibition inevitably 
leads to excluding the poor from public spaces, as it requires no action 
from the fined person but rather from the person who offers money. But 
prohibitions on explicitly asking for money or food exclude the poor and 
disadvantaged from public spaces as well. People who beg enter shopping 
malls, train stations, and other public places to ask passersby for money 
to survive. Prohibiting this activity in a particular locality excludes them 
from it. Prohibitions on begging are supported by those who themselves 
have no need to publicly ask for money. As they do not need to publicly 
ask for money, they do not recognize public parks, squares, and streets as 
places to ask for money. As noted above, ordinary citizens use these places 
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to commute and shop. Those who support prohibitions on begging do not 
want to be disrupted or annoyed in these activities by those who use these 
places for begging. They do not want to be confronted with poverty, such 
as on their commute home, for it is uncomfortable for them.

It is in this realm that the use of music to prevent crime and antiso-
cial behavior is concerning for the poor and homeless: these measures 
seek to exclude them from public spaces to protect ordinary citizens from 
crime, antisocial behavior, and from the sight of homelessness and poverty. 
This method of exclusion could be viewed as relatively soft, as it seeks to 
exclude without constructing physical walls and fences, but the intent of 
these practices is still to exclude, though perhaps less overtly for supposed 
ordinary citizens. State authorities and private entities aim to exclude the 
homeless by deliberately choosing and repeatedly playing classical music, 
often unbearable loud. Although everyone entering the space can hear this 
music, the choice of music discourages homeless people from congregat-
ing there. Research shows that this is often an effective way to exclude 
the homeless (e.g., Midtveit, 2005). One reason for this may be that this 
particular group of people has a strong aversion against this type of music, 
persuading them not to spend time in the area. Midtveit believes the choice 
of music is most likely based on this assumption (Midtveit, 2005, p. 32). 
A more compelling reason could be that it persuades all people entering the 
area to move on. Moving on is precisely the activity that is not problem-
atic for those who use the area for shopping or commuting, but it causes 
problems for those who do not have a place where they can sleep and stay 
warm. Loud classical music makes it unbearable to stay in a certain area, 
particularly when one is tired and in need of sleep, which keeps out home-
less people.

One may wonder why I believe that music excludes people while it is no 
physical wall or fence that prevents access to an area. This is an important 
objection. If music does not constitute a physically secure wall, we need to 
think about how it excludes the homeless. Whereas physical perimeters, 
such as walls and fences, may exclude people by not letting them enter a 
particular area, music may prevent people from spending time in a particu-
lar place. Preventing people from spending time in an area excludes them 
from certain activities, such as sleeping, staying warm, and hanging out. 
This is how music reaches its objective to exclude the homeless: all people 
entering the area may hear the music being played, but the objective is not 
to keep them all out. On the contrary, the music is played to get rid of the 
homeless.

Furthermore, one may argue that “there is a significant difference 
between irritation caused by distaste and the discomfort of physiologi-
cal or psychological pain” (Akiyama, 2010, p. 459). It is because of this 
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distinction between distaste and pain that music is described in the lit-
erature as an “aesthetically based deterrent” that is “physically tolerable” 
(Akiyama, 2010, p. 459; see also Hirsch, 2007), whereas the Mosquito is 
described, instead, as an “aggressor” or a “weaponization of sound” (Aki-
yama, 2010, p. 461. Cf. Sterne, 2005. See also Hirsch, 2007; Little, 2015). 
According to this view, classical music makes an area uninviting to those 
who dislike this type of music, often effectively keeping homeless people 
out. Yet although musical taste may tell us something about social class, it 
is questionable that classical music demarcates space based on taste instead 
of discomfort or pain. As I argued above, some people entering the area 
may like the music being played, whereas others do not, but as the type and 
volume of the music make it unbearable to stay in the area, it persuades 
them all to move on. This causes problems for those entering the area for 
staying instead of commuting or passing by. Music, even loud Christmas 
carols, seem tolerable, but after a while, it may cause discomfort or even 
pain, regardless of one’s musical taste, primarily when one is tired and in 
need of sleep. It is important to recognize that music in crime prevention 
does not simply demarcate space based on esthetics; rather, it excludes a 
particular category of people, since it causes them significant discomfort or 
pain in the activities they seek to carry out.

Although all people entering the area may hear the music, the objective 
of its use in crime prevention is to exclude those who use the area as a place 
for sleeping and staying warm. In other words, it excludes the homeless.2 
The question then is whether it justifiably excludes them. One of the argu-
ments put forward to justify the exclusion of the homeless and poor from 
areas is generally framed as protecting public order. People who sleep, beg, 
or hang out in public spaces may obstruct other citizens’ access to these 
places, and the idea behind the measure is to stop this. Another argument is 
that the poor and homeless pose threats to communities by engaging in dis-
orderly or other criminal behavior. It is questionable whether these claims 
are supported by evidence or whether they are merely based on prejudice. 
What is known, though, is that ordinary citizens who use these places for 
commuting and shopping do not like to be disrupted or annoyed in their 
activities by the sight of homelessness.

Most states concern both participation of the homeless in society and 
protection of others against their presence and activities, employing a range 
of measures that show features of the inclusion model as well, including 
rehabilitation programs, unemployment support, and housing. Although 
the objective of the use of music in the prevention of crime and antiso-
cial behavior is clearly to exclude rather than to include, the cumulative 
effect of measures directed toward the homeless has been left largely unad-
dressed. I unpack these effects in the next section.
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Cumulative effect of exclusionary measures

Using music as a means to prevent crime and antisocial behavior in desig-
nated public spaces seems a permissible alternative to the use of the Mos-
quito, which causes direct harm, or area bans, which subject people to a 
formal sanction if they fail to comply. However, preferring this method of 
crime prevention above the alternative of banning people from a certain 
area hides the exclusionary effects of the measure. My aim in the above sec-
tion was to explain how this measure is not necessarily harmless; instead, 
it should be viewed as effectively preventing homeless individuals from 
spending time in particular spaces. In this section, I address the cumulative 
effect of such exclusionary measures on homeless people and argue that 
this effect may have a significant impact on their lives.

I do not argue that CPTED should not be used to prevent crime. Instead, 
my aim is to point out concerns associated with the use of music as a meas-
ure of crime prevention. These concerns show that this measure should not 
be used too lightly. This method of crime prevention may appear to be a 
soft method compared to other methods that are used to exclude individu-
als from entering places, such as area restrictions and the Mosquito. How-
ever, a closer look at the cumulative effect of music to exclude individuals 
from spending time in particular places shows that a music barrier can be 
real and may have a significant impact on the lives of individuals.

Music that prevents someone from sleeping or spending time in an 
area poses a special problem for anyone who is homeless and has no 
shelter. Although there is no prohibition on entering the area, those who 
enter to sleep or stay warm are prevented from performing these activi-
ties, as the music will be unbearable for them. The practice of playing 
loud music is comprehensive in effect because of the cumulation of a 
number of different measures used on the homeless, such as prohibi-
tions on begging, and sleeping.3 Those without a home cannot do these 
activities in private, and the measures against sleeping and staying in 
particular places prevent them from doing these activities in public areas 
or areas owned by private entities. As a result, they have limited options 
of where they may do these activities. If someone cannot sleep and stay 
warm in train stations and shopping malls, and they have no other place 
to go, then they will be unable to rest and stay warm. One may, how-
ever, argue that in most states, cities and other entities provide shelter 
and sustenance to homeless people. I agree, but worry about the support 
offered and the quality of these shelters. I believe that no one likes to 
sleep in a station or mall. One does only sleep in such spaces if there are 
no adequate options for shelter.

One could argue that just like a shop owner playing music in front of 
their shop, the authorities playing music in a train station have no intention 
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of preventing people from sleeping. The shop owner, however, may not 
believe that there should be nowhere for the person to sleep. The shop 
owner, and each shop owner in turn, may even hope there is some place 
for the homeless person to sleep and stay warm, provided that it is not in 
front of their shop, although the effect of the measure may contradict this 
intended outcome (Cozens & Love, 2017). Indeed, although the measures 
may not intend to prevent a homeless person from finding a place to sleep, 
the cumulative effect is nonetheless a fact.4 This issue is recognized in the 
literature on CPTED. One example is how architects, planners, and other 
private entities operate in the interests of their clients and are responsible 
only for one building or space (Midtveit, 2005). As Midtveit argues, this 
approach is not necessarily good, as “the planning of safe communities is 
therefore directed towards the communities of the few” (Midtveit, 2005, 
p. 32).

It is a matter of significant concern if there is no place for a person to 
sleep. If these measures deprive the homeless of an opportunity to sleep and 
stay warm to protect the ordinary citizen from the discomfort of being con-
fronted with poverty, the use of music to prevent the homeless from staying 
in a particular area excludes them not only from that area but also from 
protecting themselves. Staying in a train station or mall may be their last 
opportunity for shelter. The exclusionary measures directed toward home-
less people have concerned human rights scholars for years and have also 
been discussed in Reports of the UN Special Rapporteur on Extreme Pov-
erty and Human Rights, whose task is to report on the rights of those living 
in extreme poverty. In this context, prohibitions on begging and sleeping in 
public spaces are primarily viewed as a violation of the principle of equal-
ity and nondiscrimination, but such prohibitions are significant in another 
way, too: they prohibit people from protecting and sustaining themselves 
(for an analysis, see Mantouvalou, 2024). The fact that human rights law 
does not specifically list actions such as sleeping does not mean they are 
not a matter of significant concern. To the contrary, they can be a matter 
of life and death.

The concept of “exprisonment” might be helpful in addressing the 
impacts of the broader pattern of measures that exclude the poor and 
homeless (Noorda, 2023a, 2023b). Exprisonment addresses the ways in 
which people can be deprived of their liberty outside prison. In various 
ways, the limited freedom of homeless people can be analyzed along these 
lines because music barriers, and other measures that exclude the home-
less, prevent them from fully participating in society. People targeted with 
these measures seem free, but they experience major obstacles in protecting 
themselves and engaging in social, economic, and political life. The impact 
depends on the circumstances of the person in question (Noorda, 2023a). 
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In an empirical study, one female homeless person notes that measures 
against congregation may put vulnerable people at great risk of harm:

Obviously when you’re on the street .  .  . you’re going to congregate; 
safety in numbers and things like that . . . Sometimes the police come 
and tell you [that] you have to move, or you’re nicked. But why do we 
have to move? Especially as a woman being on the street you feel safer, 
obviously, when you’re with people that you know.

(Johnsen et al., 2021, p. 360)

People congregate and sleep in train stations and shopping malls for vari-
ous reasons, such as to find safety and warmth, and some people are more 
at risk on the streets than others. In all cases, however, the reasons for stay-
ing inside relate to people’s need to protect themselves. These activities are 
basic in the sense that they are required for all other aspects of living. Not 
being able to sleep and stay warm is not only degrading and uncomfortable 
but also unbearable for the person in question. Sleep is necessary for many, 
if not all, activities, and to function well in society it is necessary for people 
to sleep every day. Being deprived of sleep can have painful and dangerous 
consequences.

For people without a home, the measures in question may prevent them 
not only from spending time in a particular public space but also from the 
activity of sleeping and staying warm in general. By focusing on what we 
allow people to do to satisfy their survival needs and by understanding 
music as an obstacle to fulfilling them, we get a better sense of the effects 
of this measure. Therefore, in the concluding part of this chapter, I propose 
changing the narrative of exclusion to one of inclusion.

Concluding thoughts

Using music to deter the homeless from sleeping in public places does not 
address the underlying structural causes of homelessness; it only excludes 
them from spending time in certain places.5 The cumulative effect of such 
measures is a matter of significant concern, as prohibiting people from 
sleeping and staying warm in several places may prevent them not only 
from finding shelter but also from sleep itself, which is of significant con-
cern because sleep is a precondition for participation in society. In what 
follows, I argue for a change in the narrative from exclusion to inclusion to 
address homelessness in a more humane way.

The state supports people to take part in social, economic, and political 
life in many ways. Rehabilitation programs, unemployment support, and 
housing are examples of measures aimed at preventing crime and antisocial 
behavior of groups of people by enabling them to take part in society. One 
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of the ideas behind most rehabilitation programs in the criminal justice sys-
tem, for example, is to contribute to the reduction of recidivism by reinte-
grating ex-offenders in society. Providing shelter for the homeless may also 
be a way to effectively deal with the issue of homeless people congregating 
in public spaces. However, these shelters should be sufficiently clean and 
safe because otherwise people will continue to sleep in public spaces. Pro-
viding shelter is not enough to address crime in an inclusive way. Instead, 
more is needed to enhance people’s lives so that they can fully participate 
in society, including opportunities for education, employment, and perma-
nent housing.

This inclusive approach is best carried out by the state, as private enti-
ties may encounter the problem of cumulation addressed above. Although 
private entities may argue that they care about homeless people, it is not 
their responsibility to provide shelter. The state, in contrast, is responsible 
for a much broader area.

One may, however, argue that one has the right to sleep rough. Sleeping 
rough is associated with some of the most extreme forms of poverty but is 
presented by some as a matter of personal choice. However, people who 
are homeless have no choice but to sleep rough. It is for them a means of 
survival (Parsell, 2018). Even if there is a percentage of people who volun-
tarily sleep rough, the state has a responsibility to ensure that this choice is 
not forced on people by their circumstances. The circumstances of a person 
are decisive in their chances to take part in society and if they are as such 
that a person cannot choose to take part, it is the obligation of the state to 
ensure and protect that ability. This means that the support offered needs 
to be adequate and sufficient, even if some people genuinely choose not to 
use it.

The state may need more specific measures to fully implement an effec-
tive inclusive approach, but most states employ measures that concern par-
ticipation of the homeless in society. In this chapter, my main aim was not 
to describe these measures but to address how music may exclude homeless 
people from spending time in certain places and how this may negatively 
affect their lives.

Notes

1	 I presented a previous draft of this chapter at The Ethics, Crime Prevention and 
Exclusion Workshop at Copenhagen University. I am extremely grateful to all 
of the participants for their feedback and engagement. Part of this research was 
conducted during a NIAS-Institute Gak Fellowship at the Netherlands Insti-
tute for Advanced Studies in the Humanities and Social Sciences, to which I am 
thankful for providing an outstanding research environment. I would also like 
to thank Jessie Levano for excellent research assistance in the preparation of this 
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2	 The measure is directed toward other categories of people, including teenagers, 
but here, I address the exclusion of homeless people.

3	 Elsewhere, I have addressed the cumulative effect of an area ban and asset freez-
ing in the case of supposed terrorist Youssef Nada (Noorda, 2015). On cumula-
tive effects of measures used on the homeless, see also Waldron (2019, p. 44).

4	 If this is about blame, one could argue that there is some form of collective 
responsibility. See Waldron (2019).

5	 On the underlying causes of homelessness, see also Petersen (this volume).
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