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ABSTRACT

In an era of Anthropocene design, this thesis ex-
plores applications of more-than-human perspective
in design within the field of landscape architecture.
With the omnipresent effects of climate change and
biodiversity loss we ask how we design our land-
scapes and who exactly we design them for. Against
this backdrop, this thesis aims to explore how more-
than-human perspectives could be strengthened with-
in landscape architecture practises, as well as how
landscape architects could practically implement
these perspectives within landscape management.

The methodology employed a research phase into
concepts of more-than-human design perspectives,
which together with an interview with head biolo-
gist at Amager Felled Paul Maslen tested practical
methods of more-than-human design. Findings re-
veal that more-than-human-centred design high-
lights the mutual independence between humans
and non-humans, distancing the view of seeing oth-
er organisms as inferior to humans or as an exploit-
able resource. The methods of noticing, scaffolding
and refraining provide a potential framework for
landscape architects to engage with notions of par-
ticipation with other species in design processes as
well as decentralizing humans from design decisions.

This thesis concludes that more-than-human-cen-
tred design extends the role of the designer to an
assembly of stakeholders within the design con-
text. As such the role of that landscape architect in
landscape management could be viewed as that of
a steward; overseeing, engaging and acting on be-
half of all species present in the given context.



SAMMANFATTNING

I en era av antropocen design utforskar denna avhan-
dling tillimpningar av mer-dn-ménskliga perspektiv
inom landskapsarkitektur. Med effekterna av klimat-
fordndringar och forluster av biologisk mangfald
underas hur vi utformar vara landskap och vem vi
designar dem for.I detta context syftar denna avhan-
dling att undersdka hur mer @n méanskliga perspektiv
skulle kunna stirkas inom landskapsarkitektur, samt
hur landskapsarkitekter skulle praktiskt kunna imple-
mentera dessa perspektiv inom landskapsforvaltning.

Metodiken utforskade mer-dn-minskliga designpers-
pektiv, som tillsammans med en intervju med ansva-
rande biolog pd Amager Faelled Paul Maslen testade
praktiska tillimpningar av mer-dn-ménsklig design.
Resultaten visar att mer-dn-ménsklig design framhaver
det Omsesidiga oberoendet mellan méanniskor och
icke-ménniskor, vilket tar avstand fran fran stéllnin-
gen att andra organismer dr underldgsna till ménnis-
kor eller ses endast som en exploateringsbar resurs.
Metoderna noticing, scaffolding och refraining ger
en potentiell ramverk for landskapsarkitekter att en-
gagera sig andra arters deltaganden i designprocesser
samt att decentralisera minniskor frdn designbeslut.

Denna avhandling drar slutsatsen att design som
ar mer-dn-manniskocentrerad utvidgar designerns
roll till en sammanstdllare av intressenter inom
designkontexten. Som sddan kan landskapsarkitek-
tens roll i landskapsforvaltningen ses som en forval-
tares, som Overvakar, engagerar och agerar pa uppdrag
av alla arter som finns i det givha sammanhanget.



I think having land and
not ruining it is the most
beautiful art anyone
could want to own.

- Andy Warhol
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INTRODUCTION



BACKGROUND

That our relationship with nature must change
is more evident than ever. Our attitudes to-
wards the land and how we use it is caus-
ing us to design the world to death. In pur-
suit of short-term goals, we are polluting
the oceans, changing our climate, depleting
the planet of its biodiversity and draining
its soils of all life. Furthermore, rapid ur-
banization has left us increasingly discon-
nected both physically and mentally from
the natural systems that we depend on.

Our attitudes towards nature seem to manifest
in our gardens and urban landscapes, where
designed landscapes are, as critic Jim Lew-
is comments on the English landscape gar-
dens: “like nature, only better” or “with all the
awkward bits smoothed out” (Brown & Lewis
2015). In recent decades, the anthropocen-
tric beliefs and values that have shaped and
defined western culture for centuries have
started to be questioned more than ever, in-
cluding the conviction that nature is a world
to be tamed, dominated, and civilized by
man. As evident in the eighteenth- and nine-
teenth-century English landscape gardens,
where an orchestrated idea of untouched na-
ture was in reality meticulously planned and
enforced to the last, minute detail. These
attitudes seem to persist in our urban land-
scapes even today; the lawns originating from
the eighteenth-century English landscape
gardens have evolved into the monotonous
expanses of cut grass we recognize globally.

In light of the escalating states of planetary
crisis and the omnipresent effects on design,
rethinking our attitudes towards nature, how
we design our world and who it is designed for
are crucial to mitigating and adapting to the
effects of climate change. (Heinrich, Kuijpers,
Stappmanns 2023). Critics and curators Paula
Antonelli and Alice Rawsthorn suggest in their
2022 book Design Emergency that design’s
“limited role to which it was confined in the in-
dustrial age” needs to be broadened to “build
a better future not only for human beings, but
also for the other species with whom we share
this planet” (Antonelli & Rawsthorn 2022).

(Background)

Correlating with the first environmental move-
ments of the 20th century, the field of land-
scape architecture and garden design aban-
doned the constraints of the increasingly
outdated idea of the picturesque deriving from
the dominant concept of the western garden.
Landscape architecture has since then devel-
oped with sustainability and non-human col-
laboration as an inherent part of its practice.
More recently, designers have been experi-
menting with collective traditional and Indige-
nous practices not typically considered under
the western rubric of gardening as potential
grafting points for expanded ways of designing
with nature (Williams, Sikutshwa, Shackleton
2020; Heinrich, Kuijpers, Stappmanns 2023).

As such, a certain paradigm shift has re-
cently been taking place within many fields
of design. With the awareness of the hu-
man induced problems threatening the plan-
et and its systems, and the challenges asso-
ciated with climate change, designers have
been drawing on participatory design princi-
ples and feminist theory to explore and ex-
pand upon collaborative design attitudes to-
wards nature and the species and systems
we share the planet with (Forlano 2017).

In 2000, writer and curator John Beards-
ley wrote for the Harvard Design Magazine
that landscape architecture would soon be-
come “the most consequential of the design
arts” (Beardsley 2000). He elaborated that
urgent changing societal and environmen-
tal demands need to be met by the develop-
ment of a new compelling design language
that is particular to landscape architecture.
Within the rubrics of sustainability, ecological
design and posthumanism, many designs have
started extending the scope of their practises
to include a more-than-human perspective.
The need for recognizing diverse actors and
their knowledge is being considered increas-
ingly critical for sustainability within land use
and conservation (Williams, Sikutshwa, Shack-
leton 2020). Designers are also recognising the
value of non-human knowledge in planning and
maintenance processes, as recently exempli-
fied by the seven years long planning process
of a dam and wetland establishment in the
Czech Republic being completed and doubled
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in size by a small population of bevers, saving
taxpayers near 1 million euros (Bittel 2025).

Gardens and landscapes have been increas-
ing twofold as laboratories within which to
find new methods of relating and interacting
with nature as well as exploring collaborative
methods within design processes (Beards-
ley 2000; Kurz 2023): An increasing amount
of landscape projects have been by varying
means incorporating a more-than-human per-
spective into their designs. Focusing on the
collaborative relationships between humans
and the non-human systems and entities we
depend on, designers have been working at
the increasingly blurred intersection between
culture and nature. Embracing landscapes as
an open-ended design process of perpetu-
al becoming (Palmquist 2023), as a system in
constant flux in collaboration with the non-hu-
man entities around us, rather than a fixed,
rigid idea to be enforced and maintained for
the sole benefit of humans. Researchers Nao-
mi Jacobs and Annette Giesecke argue in their
2012 book Earth perfect? Nature, Utopia and
the garden for the symbolism and potency of
gardens as spaces to encounter and interact
with nature and reflect on our relationship with
it. They go on to wonder whether “a new ethos
grounded in gardening could lead us to a more
sustainable relationship between humanity and
the natural world?” (Geisecke & Jacobs 2012).

The rapid urbanization we are experiencing
correlated with the expanding loss of natural
habitats is urging an understanding that nat-
ural and urban environments need to over-
lap (Baumann 2023). Within this discourse,
landscape architects and designers play an
important role in facilitating human interac-
tions and encounters with non-humans. These
types of interactions could take place in urban
commons, spaces that could foster human/
non-human interactions to become multispe-
cies commons, spaces within which to explore
sustainable, more-than-human design futures
(SOS 2021; Haldrup, Samson, Laurien 2022).

One such common is Amager Feelled, a unique
common in southern Copenhagen, Denmark
that is currently under a land use conflict be-
tween the cities increasingly neoliberal urban-

ization and a wide range of local residents,
active biologists and conservationists, who
wish to preserve and strengthen the common
as a unique space for nature-culture interac-
tions. The friends of Amager Feelled (Amag-
er Feelleds Venner) organization have been
greatly opposed to plans to develop areas
of the common, arguing for the right to ac-
cess nature and non-enclosed biodiversi-
ty, as well as enforcing the non-capitalizing
exchanges between culture and nature that
define what a common is in the first place
(Skaaning 2016, Malmio & Kurikka 2020).
By connecting with non-human species inter-
ests and agencies for participation, commons
could become an important precedent for
how we bring nature into urban environments
as well as how designers could connect with
other species as co-creators of knowledge
and experiences (Rosen, Normark, Wiberg
2022). Furthermore, they could become vi-
tal spaces within which to foster reconnec-
tions with nature and embodied experiences
of nature-culture interactions (Eliason 2023).
In this regard, while who, what and where are
salient questions, the more pressing question
to ask is how? As such, this master’s thesis
will explore participatory design methods
and how such methods can be implemented
practically with commoning between humans
and other species that share urban commons.

INTERPRETATION OF BACKGROUND

While collaborative considerations for oth-
er species and impacts on the environment
have been foundational aspects of contem-
porary landscape architecture practices,
posthuman perspectives within landscape
design, planning and management could
create new ways of interacting and relat-
ing to other species and natural processes.

Despite foundational theoretical backgrounds
for more-than-human design perspectives,
how these perspectives may inform a practi-
cal design strategy is less defined. In Amag-
er commons, there is an opportunity to ex-
plore design dialogues with the common and
study commons as testing grounds for col-



laboration that could benefit all human and
non-human stakeholders present on the site.
The distance present between our daily lives
and both human and non-human infrastruc-
tures that support us in urban and semi-urban
areas call for designers to explore methods of
integration together with non-human systems,
allowing the designer to take on the tradition-
al role as a steward to create physical frame-
works from which non-human stakeholders
can act upon, inhabit, transform and thrive
in as participatory designers. Furthermore,
communicating these frameworks visually ex-
plores different aesthetic and sensory ways
of encountering and engaging with other spe-
cies. By doing so fostering embodied knowl-
edge to invite humans understand the lives
of other species and how we are connected.

PURPOSE & OBJECTIVES

The aim of this thesis is to explore the
more-than-human perspective and its ori-
gins within design, as well as identify meth-
ods of designing to strengthen a more-
than-human  perspective  within  design
processes. Testing the practical implementa-
tion of these methods and their outputs, focus-
ing on Amager Feelled as a specific example.
Furthermore, this thesis aims to explore how
visual/aesthetic modes of representation can
wake discussions of more than human rights
in the development of Amager Faelled. Exper-
imenting with methods of visualizing chang-
es and fluctuations in Amager Feelled over
time to address the need for a both thriving
and expanding ecosystem in Amager Faelled.

The purpose is to develop a broadened under-
standing for the more-than-human perspec-
tivee within landscape architecture and de-
sign, as well as methods of designing within a
more-than-human perspective. Furthermore,
address how these methods within landscape
architecture could engage in the land use dis-
course of Amager Feelled, as well as similar
contexts where human/non-human relations
are explored through design to strength-
en social and ecological values of an area.

(Research Questions)

PROBLEM FORMULATION

The development of a more-than-human
perspective within design asks designers
how the rhetoric of design may be extend-
ed to include non-humans within participa-
tory design processes. While contemporary
landscape architecture practises are pred-
icated on collaboration with other species
and natural processes, distinct methods of
including non-humans within participatory
design frameworks need to be investigated
to strengthen human/non-human interdepen-
dencies in commons such as Amager Com-
mons, Copenhagen. This will be explored
through the following research questions:

- What methods could strengthen a more-than-
human perspective within landscape architecture?

- How could more-than-human design methods
be utilized by landscape architects in the management
of commons such as Amager Fezelled?

METHODOLOGY

This master’s thesis is divided into two stag-
es: firstly, conducting research into more-
than-human design to introduce and define
the design perspective and identify partic-
ipatory methods that can strengthen more-
than-human perspectives in landscape ar-
chitecture. Secondly, through the example
of Amager Feelled, the identified participa-
tory methods were tested; exploring how
more-than-human perspectives are being
applied to the management of the feelled
based on methods identified from part one.

The first stage was achieved through literature
review. Research was conducted into litera-
ture by landscape architects, environmental
scientists, designers and artists to research
the origins and definitions of a more-than-
human perspective as well as what ways a
project can be more-than-human oriented.
Methods with which a more-than-human per-
spective can be strengthened within design
processes were identified (noticing, scaffold-
ing and refraining) and then discussed with-
in the context of landscape architecture and
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design. This was achieved by cross referenc-
ing the literature review as well as referencing
examples where each method has been used
to include more-than-human participation.
The second stage discussed and examined the
identified methods (noticing, scaffolding and
refraining) and how they strengthened more-
than-human perspectives in the specific con-
text of the development and management of
Amager Feelled. A site visit to Amager Feelled
was conducted, led by Paul Maslen, head bi-
ologist overseeing and maintaining Amager
Feelled for the municipality of Copenhagen.
After the visit, Mr Maslen was interviewed,
the identified methods were explained to him
before prepared questions were asked on his
work at Amager Feelled as well as how more-
than-human design methods could/are being
used and his future plans for the area. Mr
Maslen’s answers were recorded, transcribed
and, with permission, referenced throughout
parts one and two of this thesis. Paul was
then asked to point out areas he plans to de-
velop. This information was then used as a
base to explore how future developments in
Amager Feelled from the perspective of the
identified more-than-human design meth-
ods will take place and change over time. A
number of species currently present on site,
as well as in the open areas surround it, were
identified with the Arter.dk tool, an informa-
tion common where users can upload spe-
cies they have discovered and place them on
a map. These developments and fluctuations
were then visualized in sequencing diagrams.

(Methodology)
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PART 1

On more-than-human design
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INTRO: GARDEN ATTITUDES & ECO-
LOGICAL DESIGN

In many ways, the environmental crisis is a de-
sign crisis. The built environments we create
are a direct result of various intentional design
decisions made for specific purposes, these
decisions impact and alter the local environ-
ment they are placed within (Rottle & Yocom
2010). As such, how buildings are construct-
ed, and landscapes are used has a conse-
quence on the environment locally and by ex-
tension globally (Van Der Ryn & Cowan 2007).

To talk about design is also to talk about the
state of the planet and the impacts of climate
change. The way in which we design our sur-
roundings reflects our attitude towards the
world. As such, the gardens and landscapes
we have built throughout time represent our
attitudes and relationships towards nature,
as well as what we seek to gain from it. The
first gardens in history were created out of ne-
cessity, offering protection from the outside
world and improving chances of survival by
cultivating plants and animals for food, gar-
dens manifested humanities change from a
tribe to a society (Olonetzky 2017). The first
examples of garden design beyond the ne-
cessity and survival were the Persian gardens
and later medieval cloister gardens in Europe,
these early gardens were grounded in the re-
ligious notion of paradise: “paradise” stem-
ming from a Persian term for “walled enclo-
sure” (Olonetzky 2017). In more recent times,
gardens have taken on a variety of functions,
from grand symbols of power and dominion
to spaces of political assembly and wellbeing
in an increasingly industrialised world (Beard-
sley 2000; Olonetzky 2016). The notion of
the garden as a healer and saviour is a reoc-
curring theme that has taken on a variety of
definitions and contexts throughout garden
history. While gardens have been typical-
ly placed within the context of human bene-
fit, there is compelling precedent for how we
may expand the notion of healing beyond hu-
man interests towards non-humans, exploring
the garden as a space for regeneration and
strengthening human/non-human relations.

(Garden attitudes)

The notion of exclusion has however always
defined the garden. Gardens have by nature
been designed to keep out undesirable ele-
ments: Traditionally making order out of cha-
os; non-human life - plants and animals - have
only been admitted to our gardens selectively,
whitelisted based on what benefit they may
serve for the humans tending the garden. Gar-
dens are as such a very specific expression of
what it means to be human at a certain time
within a certain culture (Kurz 2023). The sig-
nificance of which stretches further than ro-
mantic notions of picturesque flower beds,
escape and paradise, “gardens are rather a
construct and a cultural artefact, the prod-
uct of an idea, a dream, a vision” (Kurz 2023).

The idea that sustenance and refuge can only
be provided by a controlled and allocated form
of nature is a paradigm that must be revisited:
In North America alone there are 40 million
acres of cultivated lawn (Holthaus 2019). To
sustain these lawns, Americans annually use a
third of all residential water nation-wide (Unit-
ed States Environmental Protection Agen-
cy 2022), apply 27 million kilograms of pes-
ticides (Atwood & Paisley-Jones 2017) and
burn 800 million gallons of fuel by mowing
(Son 2020). Cultivated lawn is North Ameri-
cas largest “crop” (Holthaus 2019), the re-
source cost of which is staggering. Landscape
architect James Hitchmough refers to lawns
as “green deserts”, critiquing the excessive
monocultural habits we impose on our built
environments, while stating the issues with
covering 25 per cent of our cities with “some-
thing virtually nothing lives in” (Hitchmough
2008). While only one of the many ecological
issues threatening the planet, the lawn is per-
haps one of the most prominent representa-
tions of our idea that nature can be moulded
to our interests at will (Pollan 1989). With the
threat of large-scale biodiversity loss, philos-
opher Bruno Latour inquires “do we contin-
ue to nourish dreams of escaping .. or do we
start seeking a territory that we and our chil-
dren can inhabit?” (Latour 2018). Expanding
the concept of the enclosure may be one way,
such as botanist and gardener Giles Clements
concept of the “planetary garden”, where he
writes, as the garden is always an enclosure, it
now encloses the entire planet, introducing a
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new collective responsibility for the rest of the
world that is not immediately within our reach
(Clement et al. 2015). As the effects of climate
change are often felt in regions seemingly far
away from the west (Warner & Van Der Geest
2013; Williams, Sikutshwa, Shackleton 2020),
this notion urges us to consider the world as a
common garden that needs to be collective-
ly tended. In 1966, landscape architect lan
McHarg together with other concerned envi-
ronmentalists wrote that there may not be a
single “one-shot cure” solution for the envi-
ronmental design issues we are faced with. In-
stead, they write, there is a need for collabo-
rative solutions, groups of solutions “carefully
related to one another” (McHarg et al. 1966).

The ideas formulated by McHarg et al. (1966)
in their Declaration for concern announced
that an age of environmental crisis was upon
us. In the 1960s, awareness of global envi-
ronmental issues started to grow. With the
widespread success of publications such as
Rachael Carsons A silent spring accounting
the detrimental environmental impacts of in-
dustrial and agricultural chemicals in 1962 as
well as the devastating impacts of the Santa
Barbara oil spill in 1969 and the first photo-
graphs taken of plant earth by astronauts
in space in 1968 paved the way for the first
modern environmental movement (Attia 2017,
Dalziel 2022). With increased awareness of
the threats of human impact on the planet and
her systems, attitudes towards how we tend
to our natural surroundings started to change.
lan McHarg’s Design with nature in 1969 and
Edward Wilson’s Biophilia in 1984 manifested
environmental concerns within the context of
landscape management and design, contrib-
uting to what became known as the ecological
design movement (McHarg 1969; Wilson 1984;
Rottle & Yocom 2010; Attia 2017). According
to Rottle & Yocom (2010), ecological design
encompasses the initiation of various design
concepts tasked at improving environmental
health, where composition and processes aim
to maintain and increase the ecological rela-
tionships of a targeted area. Van Der Ryn &
Cowan (2007) define ecological design as “...
any form of design that minimizes environ-
mentally destructive impact by integrating it-
self with living processes.” Thus, ecological
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design is the adaptation to and integration with
natural processes, holistically testing solutions
and accounting for their impacts on the envi-
ronment. This considers impacts both within
the local environment as well as how they af-
fect connected systems at varying scales (Van
Der Ryn & Cowan 2007; Rottle & Yocom 2010).

Ecological design based on McHarg’s design
with nature are part of what Attia (2017) ac-
counts as the second out of roughly six par-
adigms of sustainable architecture to date
(Attia 2017, p. 8). These paradigms have
generally shown to follow political concerns.
As such, the increasing focus on concepts
of resource efficiency and carbon neutrality
for architects could suggest a coming para-
digm of regenerative architecture (Attia 2017).

Dalziel (2022) is critical to how exactly this
new paradigm would be manifested within
current environmental perspectives. He cites
Leatherbarrow & Wesley (2019) who state
that traditional dichotomies between na-
ture and culture have been the limiting factor
in making environmental architecture truly
sustainable, a task that they say is “miscon-
ceived and in practice unmanageable” (Leath-
erbarrow & Wesley 2019 see Dalziel 2022).
Dalziel (2022) however elaborates that col-
lective and site-specific practise in architec-
ture, linked to bioregional concerns stated
by McHarg in 1969 could be potential graft-
ing points for a new architectural paradigm
(Leatherbarrow & Wesley 2019; Dalziel 2022).

In landscape design however, concepts of
collaboration have always been foundation-
al aspects for its success. Viewin g the gar-
den as a human/nature interface, its future,
and in some cases, its present may depend
on interconnecting human and natural envi-
ronments organized in eco-social networks
(Heinrich, Kuijpers, Stappmanns 2023). This
way, contrary to previous garden attitudes,
garden definitions are broadened beyond
ideas of enclosure; its ethos and practise
spreading across entire cities. This highlights
a need to discover a common middle ground
within which everything between the city and
the wilderness “can somehow be encom-
passed in the word home.” (Cronon 1996).



POSTHUMANISM & MORE-THAN-
HUMAN PERSPECTIVES

Architecture, as a humanist tradition, has de-
veloped within an anthropocentric thought-
space. Withinarchitecturalontology, questions
have primarily evolved around architectural
objects and the humans that use them, with
“Nature” relegated as a backdrop for human
agency and well-being (Dalziel 2022). Today,
this human tradition of anthropocentric archi-
tecture is being challenged, formulating new
design perspectives with ties to posthumanism
and relational interdependencies (see; Abram
1997; Hayles 1999; Barad 2003, 2007; Bogost
2012; Haraway 2016; Forlano 2017; Braidotti
2019; Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022). In his
article Should Trees Have Standing? published
1972, lawyer Christopher Stone recounts the
continual improvement of constitutional rights
for underprivileged groups such as indigenous
people, people of colour, genders, sexualities
etc. He argues that plants and areas of nature
too could be given constitutional rights (Stone
1972). Since then, rivers in New Zealand and
Australia have obtained the same legal status
as human beings (O’Donnell & Tallbot-Jones
2018), a robot has become a partner at a law
firm (Niel 2010) and new medical devices re-
place what are typically thought to be exclu-
sively human functions (Forlano 2017). Forlano
(2017) makes the case that posthuman ontol-
ogies are shaping the future of cultural, politi-
cal, economic and environmental transforma-
tions. In the space of possible ways of being,
posthumanism states that those accessible to
human beings form only a tiny subset (Wolfe
2009; Yong 2022). It explores the human re-
lationship to the world in a non-anthropocen-
tric light, undermining traditional dichotomies
(human-technology, nature-culture) that may
often be held responsible for unethical and un-
sustainable attitudes towards the environment,
and recognising the significance of non-human
contribution to our lifeworld (Wolfe 2009; For-
lano 2017; Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).

Central to posthumanism is the concept of the
more-than-human, first popularised in ecolo-
gist and philosopher David Abram’s book The
Spell of the Sensuous: Perception and Lan-

(Posthumanism)

guage in a More-than-Human World (Abram
1996). More-than-human concepts expand
the subject beyond anthropocentricity and,
drawing on object-oriented ontology (see For-
lano 2017 p. 22; Harman 2018), explores the
agency and existence of non-human species
on an equal plain, within which human are
an equal participant (Forlano 2017; Graham
2018). While applying posthumanism and
more-than-human concepts to architecture
may spark narratives and aesthetics akin to
sci-fi, Escobar (2018) accounts that more-
than-human ideas are far from new; they
originate from indigenous architecture and
permaculture, viewing nature as animate, as-
cribing traits more commonly associated with
humans, such as intelligence, sentience and
agency to non-humans (Escobar 2018; Rosen,
Normark, Wiberg 2022; Dalziel 2022). How-
ever, when viewing posthumanism in archi-
tecture, both extremes may be equally appli-
cable, as opposed to the highly aestheticized
world of contemporary design, posthumanism
centres around “what things do” rather than
“what they are” (Dalziel 2022). As such, post-
humanist developments in face of ecological
crisis may be offer an opportunity to imagine
new forms of participation, creativity and sto-
ries, shifting attention from what life is and
how it is managed, to how can a planet be a
healthy place for all life on earth? (Chakrabarty
2019; Haldrup, Samson, Laurien 2022)

While the field of sustainable design has a long
history, these new ways of understanding and
valuing the environment may allow for it to gain
greater traction. There is an expanding inter-
est for a variety of new design methodologies
based on posthuman theory, such as transi-
tional design and participatory design (Irwin,
Kossoff, Tonkinwise 2015; Slavin 2016; Smith
2016). The indigenous origins of more-than-
human ontologies are becoming increasingly
recognized within contemporary western so-
ciety (Williams, Sikutshwa, Shackleton 2020):
Recently, designers and participatory design-
ers have drawn on indigenous ontology as well
as posthumanist and feminist discourses to ex-
plore how participationdesign canbeenhanced
to integrate the interests of and concerns for
more-than-human actors within design pro-
cesses (Escobar 2018; Akama et al. 2020).
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Based on broadening the scope of participa-
tion, and the notion of accounting for others,
a new more-than-human design perspective
has emerged. Design and infographics re-
searchers Rosen, Normark, Wiberg (2022)
describe the inclusion of more-than-human
perspectives within design as more-than-hu-
man design. More-than-human design rec-
ognizes the importance of interdependencies
between species, forefronting that many or-
ganisms, humans included, could benefit from
holistic and relational design perspectives
(Clarke et al. 2018; Akama et al. 2020; Nijs
et al. 2020; Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).

Considering the omnipresent states of the
global environmental crisis and its challeng-
es on design and planning, more-than-human
design asks how more-than-human rights
could be taken into consideration within par-
ticipatory design processes, and how other
species could be considered participants and
collaborators in making liveable environments
accessible for more than exclusively humans.

The more-than-human approach to design
challenges anthropocentric notions, decen-
tring humans and re-imagining ourselves as
planetary subjects rather than global agents,
asking how designers could maintain exist-
ing ecologies while repairing damage done by
current landscape design practises (Haldrup,
Samson, Laurien 2022). In her book The Post-
human, Rosi Braidotti (2013) writes that “This
practice of relating to others requires and is
enhanced by the rejection of self-centred in-
dividualism. It produces a new way of com-
bining self-interests with the well-being of
an enlarged community, based on environ-
mental inter-connections.” Dalziel (2022)
further states that when applied to the dis-
cipline of architecture, posthumanism could
be highly transformative to both our defini-
tion of what architecture is, as well as ways
in which knowledge is produced (Braidotti
2019, Dalziel 2022). When applied to a specif-
ic discipline like architecture, posthumanism
prompts us to reconsider our ways of knowing
and acting beyond the scope of one specif-
ic species, expanding our focus to all earth-
ly material, whether animate or inanimate
(Grahan 2018; Braidotti 2019; Dalziel 2022).
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As nature commons, rivers, watersheds, and
nature reserves become increasingly enclosed,
incorporating non-humans into our thinking
and designs can offer designers opportunity to
reinvigorate nature commons and advocate for
environmental justice on behalf of species that
are currently underrepresented in communities
and political assemblies. (Forlano 2017; Studio
Other Spaces (SOS) 2021; Haldrup, Samson,
Laurien 2022; Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).

While inspiration for these approaches orig-
inates predominantly from indigenous cul-
tures, these approaches also suggest a change
in the roles of planners and designers oper-
ating within the context for social democratic
modernist welfare states. As such, Haldrup,
Samson, Laurien (2022) elaborate that the
role of designers can be re-imagined as that
of commoners (Stewards, herders, gather-
ers), embracing and acting upon cosmolo-
gies that allow for new alliances between the
land, sky, plants, people, animals etc. Elias-
son (2021) writes that we must advocate for
“a collective space to explore sustainable,
more-than-human futures”, if we are to ac-
complish incorporating more-than-human in-
terests and rights into our future democratic
assemblies (Eliasson 2021). This reimagining
of the designer’s role as the steward (see Van
Der Ryn & Cowan 2007 p. 86) as well as par-
ticipatory design practises in landscape and
garden contexts could be a method of working
with an earthly communing between humans
and other species (Haldrup, Samson, Lau-
rien 2022). Stewardship invites non-human
stakeholders to participate in design develop-
ments, rather than working counter to them
in pursuing human centred design interests.



EMBODIED EXPERIENCES OF
NATURE

In an Instagram post, environmental art-
ist Olafur Eliasson stated that “Knowing
about something alone will not necessarily
lead to change. What is truly needed is em-
bodied knowledge - whether about the cli-
mate, war, or peace. If you encounter some-
thing bodily and emotionally, you are much
more likely to act upon it.” (Eliasson 2023).

While Eliasson (2023) is pointing to the global
effects of climate change and war, the concept
of embodied knowledge may be applicable to
issues within more-than-human design as well:
Experiments with the body, senses and sen-
semaking play a central role in understanding
non-human interdependencies as well as also
noticing ourselves as part of these interdepen-
dencies on an experiential level (Aspling 2020;
Tsing et al. 2020; Biggs et al. 2021; Haldrup,
Samson, Laurien 2022; Rosen, Normark,
Wiberg 2022). Transmedia designer Kit Bray-
brooke describes these experiences as “those
moments in life where something shifts within
ourselves and we perceive differently, a point
from which there is no going back” (Bray-
brooke 2022). Others have described sensory
experiences of being in nature as a “blurring”
or “blending” of notions of the self with the
surrounding environment (Rosen, Normark,
Wiberg 2022). Biggs et al. (2021) also explored
experiences of abjection (see fletcher & Benja-
min 2012) as a means of blurring lines between
the experience of self and the environment.

Developing deeper understandings of other
species and designing for more-than-human
interdependencies may therefore be more de-
pendent on subjective personal experiences
than solely relying on data to communicate
awareness (Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).
While focusing on human-oriented experi-
ences may initially seem egocentric, they may
be key to connecting with nature and non-hu-
mans. The reinvigoration of nature commons
plays an important role in this development:
According to Van Der Ryn & Cowan (2007),
in de-natured places, we are likely to devel-
op de-natured thoughts. As such, semi-ur-
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ban spaces such as commons offer oppor-
tunities to engage in multispecies co-design
to “re-enchant” these spaces, while facili-
tating everyday interactions that can rein-
force human/non-human interdependencies
in processes of “co-becoming” (Singh 2017).

MAKE NATURE VISIBLE

Van Der Ryn & Cowan (2007) argue that we
currently live in a “de-natured” world; the
designed environments we live in as an in-
creasingly urbanised species has caused us
to develop a disconnectedness to both the
ecological and technological processes that
sustain our lives. This creates a sense of emo-
tional and physical distance, both from such
processes as well as the natural world we are a
part of (Van Der Ryn & Cowan 2007). In purs-
ing more-than-human agency and relations in
our designed environments, there is a need to
develop awareness through effective design
that can help inform us of our place in nature.
Building on Eliassons idea of embodied and
emotional experiences, as well as ecological
design theory, making nature and its process-
es visible may be one way of doing so (Thay-
er 1976; Van Der Ryn & Cowan 2007; Meyer
2008, 2015; De Block & Vicenzotti 2018). The
concept of making nature visible helps weave
nature back into our everyday lives, reminding
us of the ecological processes and diversity all
around us (Van Der Ryn & Cowan 2007). New
ideas and connections to nature can be learnt
most effectively when they are expressed vi-
sually and experienced directly, as such,
speculative and artistic utilization of media
could be a grafting point to base dialogues
with and citizenship to non-humans (Elias-
son 2021, 2022). Landscape architect Rob-
ert L. Thayer calls this an aesthetic of Visual
ecology, describing design environments that
make complex or invisible natural processes
understandable and visual, emphasizing un-
recognized connections with nature (Thayer
1976). Spaces developed under this design
philosophy could create valuable opportuni-
ties for humans to reconnect with wider com-
munities of life, while also informing us of
the ecological consequences of our activities
(Thayer 1976; Van Der Ryn & Cowan 2007).
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SUSTAINING DISTANCE

While posthuman theory decentralises hu-
mans, blending nature/culture dichotomies,
there may be reason for environmental de-
sign aesthetics that sustain distance between
human and non-human. In 2008, landscape
architect Elizabeth Meyer argued for the role
of aesthetics within the sustainability agenda.
In her article, Sustaining Beauty, she says it
will take more than just ecologically regener-
ative designs for cultures to be sustainable,
what is needed is designed landscapes that
provoke awareness of how those who expe-
rience them affect their environment. Mey-
er (2008) states that aesthetics are equal-
ly as important as a landscapes ecological
performance, arguing that a designed land-
scapes appearance can perform by “lead-
ing to attentiveness, empathy, love, respect,
care, concern and action of the beholder”,
in this sense persuading or educating the us-
ers to ultimately behave more sustainably.

Meyer however does not argue for hu-
man-centric perspectives, instead she con-
siders re-centring human consciousness
from egocentric to bio-centric perspectives.
Similarly, landscape architects Nigel Dun-
nett and James Hitchmough state that while
nature-first sentiments have been growing in
recent decades, nature-rich environments are
still not within the mainstream of urban plan-
ning. They argue that this may be because
humans aren’t considered in these develop-
ments (Dunnet & Hitchmough 2004). As such
They argue for a potential “people-first” (Dun-
nett 2024) approach to urban planning, where
designed landscapes - where applicable - can
orchestrate immersive experiences that may
become a gateway to more widespread appli-
cations of ecological ideas, opening the gen-
eral public’s eyes to alternative ideas (Dunnet
& Hitchmough 2004; Dunnett 2024). These
sentiments have been explored in a variety of
garden and landscape design projects, such
as the Lurie Garden in Chicago (fig. 1), offer-
ing an aestheticized experience of what native
ecosystems may have existed on site before
settlers arrived, or the Tower of London Su-
perbloom in 2022 (fig. 2), expressing unique
natural processesfromother partsoftheworld.
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Reflecting on Meyers article, De Block & Vi-
cenzotti (2018) argue that “an aesthetic that
sustains distance between subject and object
could offer ways to “free” the beholderand cre-
ate space to reflect actively and critically on the
connection between the human and non-hu-
man” (De Block & Vicenzotti 2018). As such,
working with visual representations of species
interdependencies, and reenchanting seem-
ingly invisible habitats through various meth-
ods such as how we designate or name them
(Haldrup, Samson, Laurien 2022) may be sa-
lient methods of creating multispecies aware-
ness and relating to the non-human. While de-
sign alone may not be able to change society,
Meyer (2008) believes that it can alter an indi-
vidual’s consciousness and assist in restruc-
turing priorities and values towards nature. As
such, we need landscapes that can create sto-
ries, affections and practices that connect hu-
mans with other species. Our environments,
whether they are sprawling parking lots or wild
meadows, are as Van Der Ryn & Cowan (2007)
say “the most powerful teachers we have”.

Fig. I (top right)

The Lurie Garden, de-
signed by Piet Oudolf'in
2004. (CNT 2014)

Fig. 2 (bottom right)
The Tower of London
Superbloom, designed
by Nigel Dunett 2022.
(Manila 2022)
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(Part 1)

DESIGNING FOR THE MORE-THAN-
HUMAN

Despite the evident rationale for more-than-
human design, there are still disparities be-
tween theory and practice. This chapter
will explore what characterises designing
within a more-than-human perspective, as
well as identify methods of engaging a proj-
ect from a more-than-human perspective.

There are multiple ways a project can be more-
than-human oriented; Through ontology and
epistemology based on posthuman theories
and concepts (Smith et al. 2017, Light et al.
2017; Liu et al. 2018, Liu et al. 2018, Liu et al.
2019; Bardzell et al. 2021). By considering its
intended users; catering to the needs of pre-
viously unconventional users, such as animals
and plants (Kuribayashi et al. 2007; Norton et
al. 2014; Heitlinger et al. 2014; Aspling 2015;
Aspling et al. 2016; Fastnacht et al. 2016;
Carrozzo et al. 2018). Through methodology,
to include perspectives of non-human stake-
holders (Galloway & Caudwell 2018; Liu et al.
2019; Livio et al. 2019; Nijs et al. 2020). In
orientation; decentring privileges and empow-
ering margins though concrete actions (Light
et al. 2017; Foth & Caldwell 2018; Clarke et
al. 2019; Akama et al. 2020). Lastly through
form; reworking expressions of representation
(Holstius et al. 2004; Fastnacht et al. 2016;
Liu et al. 2018; Liu et al. 2021). More-than-
human considerations into design may require
new forms knowledge, and expand the field of
design with new questions, opportunities and
problems that human-centred design prac-
tises may not yet be equipped for (Forlano
2017): Engaging with new opportunities within
emerging non-human design knowledge asks
design projects to consider first who, or what
are the users involved and for who should the
project be desirable for? In what ways are
power and agency distributed between hu-
mans and non-humans? What kinds of new
stakeholders and partnerships are needed
and how are ethics, values and responsibilities
incorporated within the design process? De-
centring humans from design processes raises
questions about how landscape design could
be imagined beyond traditional human excep-
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tionalism, as well as what methods designers
could employ to connect with more-than-
human agencies and include non-humans
as co-creators of our shared environments.

Gardens represent that kind of shared envi-
ronment between humans and non-humans
where, opposed to other disciplines of design,
collaboration is an inherent part of its pro-
cess and success. Predicated on the perpetu-
al state of becoming, gardens are designated
spaces where gardeners negotiate and collab-
orate with both nature as well as other people
(Heinrich, Kuijpers, Stappmanns 2023). Work-
ing with nature in the context of gardening in-
volves a constant process of action and reac-
tion; A gardener may try something, and nature
responds, then the gardener responds to that
and so on. There is a kind of back and forth,
non-verbal conversation between gardeners
and nature, a kind of sustained dialogue (Stu-
art-Smith 2020). Documenting and sharing the
knowledge gained from such dialogues are also
integral parts of gardening culture. Gardeners
pay close attention to how nature responds to
their actions, what works and what does not,
and knowledge is gained through these expe-
riences which is then often shared between
gardeners across informal networks such as
online forums, in magazines or verbally from
person to person (Rosen, Normark, Wiberg
2022; Heinrich, Kuijpers, Stappmanns 2023).

Similarly, more-than-human design practises
could be based on large collective networks,
predicated by human and non-human dia-
logues. Here, knowledge sharing, adaptation
and custom-made solutions emphasize ha-
bitual relationships between design and use
in a perpetually developing design process
that continues “as long as the organisms are
alive” (Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022). In the
context of commons, landscape architecture
from a more-than-human perspective could
become less about finding grand solutions but
rather about looking for simple, individual and
local gestures (Baumann 2023); the process
taking on the character of a question rather
than trying to be a definitive answer (Hein-
rich, Kuijpers, Stappmanns 2023). This way,
change and adaptation can become a fun-
damental part of the design (Moldner 2023).



As such, the role of the landscape architect
could include notions of stewarding when
working within more-than-human spaces
(Singh 2017). Designer Fritz Haeg explores
a new attitude towards the relationship be-
tween architect and the designed land in this
regard, describing the idea of an architect’s
role changing to that of a gardener; “someone
who's there strategically, every single day.
Paying attention and listening and watching
and cultivating and caring for things as op-
posed to imposing a vision then forcing peo-
ple to live in it” (Fritz Haeg 2021). Or, in Brian
Eno’s own words : “think like a gardener, not
an architect: design beginnings, not endings
(Eno 2021) Here, the architect is no longer
the spider in the web but rather a co-com-
moner; one part of a continuously developing
whole, who's designerly attention is redirect-
ed to the multitude of “multispecies knots”
that connect humans to other species and
habitats (Haldrup, Samson, Laurien 2022).

While user-centred participatory design has
played a fundamental role in development of
successful architecture, attending to human
needs implies that less attention has been di-
rected towards other non-human users, with
environmental oversight as a consequence
(Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022). How could
the scope of participatory design be extend-
ed to include non-humans, inviting them to
participate in development processes? One
option may be beginning a design process by
putting oneself in the place of other species
(see Clarke et al 2019). Another may be to
consider design objectives from the perspec-
tive of a different species. Tasking designers
to, rather than prioritizing human needs in
design processes, consider what the needs
of another species may be. This perspective
asks us to consider what kind of expertise,
theories, models, methods and frameworks
would be needed to address this problem and
explore possible solutions? What kind of new
design languages could be formulated based
on this? (Forlano 2017, Haldrup, Samson,
Laurien 2022). Forlano (2017) argues that
posthuman concepts may be an introduction
to these discussions within the field of design.
Rosen, Normark, Wiberg (2022) summarize
three methods with which to approach a de-
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sign from a more-than-human perspective:
namely noticing, scaffolding and refraining:

NOTICING

Noticing is a form of culturally sensitive skill
articulated by anthropologist Anna Tsing
(2015, 2020). It is a systematic and relational
way of thinking that is comprised of methods
of becoming aware of and treating something
as worthy of recognition and attention (Liu et
al. 2018; Livio et al. 2019; Liu 2021; Biggs et
al. 2021; Haldrup, Samson, Laurien 2022;
Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022). Navigating
more-than-human interdependencies can be
exceptionally complex. In a design process,
identifying where it might be beneficial to in-
tervene or design can be difficult as it entails
interacting with non-human actors that might
not be immediately perceivable (Rosen, Nor-
mark, Wiberg 2022). Rosen, Normark, Wiberg
(2022) found that Noticing could be a possi-
ble method for understanding and relating to
more-than-human complexities at a given site,
going beyond what is immediately perceivable
to observe underlying structures and patterns
of non-human interest. It is a method of being
part of experiences and staying open to the
environment, a way of aligning positive human
experiences with the needs of other organ-
isms. In their workbook for noticing practises,
Livio et al. (2019) describe noticing as “ampli-
fying, augmenting and attuning” one’s atten-
tion to a widened range of “actors, perspec-
tives, and relations.” To better understand
“the divergent, layered and conjoined projects
that make up our world” (Livio et al. 2019).
Linguist Charles Goodwin (1997) Stated that
as individuals learn about a given context,
their perception of nuances within said con-
text increases. Noticing may therefore not
only be dependent on sensory capability but
also cultural background and initial knowl-
edge levels (Goodwin 1997; Haldrup, Sam-
son, Laurien 2022). This implies that Notic-
ing is a form of tacit or pre-understood (see
Prpa et al. 2020) knowledge that develops
as one becomes more familiar with a given
context (Liu et al. 2018). Haldrup, Samson,
Laurien (2022) argue that noticing is a disci-
plined act that requires intention, stating that
while noticing involves opening up, one opens
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up to take in only certain aspects of the en-
vironment (Haldrup, Samson, Laurien 2022).

Noticing is an act of multisensory listening
that can help humans perceive that which is
often overlooked or not evidently perceivable.
While we as humans are accustomed to notic-
ing from a human perspective, noticing from
more-than-human perspectives may require
a foundational change in mindset (Biggs et al.
2021; Haldrup, Samson, Laurien 2022). Biggs
et al. (2021) recognises this; they state that:
“It is a personal and emotionally difficult jour-
ney to reconfigure oneself as a designer and
researcher, a psychological labour that, while
worth doing, is also part of the reason why
this paradigm shift in design is so difficult to
put into practice.” (Biggs et al. 2021 p. 14).
The application of technology can however be
a tool to help bridge the limits between hu-
man and non-human perceptions (Bowser et
al. 2017; Liu et al 2017; Rosen 2022). Rosen,
Normark, Wiberg (2022) make the example of
heat composting, where a thermometer was
used to document the increase of temperature
of a composting pile over time, helping gar-
deners gauge when the compost pile needed
more material to maintain the correct tem-
perature for beneficial microbes. Through the
measurement of temperature using a ther-
mometer, gardeners were able to notice the
presence of beneficial microbes and that the
active composting process was working, high-
lighting interdependencies between humans,
microbes, moisture and nutrient composition
to create conditions within which healthy soil
is created (Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).

More-than-human design also entails the in-
tentional intervening of more-than-human
interdependencies through various practic-
es that involve co-creation with non-humans
(Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022). Haldrup,
Samson, Laurien (2022) study an example of
co-creation potentials with noticing practices
as a catalyst for interdependency dialogues:
In the city of Bords, Sweden, quality habitats
for brown trout have been declining in tandem
with urban developments throughout the city.
Fishermen, specifically anglers, that by habit
and experience recognise fish behaviour, no-
ticed where the trout were congregating along
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the river and recognised that with small inter-
ventions, those areas could become greatly
improved habitats for brown trout (Haldrup,
Samson, Laurien 2022). This example high-
lights not only how noticing becomes a power-
ful tool for both recognising issues and plan-
ning interventions, but also how designers can
collaborate with non-designers holding unique
and site/species-specific knowledge. As such,
more-than-human design approaches aren’t
only scientific, but also social. Not only is it
about understanding non-human behaviour
and evaluating potential interventions to em-
power interdependencies, but also about facil-
itating embodied knowledge to acknowledge
voices and interests of non-human stakehold-
ers in the first place (Escobar 2016; Haldrup,
Samson, Laurien 2022; Rosen, Normark,
Wiberg 2022). The role of the design and the
designer can therefore be understood ina more
open-ended way, sharing agency between
multiple stakeholders within design processes.
Designing then becomes a matter of strength-
ening certain natural processes while stra-
tegically slowing down others, the challenge
then being to notice where beneficial inter-
ventions can be made and balancing conflict-
ing interests (Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).

SCAFFOLDING

Another approach to more-than-human de-
sign is what Liu et al. (2017) calls providing
scaffold. This entails creating possibilities for
more-than-human interdependencies through
creating conditions in which processes can
unfold in desired but uncontrolled ways (Liu
et al. 2017; Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).
Scaffolding can be seen as a kind of more-
than-human infrastructure (Seravalli 2018;
Prost et al. 2019; Teli et al. 2020), where inter-
active technologies are used as structures to
create conditions within which certain practic-
es can unfold (Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).
Looking at the example of composting in ur-
ban farming again, the scaffolding provided is
composting piles, organic garden waste and
heat, and the conditions created support a
concentration of microbes that in turn produce
heat and desired forms of decomposition for
the farmers (Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).
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Fig. 3

River Aire renatural-
ization. Initiation and
process.
(Superpositions 2016a)

Fig. 4

River Aire renaturaliza-
tion. Chutes and runoffs.
(Superpositions 2016b)

Fig. 5

Living root bridges in
Cherrapuji, India
(Hedge 2012)
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More literally, scaffolding can be adapted to a
larger landscape scale where initial landscape
interventions can be implemented to allow
certain desired processes transform the land.
One such example is the renaturation of the
river Aire in Geneva (fig. 3). Here, a previous-
ly channelled river was redirected into a field
where a large diamond pattern was dug out of
the sand. The river was then allowed to flow
freely through the field, eroding the sand di-
amonds in unpredictable ways. Over time the
river made its own path, drawing sediment
with it. Through the erosion and deposition
of sediment, the rivers natural path creates
a variety of chutes and cutoffs with their own
depths and flowrates, in turn creating a wide
variety of habitats throughout the river (fig. 4).
Examples of scaffolding practises originate
fromindigenous cultures, such as the living root
bridges of Cherrapuji, Meghalaya, India (fig.
5), where the Khasi tribe train the areal roots
of rubber trees (Ficus elastica) to build bridg-
es across steep, landslide-prone terrain in one
of the wettest regions in India (Watson 2019).

Similarly to how technology can assist and
enhance noticing capabilities, so to can tech-
nology assist in creating new scaffolding
practises;, Oyster-tecture (see https://www.
scapestudio.com/projects/oyster-tecture/)
is an exhibition project by SCAPE Landscape
Architecture that explores more-than-hu-
man futures for New Yorks waterfront by in-
stalling a network of “Fuzzy rope” along the
waterfront to create an ecological infrastruc-
ture that supports intertidal habitats for oys-
ters to grow on, in turn protecting the water-
front from waves and storm surges, as well as
cleaning the harbour water (Lokman 2017).

REFRAINING

Knowing exactly when and where to inter-
vene as a designer can be challenging. De-
signing from a more-than-human perspective,
the aim is to create places of coming together
and facilitate strengthened interdependen-
cies. In some cases, the best way to support
more-than-human interdependencies was
to do nothing at all; for example, refraining
from mowing lawns has proved to benefit in-
sect biodiversity (Egan & Schulenberg 1997;
Tree 2018; Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).
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In these cases, the design aspect of the proj-
ect may instead be to communicate an oth-
erwise invisible decision to visitors, show-
casing the interdependencies of insect- and
plant life cycles and human landscape man-
agement (Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).

This example highlights that various natu-
ral and non-human processes do not strict-
ly require human intervention. In the case
of composting in urban gardens, all organic
matter will eventually decompose regard-
less of human intervention. As such, Rosen,
Normark, Wiberg (2022) write that in replac-
ing a balanced natural system with a design
that requires human management, there is a
risk of “playing god” (Haraway 1991), where
a particular motivation dictates, disguised by
neutrality. This issue can be further exacer-
bated by misuse of information acquired from
noticing practices; information can be used
assertively by humans under the belief they
are benefiting certain processes while harm-
ing others (Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).
The point here is that it can be difficult to dis-
cern when and where to provide scaffold and
when to refrain from intervening altogether.
Designing from a more-than-human perspec-
tive entails engaging in dialogue with non-hu-
man stakeholders, rather than stressing par-
ticular views. As Van Der Ryn & Cowan (2007)
write on ecological design; design dialogues,
solutions and practices should always be me-
diated from the particularities of the site. As
such, decisions on when and where exactly to
intervene or refrain will be grounded in dia-
logue with the non-human stakeholders both
currently and previously present at a given
site or process (Van Der Ryn & Cowan 2007,
Rottle & Yocom 2010). In these cases, noticing
plays a major role in perceiving more-than-
human interests. Noticing practices can be
used to discern which stakeholders or pro-
cesses are present in each situation and use
that information as a starting point for design
dialogues (Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).



A MORE THAN HUMAN PERSPEC-
TIVE IN LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

Applying a more-than-human perspective to
landscape design does not articulate a new
kind of design method or process; fundamen-
tally, many of the methods described are used
in landscape practices today, in analysis, de-
sign and management alike. Rather, a more-
than-human perspective offers exactly that; a
way of looking at how we currently design our
landscapes and who exactly we design them
for. The more-than-human perspective doesn’t
undermine current design practices but may
instead augment our design process through
the inclusion of methods such as noticing,
scaffolding and refraining to provide designers
with articulated tools to recognise diverse ac-
tors in a given context and extend the scope of
a project to include said actors as intended us-
ers. The cyclic relation between noticing, scaf-
folding and refraining may also help landscape
designers embrace a design practice in “per-
petual motion” (see Palmquist 2023) that re-
sponds to the stakeholders and environments
it serves. This way, it extends the design pro-
cess beyond defining a fixed static solution
towards creating spaces that are adaptable
and capable of evolving with the changing
needs of the environment and those, human
or non-human, who inhabit and define it. This
creates an idea of an open-ended process
that as Rosen, Normark, Wiberg (2022) state
“continues as long as the organisms are alive”.

In human-centered design, the term “user ex-
perience” implies the human experience. A
More-than-human perspective in design chal-
lenges the notion of a single user, as the more-
than-human world is comprised of an almost
infinite amount of differently structured user
experiences (Wakkary 2021). The challeng-
es of more-than-human design lie in under-
standing these different experiences (Rosen
2022). Noticing has shown to be a potential
method of engaging with and understanding
the experiences of other organisms as well as
moving one’s attention from experiences of
self to experiencing oneself as part of the lo-
cal environment (Forlano 2017). Rosen, Nor-
mark, Wiberg (2022) and Rosen (2022) dis-
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cuss noticing as a viable method of relating to
the experience of other species: Noticing is a
method of intentionally aligning oneself with
the interests of other species and process-
es and perceiving “that which may often be
overlooked” in typical design scenarios (Ros-
en, Normark, Wiberg 2022). Within the field
of landscape architecture and design, notic-
ing could be a means of understanding the
needs, interests and actions of non-human
stakeholders, noticing therefore becomes not
only an effective tool for various types of land-
scape analysis to inform design choices, but
also a means of communicating more-than-
human interdependencies to humans. Based
on what has been noticed, designers can
then evaluate the application of design meth-
ods such as providing scaffold or refraining.

Noticing may not inherently require technol-
ogy, but it does however play a role in the
process by complementing the use of sens-
es by supporting, augmenting, amplifying,
measuring and storing what is noticed (Ros-
en 2022). At Amager Feelled, Maslen (2024b,
interview) describes the utility drones and
other surveying equipment provide for gath-
ering consistent data as a means of notic-
ing responses and developments from de-
cisions and actions taken over the area. As
such, technologies play an important role in
analysing what future actions might need to
be taken in the interest of both human and
non-human interests and interdependencies.

In their “methods for noticing workbook” Liv-
io et al. (2019) describe almost meditative
methods of noticing with the human senses.
Noticing with the senses in this manner can
offer important opportunities for designers to
engage with and collect local knowledge from
non-designers, as exemplified by Rosen, Nor-
mark, Wiberg (2022) when observing local an-
glers noticing behaviours in trout in the rivers
of Borads, Sweden, creating potential grafting
points from which to base design interventions.

Noticing both with and without technology can
be useful for the variety of scales landscape
architects work within. In terms of engaging
with larger scale scenarios, as is common in
landscape architecture practices, technology
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can be necessary, as many interdependen-
cies between species and processes may not
be visible to humans or take shape on a larger
scale or from multiple points in the landscape
over varying points in time. Noticing without
technology can however play an important
role in smaller local scales; at Amager Feelled,
the process of conserving, maintaining and
developing the area is heavily dependent on
consistent data acquired by surveying. In this
context, surveying is reliant on both technol-
ogy assisted and non-assisted noticing, where
a variety of biologists and other both profes-
sional and amateur nature enthusiasts gather
data (Maslen 2024a, tour of Amager Feelled).

Noticing practices can thus be carried out by
people of varying skills and backgrounds, as
the foundational act of noticing the more-than-
human is universal regardless of who is notic-
ing, be it a designer, engaged citizen, farmer or
a researcher (Rosen 2022). These types of in-
termediations between the various human and
nonhuman stakeholders, locals, experts and
the designer are the type of actions and inputs
within landscape planning processes where
Rosen (2022) states the role of the designer
is “toned down”, relying on other participants
within the working context. Within more-than-
human design, others extends participation to
include non-humans as well (Bardzell 2018).
As such these notions manifest the role of the
landscape architect as a steward in the land-
scape as similarly described by Singh (2017).

As mentioned previously, noticing can play an
important role in recognizing and understand-
ing the experiences of other species. Rosen
(2022) notes that noticing is especially interest-
ing in the context of “plant blindness” (Wan-
dersee & Schussler 1999 Allen 2003; Nyberg et
al. 2019). Plants play an interesting role within
more-than-human perspectives as plant ways
of being can seem alien and thus difficult for
humans to relate to (Rosen 2022). Whereas an-
imals can be approached similarly to humans
(animals, which humans also are, move, com-
municate through gestures and sounds and af-
fect objects around them (rosen 2022)), plants
as stakeholders in design require us to define
how more-than-human design is articulated.
As such, we need to work actively and inten-
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tionally to notice plants in our environments;
as plants are often noted as a backdrop or not
noted at all when describing images of nature
(Sanders 2019; Nyberg et al. 2019). Nyberg et
al. (2019) discusses this being due to both the
similarity between humans and animals de-
scribed previously, as well as animals giving
stronger sensory stimulation in terms of move-
ment, colours, smells and sounds in compar-
ison to plant dominated environments where
plants are perceived to operate in the “slow
lane” (sanders 2019 see Nyberg et al. 2019).

However, Nyberg et al. 2019 discusses that
reasons for visiting areas of nature aren’t al-
ways about the plants individually, but rath-
er positive experiences afforded by environ-
ments within which plants play a defining
role (Sanders 2007). As such, in managing
environments such as Amager Feelled, notic-
ing opportunities can be facilitated by giving
non-humans a “face” humans can recognize
and mirror themselves in (Haldrup, Samson,
Laurien 2022). Plant species and habitats can
be foregrounded by designers through aes-
thetic representations such as displaying in-
formation about a specific species, habitat,
decision or process (Nyberg et al. 2019), la-
beling/naming areas to signify specific hab-
itats (Haldrup, Samson, Laurien 2022) and
planning landscapes to create opportunities
for humans to access habitats within situat-
ed and embodied experiences where they
can “get dirty and get into it” (Maslen 2024b).

As mentioned previously, providing a scaffold
is the intentional intervening in systems and
processes to create conditions within which
desired but unpredictable outcomes develop.
Designing within more-than-human perspec-
tives entails that the role of the designer, or
in fact the designer itself, can be seen as the
amalgamation of “agentic capacities” (Wak-
kary 2021) between humans and non-humans
in ways that create things (Rosen 2022). Scaf-
folding practicalizes these notions: By creating
conditions where humans and non-humans
convene to assemble designs, scaffolding
could distribute control across several ac-
tors, considering both the design process
and designer as fluid concepts (Rosen 2022).
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Fig. 6 River Aire renatu-
ralization. Development
sequencing.
(Superpositions 2016¢)
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Fig. 7
Cattle cilmbing and
scraping dike edge.

Fig. 8
Cattle trample and define
dike edges.
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Like noticing, Scaffolding isn’t inherently de-
pendent on technology; many examples of
scaffolding can be found in indigenous and
permaculture practices (Mollison 1988; Wat-
son 2019; Rosen 2022). Technologies have
however helped expand the scope of co-cre-
ative capacities of non-humans within more-
than-human design by now including both
living and machine-based participants. This
includes using technologies initially to create
beginnings for non-humans to inhabit and
transform, as well as integrating technology
into natural processes in what Mayer (1997)
and Lokman (2017) call “Cyborg Landscapes”.
While Meyer (1997) describes cyborg land-
scapes as landscapes where technology has
been used in the process of making and main-
taining a designed landscape, Lokman (2017)
explores scenarios where abiotic technolo-
gies have been integrated into biotic systems
and processes (see oyster-tecture p. 20-21).
While an extreme case, the cyborg landscapes
exemplified by Lokman describe scaffolding
scenarios in landscape architecture where
technology is implemented to combine both
human and non-human agencies within a
physical infrastructure predicated on more-
than-human participation (Lokman 2017).

Both scaffolding and refraining are practical
methods of designing within a more-than-hu-
man perspective based on what is noticed. In
the context of landscape architecture, what
is noticed can inform what kinds of interven-
tions could be made based on the interests of
both humans and non-humans. landscape de-
signers designing within a more-than-human
perspective can explore notions of scaffolding
as a means of designing beginnings as well as
how their designs might include and facilitate
change, variation and non-human participa-
tion. The cyborg landscapes that Meyer (1997)
describes utilize technology either within the
construction and/or management process; as
exemplified previously, the renaturation proj-
ect of the river Aire in Geneva (Fig. 6) utilizes
technologies to create an initial infrastructure
of diamond patterning in a desired direction
and area. After this initial construction, the
river is redirected into the constructed infra-
structure where control is then surrendered
to the river, where it is allowed to alter the
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shape of the diamonds, distribute sediment in
non-predictable ways in a continuous process
of everchanging chutes and deltas. In this pro-
cess, landscape designers have created initial
conditions within which the river is able to flow
and alter the shape of the field in desirable
ways, the variety of which establishes new hab-
itats for other plant, insect and animal species.

Rosen (2022) writes that designing within a
more-than-human perspective entails recog-
nizing the diverse temporalities within nature;
while nature is always slowly and consistent-
ly changing at a natural pace, as humans, we
want to avoid causing abrupt disturbances.
As a counter-principle to scaffolding, refrain-
ing explores how a given system might bene-
fit from stopping a particular practice, as in
certain situations, the most beneficial way for
supporting interdependencies may be to not
design anything (Rosen 2022; Rosen, Nor-
mark, Wiberg 2022). As such, it is important
to recognise that not all scenarios require hu-
man intervention, natural processes will take
place either way, and in some cases, human
intervention could be detrimental to certain
processes (Rosen, Normark, Wiberg 2022).

While refraining is considered counter to scaf-
folding, the two methods may be intertwined.
Many may read refraining as disengaging one-
self as a harmful agent from non-human pro-
cesses, it's definition as described by Rosen
(2022) is stopping a certain process. It can
be difficult for landscape architects to de-
cide where to provide scaffold and where
to refrain from intervention, as previously
mentioned, these decisions should be based
on the perceived interdependencies on the
site in question i.e. what is noticed. Based
on what is noticed, the designer can make a
decision in terms of where to intervene and
initiate scaffolding for a desired process to
unfold to benefit interdependencies, or re-
frain from intervening in situations where
interdependencies don’t involve humans.
This duality can be exemplified by the rewil-
ding of The Knepp Castle Estate in southern
England, where a struggling cattle and dairy
farm was slowly transformed into a perma-
culture farm and rewilded nature reserve
through instigating various permaculture and
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scaffolding processes such as reintroducing a
variety of animal species and refraining from
ploughing the farmed areas (see Tree 2018).
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PART 11

Amager Futures
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INTRO: AMAGER FALLED

Amager Faelled or Amager commons is a nature
park located on the western side of the island
of Amager just 4 kilometres south of the mu-
nicipal centre of Copenhagen. On Amager lies
Kgbenhavs universitet Amager (KUA)s faculty
for humanities that connects to the commons
northeastern tip. In the south of Amager lies
Kastrup airport - Scandinavia’s largest airport,
as well as Denmark’s largest shopping mall
Fields. A metro line runs between these points
into Copenhagen’s city centre. In southwestern
Amager lies the larger area of Kalvebod feelled.

Malmio & Kurikka (2020) write that all man-
ners of biodiversity can blossom on Amager
commons. The areas poor soil quality creates
conditions for rare Flora and fauna that have
existed in the area for the past 5000 years,
such as Filipendula vulgaris and Selinum du-
bium, as well as the great newt and the sky-
lark (Skaaning 2016; Malmio & Kurikka 2020;
Haldrup, Samson, Laurien 2022), and a multi-
tude of red-listed insects that don’t thrive on
otherwise cultivated land. Furthermore, there
is a wide diversity of uses for the commons;
the high connectivity to the centre of Copen-
hagen and the rest of Amager means the com-
mon is used by thousands of Copenhageners
daily (Maslen 2024a). People forage for herbs
and berries, exercise, walk their dogs, trans-
port their children from school in cargo bikes,
light campfires and stay the night, students get
fresh air - all these activities accompanied by
a tight chain of airplanes traveling to all parts
of the world from Kastrup airport right above
people’s heads, as well as above the graz-
ing livestock that graze roughly 20% of the
223-hectare designated area (Maslen 2024a).

As such, the commons can be perceived as an
entanglement of natural and cultural interests;
the result of culture-nature interactions has
given cause to a wide variety of species and
users combining to create a unique thriving
ecosystem. The commons are however also
an entanglement of social, economic, eco-
logical and recreational in terests. The lands
proximity to the municipal centre combined
with accelerated neoliberalism and urbanism,
as well as a political and planning perspec-
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tive of the area being a “garbage dump” or an
“empty lot” has made the common attractive
for urban development (Malmio & Kurikka
2020; Haldrup, Samson, Laurien 2022). This
area of unique ecological and cultural histo-
ry has since 2016 been subject for develop-
ment of the new Faelledby, originally planned
for construction over many key wildlife habi-
tats in the marshland (Skaaning 2016; Malmio
& Kurikka 2020; Haldrup, Samson, Laurien
2022). The development was greatly opposed
by the Friends of Amager Feelled (Amager
Feelleds Venner) and, eventually the project
was relocated to flat open ground to the south
of the site where construction has since be-
gun. Maslen (2024a) however states that the
open land is unique to the area and is an im-
portant habitat for ground nesting birds such
as the skylark. Despite the Feelledby project
moving into construction phase, the friends of
Amager Feelled, as well as a wide community
of biologists and locals still oppose the proj-
ect, arguing for the right to access free nature
that is marked by continuity, non-enclosed
biodiversity as well as coercion free non-cap-
italizing exchanges between nature and cul-
ture (Skaaning 2016; Malmio & Kurikka 2020).

THE HISTORY OF AMAGER F/AELLED

The island of Amager, as well as Amager
Feelled by extension, has had a complex re-
lationship to the rest of Copenhagen. Amag-
er has previously been considered either a
wasteland or a low-status area, historically an
island for peasants. The island was used for
dumping and treating waste from the capital
in the 1700s; open so-called “chocolate wag-
ons” drove soil and human waste to be stored
on the island, earning the island its name of
“shitty island” (Lindegaard 2001; Malmio &
Kurikka 2020). Since then, large amounts of
waste have been deposited on the island, in-
cluding toxic waste, which has founded the
“waste dump” attitude towards the island.

Amager has, despite its history, remained an
ambiguous place; much of this island was used
to supply Copenhagen with vegetables and,
despite the status of the island, Danish author
and actress Johanne Luise Heiberg stated that
“(..) I do believe that no one in the entire city of
Copenhagen knows the beauty of Amager as |
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do; perhaps | have a peculiar taste for exactly
this kind of beauty, the beauty of the plains,
where the eye meets no obstacle, but reaches
forward indefinitely (...)” (Heiberg 1944). Much
of the plains Heiberg describes have since
been covered and replaced by an increasing
urban development outward from the capital
and Qrestad to offset the expensive metro line
that runs parallel to the common (Skaaning
2016). What remains today is the expansive
area of Kalvebod Feelled and Amager Fazelled.
Used as an execution site in the 1800s, as well
as military terrain, Amager Feelled is com-
prised of land claimed from the ocean and a
salt marsh with flora and fauna that has re-
mained relatively undisturbed for 5000 years
(Malmio & Kurikka 2020; Maslen 2024). The
poor soil of the common made it good for pas-
ture and it is from this that the common earnt
its name; the notion of livestock (fae in Danish),
and community (feellesskab in Danish) or com-
monness (feelled in Danish) are semantically
implied in the word feelled (Malmio & Kurikka
2020). The poor soil also houses a species di-
versity that otherwise doesn’t thrive on culti-
vated land. Maslen (2024a) states that there
are 2144 identified species of flora and fauna,
and new species are being discovered every
few months. This is partly due to an increasing
amount of interest in the common’s biodiver-
sity as well as an increased need to recognize
the areas value in terms of preservation in re-
sponse to the Feelledby development. The area
has however become increasingly overgrown,
with 50% of the surface turning to shrub in the
past 30 years (Maslen 2024b). Maslen (2024a)
has however been working on reintroducing
grazing to the common, with 20% of the area
now being actively grazed by ponies, cattle
and sheep to restore the original open gra-
zeland that has previously existed in the area.

THE COMMONS: A TESTING GROUND

Commons such as Amager Feelled are a kind
of non-territorialized area, the significance of
which has become increasingly debated glob-
ally (Harvey 2011; Jeffrey, McFarlane & Va-
sudevan 2011; Hodkinson 2012; Caffentzis
& Federici 2014; Bresnihan 2015; Villesen
2016; Martinez 2020; Malmio & Kurikka
2020; Foster, Clark, Holleman 2021). Draw-
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ing on anti-capitalist ideology, commons are
spaces that have not been capitalized, or at
least where capitalist exploitation is not (yet)
active. In other terms, accor ding to Danish
poet Liv Sejrbo Lidegaard; commons have
the significance of being able to not be put
to much use in the context of capital ter-
ritorialization (Villesen 2016) This is espe-
cially significant in a city, where every place
has great economic value (Villesen 2016).

How such commons are conceptualized and
put to good use are becoming increasingly sig-
nificant historical, environmental and social
questions: With roughly 55% of Denmark’s
surface consisting of cultivated land, com-
mons become important spaces of inquiry for
how land can be put to use in the interest of
all species in the face of local and global de-
cline in biodiversity (Malmio & Kurikka 2020).
As is the case with Amager Feelled, the area
has historically been an entanglement of
varying uses and intentions. Its use as a gra-
zeland has created the diversity in conditions
and species present there today. However,
Amager Feelleds degree of biodiversity is not
solely related to the diversity of species - the
area is far from a pristine natural reserve
- the common has constantly been in use:
from foraging herbs and berries to encamp-
ments, surveying wildlife, planning meditative
walks (Maslen 2024a) to having anonymous
sex (Villesen 2016; Malmio & Kurikka 2020).

Commonsare a kind of non-designated, shared
socio-ecological arena as made violently ap-
parent by the workers of Copenhagen during
the famous “battle of the commons” (Slaget
om feelleden in Danish) at Norre Faelled (now
known as Feelledsparken) in 1872, as well as
the decisively peaceful demonstrations at Am-
ager Feelled on September 16th, 2016. Over
2000 people opposed the Feelledby project
being constructed over the most biologically
diverse and vulnerable part of the area (Skaan-
ing 2016; Villesen 2016; Malmio & Kurikka
2020). Based on the notion of non-capitaliz-
ing exchanges, the scope of socio-ecological
debate has extended to all species, opening

Fig. 9

Map over southern
Copenhagen
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Amager Feelled as a testing ground for in-
terspecies relations and both creating new
and reinstating previous modes of interde-
pendency and management (Maslen 2024b).

Commons such as Amager Feelled contain a
large diversity of interdependencies as they are
areas that have historically been in constant
use. In other words, the diversity that predi-
cates commons exists because of the human/
non-humaninterdependenciescreatedthrough
the diversity of interactions between humans
and non-humans. As Maslen (2024b) men-
tions, vegetation coverage of Amager Fezelled
has increased by 50% over the past 30 years.

This entails that the habitats unique to the
common, as well as the species that inhabit
them are dependent on humans putting the
site to use in terms of maintaining grazelands
with cattle etc. As such, within the preservation
and future management of Amager Feelled,
refraining and scaffolding go hand in hand,
where scaffolding is used to reinstate the gra-
zelands and their defining species, while re-
fraining is used to maintain and preserve them.

Maslen (2024b) states his unique situation in
relation to this duality; as a biologist on site,
he is free to treat Amager Feelled as a testing
ground of sorts, where he can learn by test-
ing how non-humans respond to the interven-
tions he makes. Maslens process at Amager
points to a more cyclic process akin to notic-
ing, scaffolding and refraining, where noticing
firstly highlights a need, then, scaffolding, re-
fraining or both are used as a method of re-
sponding to what is noticed, and then lastly
stepping back to notice reactions to interven-
tions and so on. For example, after noticing a
decline in amphibian habitats across the site,
Maslen (2024a) used machinery to dig new
dikes and ponds with a higher water table in
the winter months and lower in the summer
months, a necessary fluctuation for amphibi-
ans. In creating these habitats, grazing cattle
started to use the dikes to bathe, when step-
ping in and out of the dikes, the cattle scrape
the edges, further defining and enlarging the
dikes (fig. 7, fig. 8). These events describe a
scenario where an initial intervention (digging
new dikes) has been made based on what has
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been noticed (amphibian habitats disappear-
ing), after which, other species have been
able to utilize, alter and ultimately partic-
ipate in the development after the initial in-
tervention (cattle using the dikes to bathe and
clean, reshaping and maintaining the dikes).

FALLED FUTURES

On a tour around Amager Feelled early Sep-
tember 2024, head biologist Paul Maslen, who
has been overseeing the management of Am-
ager Feelled for the past ten years, shared his
strategies for the management and future of
the common. He explains that the common
has changed a lot in recent decades due to ne-
glect and aforementioned perceived low value
attributed to the area. As such, Maslen (2024a)
states his process of monitoring what is still
present in the common, in terms of habitats,
species etc. and then recreating what once
was. In 2014, Mr Maslen begun reintroducing
grazingtothecommon. Various grazers such as
highland cattle, ponies and sheep were intro-
duced to both help restore the open areas that
have been lost to overgrowth, as wellas manage
invasive species such as Goldenrod (Solidago
gigantea), Japanese knotweed (Reynoutria ja-
ponica) and Wild parsnip (Pastanica sativa).

The cattle especially have become founda-
tional part of the performance of the com-
mon; about 20% of the area is now actively
grazed, and visitors can access and share the
grazelands with the cattle. Maslen (2024a)
points out the visibly lower presence of in-
vasive populations in grazed areas com-
pared to non-grazed areas. The cattle graze
all year, at the end of the year, many cattle
are slaughtered, their meat distributed to the
many volunteers that help maintain them.
Paul keeps some cattle over into the next
year, as they pass on grazing experience
and knowledge to the new cattle that arrive.

Fig. 10

Map over Amager Feelled and
selected sites for clearing
1:15 000
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The management of the grazing animals is
different depending on the behaviours of the
species; Maslen (2024a) notes that sheep
are especially effective for managing invasive
species, but detrimental to preservation in
contrast to cattle, as they eat everything. As
such, sheep have been directed to areas with
prevailing populations of Wild parsnip, areas
that Maslen (2024a) notes have grown stron-
ger after the dry summer of 2018 as well as
in machine harvested areas. In an interesting
relation between humans, non-humans and
technology, Maslen (2024b) explains his plans
to create a deployable mini-grazeland where
up to five sheep are put on a trailer mount-
ed with solar panels, the trailer is then placed
in the target area, and an electric fence is
deployed. This method is one of many that
Maslen (2024a) is testing for combating inva-
sive species and restoring open grazelands.

Mr Maslen also works on improving the com-
mons where possible. Today, a large lake can
be found all year round in the western part of
the common. This lake was previously a wet-
land that dried out during the summer months
and refilled in the winter. Maslen (2024a) ex-
plains that since the summer of 2018, the wet-
land became progressively drier. In response
to this, water was pumped into the wetland
to maintain levels. As fish began to establish
in the wetland, it became increasingly difficult
to maintain amphibian populations, now, the
wetland is actively maintained as a lake, while
Maslen (2024a) began to establish new hab-
itats for amphibians. Two large ponds have
since been dugin the northern part of the com-
mon, here, water levels are allowed to fluctu-
ate to create habitats for amphibious species.

As a place in use, the various cultural entan-
glements of the commons merge with its man-
agement; through the tour, Maslen (2024a)
points out various signs, posts and birdbox-
es. The latter of which are used by a local
school of ecology, that frequently host moni-
toring walks through the common, aiding with
data collection. Maslen (2024a) also moved a
planned grazing area due to wishes of creating
a mindfulness walk for psychiatric patients.
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Maslen’s (2024a, b) strategy for the fu-
ture of the Amager is directed towards re-
storing many of the open areas that Amag-
er Feelled is known for. With the success of
the grazing programs he has introduced, Mr
Maslen aims to increase the amount of gra-
zeland across the common from 20% to 50%.

It is also difficult to engage with Amager Faelled
in any way without mentioning the ongoing
Feelledby project in the south of the com-
mon. To Maslen (2024b), unless the majority
of what equates to the population of a small
town becomes highly interested in the nature
of the common and want to take a participa-
tory role in its management, then the possible
effects of the development are highly concern-
ing. Maslen (2024b) argues that while environ-
mental surveys have been taken to measure
the impacts of the building process to local
species, the increased presence of people in
the area have been less accounted for: The
common won't only be used for recreation, it
will also be used for quicker transit from the
development into the city center just north of
the common. This puts new pressures on the
common; Maslen (2024b) states that with larg-
er visitor numbers, the current population of
deer will most likely disappear. Furthermore,
many of the residents may transit into the city
center be means of bike, a popular choice in
Copenhagen. As such, this will place high-
er demand for infrastructures within the site,
such as better paving for biking, and street-
lights for security. All of which Maslen (2024a,
b) states will be strongly detrimental to many of
the sensitive ecologies present on many differ-
ent scales throughout Amager Feelled (fig. 20).

Maslen (2024a) has experimented with various
methods of managing human visitors across
the common. In the northeastern corner,
where the common connects to the metro (DR
byen station) and the sculptured river enters
the site, a set of lawns are permanently mowed
for recreational purposes. Furthermore, as
a strategy, Maslen (2024a) experiments with
“nudging” visitors to less important areas of
the common through implementing various in-
frastructures such as bench placement and, to
some extent, the fenced grazelands as well.



Many of the futures for the common dis-
cussed with Maslen (2024a, b) involve ei-
ther by restoration or innovation reinstating
the open, low-nutrient areas that historically
defined the Amager Feelled: Along with the
development of new amphibious ponds,
mounds of raw soil from nearby construc-
tion sites have been implemented to aid
habitat diversity, and meadows have been
established with semi-assisted sowing.

Most controversially, the construction of the
Feelledby is taking place over unique open
grasslands that Maslen (2024a) states as im-
portant for ground nesting bird species, such
as the Eurasian skylark (Alauda arvensis). As
a response to the loss of large parts of this
habitat following the development, Maslen
(2024b) plans to clear overgrowth from parts
of the common to reinstate habitats for a
multitude of species, such as ground nesting
birds, plant habitats such as meadows and
pastures as well. Maslen (2024a) argues that
the best chance for reinstating these habi-
tats is by strategically choosing areas that
have previously been open meadows, due to
the chance of seedbanks for such species ly-
ing dormant in the soils there. The areas will
be cut, grazing will be introduced to keep the
area open and manage invasive species and
over time allow meadow species to be reintro-
duced through grazing and burning the fields.

Looking at these actions through the lens of
the identified methods of noticing, scaffold-
ing and refraining; through opening the for-
est (fig. 18), a scaffolding process is creat-
ed, where conditions for other species are
created, inviting them to participate in and
alter the site (fig. 19). Mr Maslen provided
four areas (fig. 10) where he plans to reintro-
duce open meadows. A small area close to
the Feelledby was selected (fig.13) to explore
the potential scaffolding process (fig.14-17).

While Maslen (2024b) was not familiar with
the methods of noticing scaffolding or re-
fraining, many of the management strategies
he employed drew similarities to the identi-
fied methods of designing within a more than
human perspective. The various methods of
data acquisition both through analogue and

(Noticing)

technology-assisted means, such as creat-
ing and accessing knowledge networks, sur-
veying or using drone photography are com-
parable to the various methods of noticing
articulated in part one of this thesis. Further-
more, creating physical frameworks for other
species to inhabit such as the new wetland/
dryland for amphibians, reinstating previous-
ly open areas for ground nesting birds and
meadow species, as well as identifying areas
to refrain from interventions bear similari-
ties to scaffolding and refraining methods.

As such, the case study of Amager Feelled
shows an example of a semi-urban space that
is already predicated on notions of participa-
tion from humans and non-humans: Noticing,
scaffolding and refraining methods are in this
case comparable within the management strat-
egy and developmental process that Maslen is
already practising with the common. Within
large scale spaces such as Amager Fzelled, the
methods of noticing, scaffolding and refrain-
ing may be applicable in terms of identifying
stakeholders, creating knowledge networks
and formulating management strategies.

While noticing, scaffolding and refraining
are separate articulated methods of engag-
ing with a project from a more-than-human
perspective, the case of Amager Feelled also
highlights interdependencies between the
methods to create a functioning result; a scaf-
folding process may not reach an intended or
desired outcome without also refraining from
intervention: Depending on the stakehold-
ers involved in a scaffolding process, vary-
ing degrees of time are needed to achieve a
result. The process may not be successful if
the process is disturbed, and as such, differ-
ent scenarios may be more or less sensitive
to developments taking place outside of the
intended area. The Feelledby project exem-
plifies this: The potential pressures it poses
on the common in its entirety highlights the
question of the different scales of which these
methods can encompass and operate with-
in simultaneously as well as how susceptible
they may be to external developments. In
the context of urban environments, space is
highly valued and contested, where resourc-
es for other species are at best allocated or
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enclosed. As such, the application if scaffold-
ing and refraining within the design process
of dense urban environments may be limited.

Fig. 11 (left)

Fig. 12 (right)
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(Part II)

(Scaffolding)

Fig. 13
1:5000

Fig. 14
Site present day

Fig. 16
Dormant meadow species
start taking over

Fig 15
Site after initial clearing
and introduced grazing

Fig. 17
Meadow habitats joined
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Fig. 18

Present day at focused area. Dom-
inated by overgrowth, inaccessible
to ground nesting birds and grazers.
Dormant meadow seed bank in soil.

Fig. 19

Shows area development in stag-
es in time from left to right. After
initial clearing and introduction
of grazing, dormant meadow spe-
cies begin to transform area. With
vearly input from grazing, the open
meadow is reestablished, recreating
habitats for ground nesting birds.
Possibilities for human users to ex-
perience and engage with the hab-
itat and non-human users through
Maslens (2024a) “nudging”. No-
ticing networks established and
strengthened through surveying.

Fig. 20

Shows area development in stag-
es in time from left to right. Area
development becomes increasingly
human-focused as Fclledby proj-
ect puts pressures on new infra-
structures actoss the common. The
desired outcomes of the initial scaf-
folding process become interrupted
by intensified human usage, be-
coming difficult to manage through
“nudging”, disturbing habitat es-
tablishment. Highlights dependen-
cy between scaffolding and refrain-
ing practices and sensitivities to
external developments and scales.

(Possibilities - Problematisations)
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(Outro)

DISCUSSION

When applied to the field of landscape archi-
tecture, the methods identified in this thesis
(noticing, scaffolding and refraining) take on an
interconnected role within design processes:

Noticing is a method of acknowledging oneself
as an inherent part of the landscape, identify-
ing participants as well as human and non-hu-
man interdependencies and interests. As a
sensory practise, noticing can be carried out
by anyone, and as such can create knowledge
networks between designers and non-design-
ers. The addition of technology to noticing can
further augment, support and amplify infor-
mation gained in the variety of scales common-
ly practised in landscape architecture that can
then be used as a basis for design decisions.

Scaffolding processes can then be initiated
based on what has been noticed in terms of
which participants, interdependencies or pro-
cesses are involved. This way, conditions are
created for humans and non-humans to con-
vene and assemble designs in a process that
is desirable but unpredictable. The notions
of surrendering control over design outcomes
as well as distributing control to multiple hu-
man and non-human participants decentral-
izes humans from the design process, shift-
ing the designer’s role to that of a steward.

Refraining as an opposite to scaffolding,
or as an intention of stopping certain pro-
cesses becomes a method of realizing
when intervention on the part of humans
may be detrimental to non-human pro-
cesses as well as allowing certain noticed
processes to unfold without interference.

These three methods can be combined in
design processes from analysis, design, and
management respectively in a process that
continues for as long as the participants are
alive or present. In this way, the process of
designing with these three methods can be
drawn out in a similar manner to a listening
cycle of attending, acknowledging, summa-
rizing, inviting and asking, where the pro-
cess of co-creating between humans and
non-humans becomes a cycle of attending,
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noticing, scaffolding and refraining (fig. 10).

More-than-human-centered design doesn’t
however denounce human-centered design,
but rather offers a posthuman view on that
which has previously been “overlooked” in de-
sign processes (Rosen 2022). Human-centered
design is as such being extended to more-than
human design, within which humans are an
equal participant on a “shared stage” (Wak-
kary 2021). Rosen (2022) expresses the lack
of dichotomy between human-centered and
more-than-human-centered design; it is im-
portant to recognize the current foundational
backgrounds in design as not to unintentional-
ly “tear down” the strengths of current design
paradigms. Human experiences and well be-
ing should continue to be taken into equal ac-
count within more-than-human-centered de-
sign, if not more so, as posthumanism attends
to the specificality of being human (Wolfe
2009): The rapid advancements of technol-
ogy, HCI (human-computer-interaction) and
especially artificial intelligence are affording
humans to see, experience and interact with
non-human modes of being at an increasing-
ly accessible level. As such, posthuman per-
spectives offer ways of describing our relation-
ship to the rest of the world as “sensing and
thinking humans with bodies” (Rosen 2022).

The relevance of this in relation to landscape
architecture, design and management is ex-
pressed in understanding the imminence of the
various climate crises we are faced with at this
present moment. Experimenting with methods
can take time, however with the existential ur-
gency of climate change there may not be time
for classic modes experimentation, and as such
there may be value in experimenting in scenar-
ios currently unfolding “in places where peo-
ple are taking concrete action” (Rosen 2022).

In the specific case of Amager Feelled, Maslen
(2024b) explains his process of learning by do-
ing in an active and constantly evolving sce-
nario of the commons, within which technol-
ogy-assisted noticing plays an important role
in surveying and acquiring data to understand
the results of his experiments. Refraining
from any kind of action over the site has prov-
en to be detrimental to the local biodiversity



unique to the common (Maslen 2024b). It has
been made clear that commons, specifically
Amager Feelled needs to be maintained as a
site that is in constant use (Malmio & Kurik-
ka 2020). As such, the complex abundance of
cultural and natural entanglements makes the
area a potent and important testing ground for
studying the practicalisation of more-than-hu-
man-centered design methods and managing
the diversity of human and non-human inter-
dependencies. The application of scaffolding
practices in the context of Mr Maslens future
plans for Amager Feelled showed both pos-
sibilities and problematizations in the use of
the method. Providing scaffolding to the des-
ignated area expressed potential for augment-
ing non-human participation and strengthen-
ing more-than-human interdependencies, but
also problematizations in terms of influenc-
es from surrounding areas: the selected ar-
eas proximity to the ongoing construction of
the Feelledby housing estate highlights how
a resulting rise in demand for better infra-
structure could affect the conditions desired
for scaffolding processes to unfold. Maslen
(2024a) mentions however that his strategy
is to create human user opportunities in ar-
eas of less ecological sensitivity as a means of
diverting visitors from encroaching more sen-
sitive areas. In areas of more ecological sen-
sitivity, refraining practices may be most suit-
able in terms of preservation and protection.

When discussing issues of expanding the field
of participatory design to include a more-
than-human perspective, it remains pertinent
to note that the practice of landscape archi-
tecture is predicated on notions of human
and non-human collaboration. As Beardsley
(2000) writes, contemporary landscape ar-
chitecture should be viewed as an “expand-
ed field”, bridging science and art and me-
diating between nature and culture. As such,
landscape architects could play an important
role in not only actively exploring modes of
extending participation towards non-humans
but also facilitating vital embodied experi-
ences and interactions between humans and
non-humans. The inclusion of a more-than-
human perspective within current landscape
design practices may however help design-
ers identify and in turn extend the scope of

(Discussion)

a projects intended users through notic-
ing, scaffolding and/or refraining methods.

The plan to clear overgrowth to create and
restore more open meadows and pastures of-
fers opportunities to explore conservation and
restoration in a non-capitalized territory such
as a common, but also to fortify notions of
collaboration, not only for non-humans, but
between professions as well. The inclusion of
noticing within planning and analysis process-
es is, as previously mentioned, strengthened
by the knowledge from the noticing practices
of biologists, local users and enthusiasts ac-
tively surveying the common. This kind of col-
laboration also provides input to the dilemma
of designing at a multitude of radically differ-
ent scales (from small urban squares to entire
ecosystems) that contemporary landscape
architecture grapples with (Beardsley 2000).

The role of the landscape architect in the
scenario of Amager Feelled may be simply
as an intermediary between all these inputs,
exploring ways of facilitating embodied in-
teractions between humans and non-hu-
mans, creating opportunities for positive
experiences and increasing perceptions of
value and appreciation for the area as a re-
sult. The notions of embodied and emotional
experiences explored by Eliasson (2023) also
point to the potential for preservation in ar-
eas where these experiences are facilitated.

METHODOLOGY DISCUSSION

The methodology employed in this thesis
was developed to explore and introduce new
knowledge and how it could be applied to a
specific scenario such as Amager Faelled. As
such it was suitable to research more-than-
human-centered perspectives from a variety
of sources and backgrounds to understand
the perspectives in broader terms before then
placing it within the specific context of land-
scape architecture. This information created
a foundation of knowledge to then base the
rest of the thesis on. This knowledge was then
gathered to identify methods that could be
applied to a variety of specific use cases, of
which this thesis explored one. The methods
used also provided a framework for engaging
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(Outro )

with the specificalities of a site, from identi-
fying key people and interviewing them both
on their understanding and perspective on
the site, but also how they would engage with
the identified methods based on their specific
knowledge of the site. This method could be
used by future readers to test ways of engag-
ing with non-human agency at a specific site.

One of the aims of this thesis was to explore
how other species may be able to partici-
pate in design processes that would trans-
form over time, visualizing stages of change
and development over the site was an im-
portant way of expressing this. However, the
explored modes of representation were spe-
cific to the site and its conditions and chal-
lenges, and as such, while being useful in
communicating the developments site and
the complexities involved, they may not be
specifically repeatable in other scenarios.

CONCLUSIONS

This thesis has aimed to introduce and explore
a more-than-human perspective within design,
aswellasidentify methods of designingthatcan
strengthen a more-than-human perspective
within landscape architecture practices, and
how said methods may be applied to the man-
agement of commons such as Amager Faelled.

Engaging in more-than-human-centered de-
sign does not entail disregarding human-cen-
tered design but rather expands its scope by
also including non-humans as equal parts in
design processes. As Wakkary (2022) notes,
a more-than-human perspective forwards
a pluralistic understanding of the relation-
ship between humans, non-humans and
machines. As such, the “designer” in these
scenarios is no longer a role lead by a sin-
gle human, but rather an assembly of hu-
man and non-human stakeholders. The role
of the designer then becomes about design-
ing with these assemblages rather than dic-
tating or dominating them (Rosen 2022).
This thesis has identified and subsequently
explored how three methods (noticing, scaf-
folding and refraining) of design could be in-
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tegrated into design processes to strengthen
a more-than-human perspective within the
field of landscape architecture. These meth-
ods could be used by landscape architects
as potential frameworks from which to ap-
proach and engage a design project from a
more-than-human perspective. The explored
application of these methods at Amager
Feelled has provided an introductory exam-
ple of how other landscape architects could
work to include non-humans in developmen-
tal processes, as well as how these spaces
could help “give a face” to the invisible par-
ticipants and processes we share our environ-
ments with to promote positive embodied in-
teractions between humans and non-humans.
The visual representation of these processes
has also been studied: Visualisations play an
important role in being a tool for designers to
explore and communicate potential future out-
comes of an initial design process beyond rig-
id or fixed master planning, towards a kind of
open collective development process defined
by open-ended continuity and adaptability.
In the context of this thesis, visualisations have
also been used as atoolto explore and commu-
nicate potential strengths and weaknesses of
scaffolding processes within Amager Faelled.
The visual material explores different stages of
development in different outcome scenarios,
one showing how the focus area could poten-
tially develop in a possible scaffolding sce-
nario if allowed to unfold as intended, where
non-humans are able to re-enter, affect and
define the space. The other exploring how the
scaffolding process may be interrupted by a
human-prioritised expansion of the common
in relation to the arguably exploitative devel-
opment of the Feelledby. This raises questions
about how susceptible scaffolding processes
are to external developments and on which
scales they maybe be plausible to operate
on. It also highlights how ascribing non-hu-
man rights to open-ended design processes
may give non-humans agency in overlapping
urban/rural areas as well as the interdepen-
dencies between humans and non-humans
for such transformations to begin to unfold.
Visual representations also remain a vital part
of communicating the various dimensions
(scale, visibility, time) that a design project
may encompass. As some processes and ac-



tors may not be directly apparent or visible,
the dependencies created through them may
count on visual modes of communication
to express their presence to human users.
However, as the visual material of this the-
sis is specifically related to the problemati-
sations of noticing, scaffolding and refrain-
ing within the specific context of Amager
Feelled, they may be difficult for readers to
adapt and implement in their own future work.

FUTURE STUDIES

When engaging with a project in Amag-
er Feelled today, it is difficult to exclude the
current land-use discourse of the Feelled-
by project. While this thesis has not aimed
to develop a specific design development to
any areas of the common, it has touched on
themes of problems the development of the
housing estate may cause to the rest of the
common and its current and future users.

Future studies working with the common from
a design context could explore the effects
of the project and how landscape architects
could find ways of integrating the project to-
gether with other stakeholders of the com-
mon to promote the non-capitalizing exchang-
es that predicate the existence of commons.
More detailed research into the future impacts
of the Feelledby could help to identify possible
future outcomes as well as identify new points
of sensitivity throughout the common, and
how to adapt to and manage such changes.
While studying methods of engaging projects
within a more-than-human perspective, more
deeper studies into the selected areas habitat,
species and users as well as mapping out the
participation of such has been left beyond the
scope of this thesis. The more intricate dimen-
sions of this project in terms of species and
habitats could be defined through longer term
collaboration with head biologist Paul Maslen.
Furthermore, in terms of communicating a
project from more-than-human perspectives,
designers could benefit from exploring modes
of presentation of the project and its intended
users visually, either through photographing,
drawing, picking and pressing, etc. to em-
phasize the notions of assembly that pred-
icates more-than-human-centered design.

(Conclusions)

The methods identified and studied through-
out this thesis have been applied to the spe-
cific context of Amager Feelled. While a
framework of approaching a project from a
more-than-human perspective is developed,
the practical application of these methods
on other sites and design scenarios is highly
context dependent, as each specific context
hosts a different composition of stakehold-
ers and potential participants. As such, how
this framework of methods could be applied
to other contexts, and the outputs of such
applications needs to be researched further.

ATTENDING

> \

ACKNOWLEDGINCj
<

A

S Y
<
<t
5 NOTICING /
< <
S
SCAFFOLDING :
< Y
|
REFRAINING /
pd
~ _ _ (_ _
Fig. 21

46



(Reference List )

LITERARY SOURCES

Abram, D. (1996). The Spell of the Sensuous: Per-
ception and Language in a More-than-human World.
Pantheon.

Akama, Y. Light, A. Kamihira, T. (2020). Expand-
ing participation to design with more-than-human
concerns. In Proceedings of the 16th participato-
ry design conference. 1. 1-11. ACM. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3385010.3385016

Allen, W. (2003). Plant Blindness. Bio-

Science, 53(10), 926. https://doi.
org/10.1641/0006-3568(2003)053[0926:PB]2.0.CO;2
Antropologia Iberoamericana. 11(1). 11-32. https://eu-
rophilomem.hypotheses.org/files/2018/07/110102e.pdf
(2024-08-31)

Aspling, F. (2015). Animals, plants, people and digital
technology: exploring and understanding multispe-
cies-computer interaction. Proceedings of the 12th
international conference on advances in computer
entertainment technology. 1-4. ACM. https://doi.
org/10.1145/2832932.2837010 (2024-08-31)

Aspling, F. (2020). Unleashing animal-computer
interaction: A theoretical investigation of the “I”. Diss
Stockholm University.

Aspling, F. Wang, J. Juhlin, O. (2016). Plant-com-
puter interaction, beauty and dissemination. Pro-
ceedings of the 3rd international conference on an-
imal-computer interaction. 1-10. ACM. https://doi.
org/10.1145/2995257.2995393 (2024-08-31)

Attia, S. (2017). Regenerative and Positive Impact
Architecture: Learning from Case Studies. Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-66718-8

Atwood, D. Paisley-Jones, C. (2017). Pesticides Indus-
try and usage: 2008-2012 Market Estimates. United
States Environmental Protection Agency. https://www.
epa.gov/sites/default/files/2017-01/documents/pesti-
cides-industry-sales-usage-2016_0.pdf (2024-08-19)

Son, J. (2020). Lawn Maintenance and Climate Change.

Princeton Student Climate Initiative. 12 May. https://
psci.princeton.edu/tips/2020/5/11/law-maintenance-
and-climate-change (2024-08-19)

Barad, K. (2003). Posthumanist performativity: Toward
an understanding of how matter comes to matter. Signs.
28(3). 801-831. https://doi.org/10.1086/345321 (2024-
08-31)

47

Barad, K. (2007). Meeting the universe halfway. Duke
University Press.

Bardzell, J. Bardzell, S. Light, A. (2021). Wanting to
live here: Design after anthropocentric functionalism.
Proceedings of the conference on human factors in
computing systems. 1-24. ACM. https://dl.acm.org/
doi/10.1145/3411764.3445167 (2024-08-31)

Bardzell, S. (2018). Utopias of Participation: Fem-
inism, Design, and the Futures. ACM Transactions
on Computer-Human Interaction. 25(1). https://doi.
org/10.1145/3127359 (2024-09-16)

Baumann, C. (2023). Interview with Viviane Stap-
pmanns. I: Stappmanns, V. Steinmuller, N. Madde, C.
(red.) Garden Futures: Designing with Nature. Vitra
Design Museum. 14-21. ISBN: 978-3-945852-53-8

Biggs, H. Bardzell, J. Bardzell, S. (2021). Watching
myself watching birds: Abjection, ecological thinking,
and posthuman design. Proceedings of the conference
on human factors in computing systems. 1-16. ACM.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445329

Bogost, I. (2012). Alien phenomenology, or what

it’s like to be a thing. University of Minnesota Press.
https://academic.oup.com/minnesota-scholarship-on-
line/book/29364 (2024-08-31)

Bittel, J. (2025). These eager beavers saved the Czech
government $1.2 million. National Geographic. 7
febuary 2025. https://www.nationalgeographic.com/ani-
mals/article/beaver-dam-czech-republic (2025-03-20)

Bowser, A. Shilton, K. Preece, J. Warrick, E. (2017).
Accounting for Privacy in Citizen Science: Ethical
Research in a Context of Openness. Proceedings of

the 2017 ACM Conference on Computer Supported
Cooperative Work and Social Computing, 2124-2136.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2998181.2998305 (2024-09-13)

Braidotti, R. (2013). The Posthuman. Polity.
Braidotti, R. (2019) Posthuman knowledge. Polity.

Braybrooke, K. (2022). To know the individual is to
know the collective: Translocal encounters of the virtual
community art tech nature culture. Society for social
studies of science.

Bresnihan, P. (2015). The More-Than-Human Com-
mons: From Commons to Commoning. Space, Power
and the Commons: The Struggle for Alternative Futures.
(1). Routledge. https://www.academia.edu/11778318/
The More than Human Commons From Commons_
to_Commoning (2024-09-13)



Brown, C. Lewis, J. (2015). The English Garden. Kar-
ma.

Caffentzis, G. Federici, S. (2014). Commons Against
and Beyond Capitalism. Community Development
Journal. 49(1). 92-105. https://www.jstor.org/sta-
ble/26166211 (2024-09-12)

Carrozzo, F. Faccini, R. Falci, A. Redaelli, B. Gelso-
mini, M. Zannoni, G. Garzotto, F. (2018). IDROPO, a
hydroponic planting system to teach gardening through
play. Proceedings of the conference on human factors
in computing systems.1-4. ACM. https://dl.acm.org/
doi/10.1145/3170427.3186489 (2024-08-31)

Chakrabarty, D. (2019). The Planet: An Emergent Hu-
manist category. Critical Inquiry 46. 1-31.

Clarke, R. Heitlinger, S. Foth, M. DiSalvo, C. Light,
A. Forlano, L. (2018). More-than-human urban futures:
Speculative participatory design to avoid ecocidal
smart cities. Proceedings of the 15th participatory
design conference (Article 34). ACM. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3210604.3210641

Clarke, R. Heitlinger, S. Light, A. Forlano, L. Foth, M.
DiSalvo, C. (2019). More-than-human participation:
Design for sustainable smart city futures. Interactions.
26(3). 60-63. https://doi.org/10.1145/3319075 (2024-
08-31)

Clement, G. Morris, S. (2015). Planetary Garden and
Other Writings. University of Pennsylvania Press.
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt1 5nmjp5 (2024-08-19)

Cronon, W. (1996). Uncommon ground: rethinking the
human place in nature. W.W. Norton & Co.

De Block, G. Vicenzotti, V. (2018). The effects of affect.
A plea for distance between the human and non-human.
Journal of Landscape Architecture, 13(2), 46-55.

Dunnett, N. (2024) [Instagram]. 12 March. https://www.
instagram.com/p/C4aQbqlKsRn/ (2024-08-28)

Dunnett, N. Hitchmough, J. (2004). More than Nature.
New Zealand Garden Journal. June. (7). 8-11. https://
citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep 1 &type=pd-
f&doi=460316abe9cOb8ca3a3856aa3d1fcd0c429f717¢e
(2024-08-19)

Egan, D. Schulenberg, R. (1997). Old Man of the Prai-
rie: An Interview with Ray Schulenberg. Restoration &
Management Notes. 15(1). 38—44. https://www.jstor.
org/stable/43440076 (2024-08-31)

(Literature)

Eliasson, O. (2022). A Space Without Beginning and
End. Monet’s Vétheuil in Winter. Frick Publications.
11-17. ISBN: 9781911282976

Eliasson, O. (2023). [Instagram]. 16 May. https://www.
instagram.com/p/CsTbNIltzWJ/?img_index=1 (2024-
08-31)

Eno, B. (2021). Design Principles for the Street. I: Hill,
D. (red.) Designing Missions: Mission-oriented innova-
tion in Sweden — A practice guide by Vinnova. Vin-
nove. 434. ISBN: 978-91-87537-95-0

Escobar, A. (2016). Thinking-feeling with the Earth:
Territorial Struggles and the Ontological Dimention
of the Epistemologies of the South. DOI:10.11156/ai-
br.110102e (2024-09-28)

Escobar, A. (2018). Designs for the pluriverse: Radical
interdependence, autonomy, and the making of worlds.
Duke University Press.

Fastnacht, T. Aispuro, A. O. Marschall, J. Fischer, P. T.
Zierold, S. Hornecker, E. (2016). Sonnengarten: Urban
light installation with human-plant interaction. Proceed-
ings of the international joint conference on pervasive
and ubiquitous computing. 53-56. ACM. https://dl.acm.
org/doi/10.1145/2968219.2971423 (2024-09-01)

Foth, M. Caldwell, G. A. (2018). More-than-human me-
dia architecture. Proceedings of the 4th media architec-
ture biennale conference. 66-75. ACM. https://dl.acm.
org/doi/10.1145/3284389.3284495 (2024-09-01)

Galloway, A. Caudwell, C. (2018). Speculative design
as research method: From answers to questions and
“staying with the trouble.” I: Coombs, G. McNamara,
A. Sade, G. (red). Undesign critical practices at the
intersection of art and design. 85-96. Routledge. DOI:
10.4324/9781315526379-8

Geisecke, A. Jacobs, N. (2012). Earth Perfect? Na-
ture, Utopia and the Garden. Black Dog Press. ISBN:
1907317759

Goodwin, C. (1997). The blackness of black: Color
categories as situated practice. I: Resnick, L.B. Sljo,
R. Pontecorvo, C. Burge, B. (red). Discourse, tools
and reasoning: Essays on situated cognition. 111-140.
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-03362-3 6
(2024-08-31)

Haraway, D. (2016). Staying with the trouble. Duke
University Press.

Harman, G. (2018). Object-oriented ontology: a new
theory of everything. Pelican. ISBN 978-0241269152

48



(Reference List )

Harvey, D. (2011). The Future of the Commons. I: Ser-
lin, D. Chazkel, A. (red.). Radical History Review. 109.
101-107. https://doi.org/10.1215/01636545-2010-017
(2024-09-12)

Hayles, N. K. (1999). How we became posthuman: Vir-
tual bodies in cybernetics, literature, and informatics.
University of Chicago Press.

Heiberg, J. L. (1944). Et liv gjenoplevet i Erindringen
1842-49. 2. Kebenhavn: Arkiv for dansk litteratur.

Heitlinger, S. Bryan-Kinns, N. Jefferies, J. (2014). The
talking plants: An interactive system for grassroots ur-
ban food-growing communities. Proceedings of the con-
ference on human factors in computing systems. 459-
462. ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/2559206.2574792
(2024-08-31)

Hitchmough, J. (2008). New Approaches to Ecolog-
ically Based, Designed Urban Plant Communities in
Britain: Do These Have Any Relevance in the United
States?. Cities and the Environment. 1(10). https://digi-
talcommons.lmu.edu/cate/vol1/iss2/10 (2024-08-31)
Hodkinson, S. (2012). The new Urban Enclosures.
Analysis of Urban Change, Theory, Action. 16(5). 500-
518.

Holstius, D. Kembel, J. Hurst, A. Wan, P.-H. Forlizzi,

J. (2004). Infotropism: Living and robotic plants as in-
teractive displays. Proceedings of the 5th conference on
designing interactive systems. 215-221. ACM. https://
doi.org/10.1145/1013115.1013145 (2024-09-01)

Holthaus, E. (2019). Lawns Are the No. 1 Irrigated
“Crop” in America. They Need to Die. Grist. 2 May.
https://grist.org/culture/lawns-are-the-no-1-agricultural-
crop-in-america-they-need-to-die/ (2024-08-19)

Irwin, T. Kossoff, G. Tonkinwise, C. (2015). Transition
Design Provocation. Design Philosophy Papers. Rout-
ledge. DOI: 10.1080/14487136.2015.1085688

Jeffrey, A. McFarlane, C. Vasudevan, A. (2012).

Rethinking Enclosure: Space, Subjectivity and the
Commons. Antipode: A Radical Journal of Geogra-
phy. (4)44. 1247-1267. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8330.2011.00954.x (2024-09-11)

Kuribayashi, S. Sakamoto, Y. Morihara, M. Tanaka,
H. (2007). Plantio: An interactive pot to augment
plants’ expressions. Proceedings of the interna-
tional conference on advances in computer enter-
tainment technology. 139- 142. ACM. https://doi.
org/10.1145/1255047.1255075 (2024-08-31)

49

Kurz, P. (2023). Foreword. I: Stappmanns, V. Stein-
muller, N. Madde, C. (red.) Garden Futures: Designing
with Nature. Vitra Design Museum. 14-21. ISBN: 978-
3-945852-53-8

Latour, B. (2018). Down to Earth: Politics in the New
Climatic Regime. Polity press. ISBN 9781509530571

Leatherbarrow, D. Wesley, R. (2019). Three Cultural
Ecologies. Routledge. ISBN 9780367207267

Light, A. Shklovski, 1. Powell, A. (2017). Design for ex-
istential crisis. Proceedings of the conference extended
abstracts on human factors in computing systems 722-
734. ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/3027063.3052760
(2024-08-31)

Lindegaard, H. (2001). Ud af reret? Planer, processer
og paradokser omkring det Kebenhavnske kloaksystem
1840-2001. Diss. DTU. 10.13140/RG.2.2.26448.81922
(2024-09-07)

Liu, J. Byrne, D. Devendorf, L. (2018). Design for
collaborative survival: An inquiry into human-fungi
relationships. Proceedings of the conference on human
factors in computing systems. 40. 1-13- ACM. https://
dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3173574.3173614 (2024-08-31)

Liu, S-Y. (2017). To decompose is to create: Supporting
creativity by incorporating nature in design. Proceed-
ings of the SIGCHI conference on creativity and cogni-
tion. 484-489. https://doi.org/10.1145/3059454.3078696
(2024-08-31)

Liu, S-Y. (2021). Posthuman interaction design: De-
signing with, through and for human-nature interac-
tion. Companion Publication of the 2019 on Designing
Interactive Systems Conference 2019 Companion.
101-104. Association for Computing Machinery. ISBN
9781450362702

Liu, S-Y. Bardzell, J. Bardzell, S. (2018). Photography
as a design research tool into natureculture. Proceedings
of the designing interactive systems conference. 777-
789. ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/3196709.3196819

Liu, S-Y. Bardzell, S. Bardzell, J. (2018). Out of con-
trol: Reframing sustainable HCI using permaculture.
Proceedings of the workshop on computing within
limits. ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/3232617.3232625
(2024-08-31)

Liu, S-Y. Bardzell, S. Bardzell, J. (2019). Symbiotic en-
counters: HCI and sustainable agriculture. Proceedings
of the conference on human factors in computing sys-
tems. ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300547
(2024-08-31)



Livio, M. Liu, J. Dew, K. Liu, S. Zdziarska, P. (2019).
Methods for noticing workbook. https:/files.cargocol-
lective. com/c531133/Methods-for-Noticing-Work-
book May- 2020-.pdf (2024-08-31)

Lokman, K. (2017). Cyborg landscapes: Choreograph-
ing resilient interactions between infrastructure, ecol-
ogy, and society. Journal of Landscape Architecture.
(1)12. 60-72. DOI:10.1080/18626033.2017.1301289
(2024-09-13)

Malmio, K. Kurikka, K. (2020). Contemporary Nordic
Literature and Spatiality. Springer Nature. https://link.
springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-030-23353-2 (2024-
08-28)

Martinez, M.A. (2020). Urban Commons from an An-
ti-Capitalist Approach. The Open Journal of Sociopolit-
ical Studies. 13(3). DOI 10.1285/i20356609v13i3p1390
FULLTEXTO1.pdf (diva-portal.se) (2024-09-12)
McHarg, I. L. (1969). Design with nature. Natural His-
tory Press.

Meyer, E. (1997). The Expanded Field of Landscape
Architecture. Ecological Design and Planning. Wiley
45-79. ISBN: 978-0-471-15614-7

Meyer, E. K. (2008). Sustaining beauty. The perfor-
mance of appearance: A manifesto in three parts. Jour-
nal of Landscape Architecture, 3(1), 6-23. https://doi.or
2/10.1080/18626033.2008.9723392

Meyer, E.K. (2015). Beyond “sustaining beauty”: Mus-
ings on a manifesto. https://www.researchgate.net/pub-
lication/313384109 Beyond_sustaining_beauty Mus-
ings on_a manifesto (2024-08-19)

Miller, C. Clay, G. McHarg, I. Hammond, C.R. Patton,
G.E. Simonds, J.O. (1966). A Declaration of Concern.
Landscape Architecture Foundation. https://www.

lafoundation.org/who-we-are/values/declaration-of-con-
cern (2024-08-19)

Mollison, B. (1988). Permaculture: A designer’s manu-
al. Tagari.

Neil, M. (2010). 2 Name Partners at ‘Robot Robot &
Hwang’ Are Legal Machines. ABA Journal. https://
www.abajournal.com/news/article/2 name_partners_at
robot_robot hwang are legal machines/ (2024-08-14)

Nijs, G. Laki, G. Houlstan, R. Slizewicz, G. Laureys-
sens, T. (2020). Fostering more-than-human imag-
inaries: Introducing DIY speculative fabulation in
civic HCI. Proceedings of the 11th Nordic conference
on human-computer interaction. ACM. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3419249.3420147

(Literature)

Norton, J. Nayebaziz, S. Burke, S. Pan, B. J. Tomlin-
son, B. (2014). Plant guild composer: An interactive
online system to support back yard food production.
Extended abstracts of the conference on human fac-
tors in computing systems. 523-526. ACM. https://doi.
org/10.1145/2559206.2574826 (2024-08-31)

Nyberg, E. Hipkiss, A.M. Sanders, D. (2029). Plants to
the fore: Noticing Plants in Designed Environments.
Plants, People, Planet. (1)3. 212-220. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ppp3.40 (2024-09-16)

O’Donnell, E.L. Talbot-Jones, J. (2018). Creating legal
rights for rivers: lessons from Australia, New Zealand,
and India. Ecology and Society. 23(1).

Olonetzky, N. (2017). Inspirations: A Time Traven
through Garden History. Birkhauser.

Palmquist, B. (2023). The realistic idea to be a dreamer:
using utopias in landscape architecture to enable hope

for a different future. Diss. Sveriges lantbruksuniversi-
tet. https://stud.epsilon.slu.se/18814/ (2025-04-08)

Pollan, M. (1989). Why Mow? The Case Against
Lawns. New York Times Magazine. 28 May. https://
michaelpollan.com/articles-archive/why-mow-the-case-
against-lawns/ (2024-08-19)

Prost, S. Vlachokyriakos, V. Midgley, J. Heron, G.
Meziant, K. Crivellaro, C. (2019). Infrastructuring food
democracy: The formation of a local food hub in the
context of socio-economic deprivation. Proceedings

of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction. https://
dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3359159 (2024-08-31)

Prpa, M. Fdili-Alaoui, S. Schiphorst, T. Pasquier, P.
(2020). Articulating experience: Reflections from
experts applying micro-phenomenology to design re-
search in HCI. Proceedings of the conference on human
factors in computing systems. 1-14. ACM. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3313831.3376664 (2024-08-31)

Rawsthorn, A, Antonelli, P. (2022). Design Emergency:
Building a Better Future. Phaidon.

Rosén, A. P. Normark, M. Wiberg, M. (2022). Towards
more-than-human-centred design: Learning from gar-
dening. International Journal of Design. 16(3). 21-36.
https://doi.org/10.57698/v16i3.02

Rosen, A.P. (2022). Noticing Nature: Exploring More-

Than-Human-Centered Design in Urban Farming. Diss.
Umea University.

50



(Reference List )

Rottle, N. Yocom, K. (2010). Basics Landscape Ar-
chitecture 02: Ecological Design. AVA. ISBN 978-2-
940411-44-3

Sanders, D. L. (2019). Trapped in time: Lingering with
“Plantness”. Plants, People, Planet, 1(2), 64-66. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ppp3.6 (2024-09-16)

Sanders, D. L. (2007). Making public the private

life of plants: The contribution of informal learn-

ing environments. International Journal of Sci-

ence Education. 29(10). 1209-1228. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09500690600951549 (2024-09-16)

Seravalli, A. (2018). Infrastructuring urban commons
over time: Learnings from two cases. In Proceedings
of the 15th participatory design conference. 4. ACM.
https:// doi.org/10.1145/3210586.3210593 (2024-08-31)

Singh, n. (2017). Becoming a commoner: The commons
as sites for affective socio-nature encounters and co-be-
comings. Ephemera: Theory and Politics in Organiza-
tion. 17(4).

Skaaning, M.K. (2016). The Battle of the Commons: A
case study of Amager Falled. Lund university. https://
lup.lub.lu.se/luur/download?func=downloadFile&recor-
dOId=8898495&fileO1d=8900159 (2024-08-28)

Slavin, K. (2016). Design as Participation. Journal of
Design and Science. https://doi.org/10.21428/a39a747¢c
Smith, N. Bardzell, S. Bardzell, J. (2017). Designing for
cohabitation: Naturecultures, hybrids, and decentering
the human in design. Proceedings of the conference on
human factors in computing systems. 1714-1725. ACM.
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3025453.3025948 (2024-
08-31)

Smith, R.C. Vangkilde, K.T. Kjaersgaard, M.G
Otto, T. Halse, J. Binder, T. (2016). Design An-
thropological Futures. Routledge. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781003085188

Stappmanns, V. Kujipers, M. Heinrich, M. (2023).
Imagining Futures Otherwise or Why We Should All Be
Gardeners. I: Stappmanns, V. Steinmuller, N. Madde,
C. (red.) Garden Futures: Designing with Nature. Vitra
Design Museum. 14-21. ISBN: 978-3-945852-53-8

Stone, C.D. (1972). Should Trees Have Standing? -
Toward Legal Rights for Natural Objects. Southern
California Law Review. 45. 450-501.

Stuart-Smith, S. (2021). The Well Gardened Mind: The
Restorative Power of Nature. Scribner.

51

Studio Other Spaces (SOS). (2021). Future Assembly.
How will we live together? The Venice Biennale Ar-
chitettura. https://studiootherspaces.net/futureassembly/
(2024-09-18)

Teli, M. Foth, M. Sciannamblo, M. Anastasiu, I. Lyle,
P. (2020). Tales of institutioning and commoning:
Participatory design processes with a strategic and
tactical perspective. In Proceedings of the 16th partic-
ipatory design conference. 159-171. ACM. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3385010.3385020 (2024-08-31)

Thayer, R. L. (1976). Visual Ecology: Revitalizing

the Aesthetics of Landscape Architecture. Landscape.
20(2). 37-43.

Tree, 1. (2018). Wilding: The Return of Nature to a Brit-
ish Farm. Picador. ISBN 978-1-5098-0510-5

Tsing, A. (2015). The mushroom at the end of the
world. Princeton University Press.

Tsing, A. Deger, J. Keleman, A. Zhou, F. (2020). Feral
Atlas: The more-than-human anthropocene. Stanford
University Press.

United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2017).
Outdoor Water Use in the United States. Office of
Wastewater Management. https://19january2017snap-
shot.epa.gov/www3/watersense/pubs/outdoor.html
(2024-08-19)

Van Der Ryn, S. Cowan, S. (2007). Ecological Design.
10. Island Press. ISBN 9781597261418

Villesen, K. (2016). Slaget om Feelleden. Information.
8 October. Slaget om Fealleden | Information (2024-09-
12)

Wandersee, J. H., & Schussler, E. E. (1999). Preventing
Plant Blindness. The American Biology Teacher, 61(2),
82-86. https://doi.org/10.2307/4450624

Warner, K. Van Der Geest, K. (2013). Loss and dam-
age from climate change: local-level evidence from
nine vulnerable countries. International Journal of
Global Warming. 5(4). 25 October . 367-386. https://
www.inderscienceonline.com/doi/full/10.1504/
1JGW.2013.057289 (2024-08-28)

Watson, J. (2019). Lo-TEK: Design by Radical Indi-
genism. Taschen. ISBN 9783836578189



Williams, P. A. Sikutshwa, L. Shackleton, S. (2020).
Acknowledging Indigenous and Local Knowledge to
Facilitate Collaboration in Landscape Approaches—
Lessons from a Systematic Review. Land. 9(9). 331.
https://www.mdpi.com/2073-445X/9/9/331 (2024-08-
31)

Wilson, E. O. (1984) Biophilia: The Human Bond with
Other Species. Harvard University Press.

Wolfe, C. (2009). What Is Posthumanism?. University
of Minnesota Press. ISBN 9780816666157.

Yong, E. (2022). An Immense World: How Animal
Senses Reveal the Hidden Realms Around Us. Random
House. ISBN 9780593133231

PERSONAL MATERIAL

Maslen, P. Biologist. Kébenhavns Kommune, tour of
Amager Falled 2024-09-03 (a).

Maslen, P. Biologist. Kébenhavns Kommune, Interview
2024-09-03 (b).

(Source material)

FIGURE LIST
Figures © of author unless stated otherwise.

Figure 1. Center for Neighbourhood Technology
(CNT). (2014). Laurie Garden at Millenium Park —
Chicago. [photograph]. https:/flic.kr/p/o1ngXY (CC
BY-SA 2.0) (2024-09-26)

Figure 2. Manila, I. R. (2022). Super Bloom, Tower of
London. [photograph]. https://flic.kr/p/2nE2tAd (CC
BY 2.0) (2024-09-26)

Figure 3. Superpositions. (2016a). Renaturation of the
River Aire. [photograph]. (usage permission pending)
(2024-09-26)

Figure 4. Superpositions. (2016b). Renaturation of the
River Aire. [photograph]. (usage permission pending)
(2024-09-26)

Figure 5. Hedge, V. (2011). A double decker living root
bridge in Meghalaya, December 2011. [photograph].
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:A dou-

ble decker living bridge in Meghalaya, Decem-

ber 2011.jpg (CC BY 2.0) (2024-09-27)

Figure 6. Superpositions. (2016c¢). Renaturation of the
River Aire. [photograph]. (usage permission pending)
(2024-09-26)

Figures 9, 10, 13. Maps with orthophoto base from
Styrelsen for Dataforsyning og Infrastructur. (W.D.).
Orthophoto [cartographic material]. https://sdfikort.dk/
spatialmap (2024-09-28)

Figures 11, 12, 14-17. Maps with shademap base from
Styrelsen for Dataforsyning og Infrastructur. (W.D.).
shademap [cartographic material]. https://sdfikort.dk/
spatialmap (2024-09-28)

Figures 18-20. Sections with shademap base from
Styrelsen for Dataforsyning og Infrastructur. (W.D.).
shademap [cartographic material]. https://sdfikort.dk/
spatialmap (2024-09-28)

52



APPENDICIES

Interview with Paul Maslen

What is your job at Amager Faelled?

I’'m a biologist for the municipality of Copen-
hagen. My job is primarily conservation on the
large natural areas in Copenhagen amongst
others Amager Faelled. As such I'm not con-
cerned with the small municipal parks, or
classic parks, purely the natural areas.

How long have you been working at Amager
Feelled? How has your understanding of the
area changed during this duration?

| have been working here for ten years. |'ve
understood that the area is far more complex
than | thought when | first came here; there a
far greater degree of separation in the types
of nature that exist out here. There are not
just one or two particular types of nature
here, but rather a whole variety. The species
diversity is what really amazed me, I'm learn-
ing things almost every day and we discover
new species, mostly insect species almost ev-
ery couple of months. This is partly because
there hasn’t been that much proper registering
in the area, due to people only recently un-
derstanding the value of AF.

Do you think it takes a lot of time/effort to
notice this diversity, or do you think its quite
apparent?

If you are ready to “go off the beaten track”,
if you stay on the larger path, you won’t see
that much that is different. You have to go
out and get dirty and get into it: Fight your
way through a brush area, stand for a long
time by the water areas. You won’t see much
just walking by, you need to spend time here
taking part in it and let nature come to you,
which it will eventually.

How do you allow/create the possibility for
these interactions in the area? Are there any
ways currently or that you would like to try
and establish in the future?

I’d like to create more openings to encourage
people to go off the main paths more. The
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paths currently have vegetation all the way
up to the path edge, but if you work through
it, ten meters in you’ll enter a new open area,
which people don’t often experience, because
they aren’t prepared to experience it. As |
mentioned before, this way | can direct peo-
ple into areas that | know wouldn’t be nega-
tively impacted by people visiting. For exam-
ple, | wouldn’t lead people straight over an
area with orchids growing. So its a matter of
creating openings for people to explore, and
doing this by managing dominant species that
maybe aren’t particularly interesting.

What are humans role in the site?

An important role for humans is the people
who are heavily interested in the area. They
can help raise awareness for those who don’t
know what the area has to offer. Their passion
can help get other people to appreciate what
they have right at their doorstep. In a more
practical sense, there would never have been
the possibility to create grazing areas if there
weren’t volunteers to take care of the cows.

| like people to use nature, its not just for the
“nerds” who want to wade through the bush-
es, its important for every single Copenha-
gener to come out and experience the green
areas. So people who do use them are more
likely to encourage other people to come out
and use it. Not necessarily to go out and look
at specific plants or birds but to go out and
get some fresh air and exercise, create mental
health rather than walking around a housing
estate. Humans have the ability to create the
knowledge, love and possibilities out here.

What informs you when to intervene and
when to refrain?

Experience and learning by doing. I'm priv-
ileged to have quite free hands and I’'m not
afraid to try new methods within the con-
text of my background and to learn from my
mistakes. If something works, I’ll try it again,
if not I’ll try something else. Of course | read
lots of literature, and there’s a lot of special-
ist knowledge | take part in. When there are
botanists who know every plant species here,
entomologists who know every insect, and |
try to use their valuable knowledge to inform



decisions. | can learn a lot from them.

Do you think there are ways of interacting
with non-human knowledge aka other species
knowledge and how do you think you learn
from them?

By noticing that the things I’'ve done work or
haven’t worked. I'm trying to help nature, and
if nature takes the help I've given and appreci-
ates it and “says” this works, then I’ll respond
by continuing to do it that way basically.

What methods do you use to notice if some-
thing is working or not?

Monitoring. | use everything from the naked
eye to drones actually. We also have certain
spots we visit consistently year after year,
especially the areas where | try to do some-
thing. This is because a long series of data is
far more valid than single data points.

What does AF need right now?

More grazing. Its definitely the way forward,
the year-round grazing with mixed species. Its
almost self explanatory really, these are the
species that created the biodiversity we have
here, in Europe and the world over and re-
turning to these methods make perfect sense
to me. Ideally, | would have large grazing spe-
cies and apex predators here, however | don’t
think I’'m allowed to introduce wolves haha.
Simply put if things worked then why can’t
they work now?

Can you talk a bit about the one kind of hab-
itat you're hoping to establish more of in the
future?

One problem we have had throughout the
years is because of the lack of grazers on site,
large parts of AF have turned into brush and
forest. There is of course biodiversity in these
types of habitats, but if it covers the whole
site, a lot of other potential biodiversity disap-
pears. So, | really have nothing against chop-
ping down at least 500 trees, if necessary,
because I'm not just helping one species I'm
helping a variety of species. Flower, insects,
the start of a whole food chain really. Forest
areas should be forest areas, but the whole

site can’t be a forest, and that would happen
if we left it unattended. So, the one type of
habitat | would work with more are the mead-
ows and pastures. They are certainly the most
biodiverse areas. They are what have been
here previously, and it makes perfect sense
to try and recreate that. In the past 30 years
or so, the vegetation coverage has gone up
about 50%.

How will the Fzelledby project affect AF?

I’'m worried to be honest. It was one thing to
make an environmental assessment over how
the building process could affect species,
but nobody has thought about how much the
presence of what equates to a small Danish
town is going to affect the nature. For exam-
ple, there is a population of deer in the AF
that will undoubtably disappear, there will be
simply too many people out here for them to
thrive. Also, a lot of the new people who will
live in the new Feelledby will not necessarily
use it as a place of recreation, they’ll use it as
a means of transit, so there will be a lot more
people travelling up and down through the
Feelled. With that there’s going to be greater
demands for infrastructure, cycle paths, they
won’t want gravel they’ll want asphalt paths,
they’ll want asphalt paths with lights on.

Do you see any potential opportunities in
those changes?

Hypothetically, if everybody who moved

in was as interested in nature as | am, then
potentially AF could benefit from larger vol-
unteer groups who help with some of the
work previously mentioned, who help with the
ponds with the clearings and with the cattle.
But this is a very big maybe.

As you showed on our tour of AF, the Fzelled-
by project has removed a lot of the unique
flat open areas of the AF. Where do you think
you would aim on reestablishing some of that
habitat in collaboration with the orchid popu-
lations.

| would choose the areas where | could see

it’'s been more open before, building on what
has already been previous on the site. If it
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has been there previously, why wouldn’t it
work there now? It makes no sense to remove
a heavily forested area and hope that there
some kind of seedbank left of the orchids or
interesting plants to reestablish themselves.

A term we talk about within more-than-hu-
man design is scaffolding, in a quite literal
sense. Humans making an initial intervention,
for example such as you mention cutting trees
to make a larger open area is a form of scaf-
folding with the intention for other species

to be able to build upon that. What kind of
methods do you think you would use for that?
What would be the main ways you would work
to create such opportunities/conditions?

Both of the above. Clearing the less useful
bush vegetation, introducing cattle to make
sure it doesn’t grow back again, use burn-
ing both to maintain open areas and remove
invasive species. These have been relatively
well-known methods for hundreds and thou-
sands of years, so I’'m not doing anything that
people haven’t done before. I’'m not adverse
to using new technology, however. The new
ponds were dug by diggers, | use drones for
monitoring.

You mentioned a method of targeted grazing
using a mobile sheep enclosure. Could you
explain what that is and you plan to use it?

Because we have an invasive species called
wild parsnip. It's become very prevailing since
the drought of 2018, and we have a theory
that the harvesting we have done to keep the
grass areas open in the autumn may have
encouraged it. We have seen that a lot of the
areas where we have harvested with machines
are also where the wild parsnip has grown.
Sheep are fantastic for fighting invasive spe-
cies but are terrible for normal conservation
because they eat anything; they love orchids,
the rare flowers so I’'m not going to use them
on the areas where | have a rich botani-

cal base. But in areas where we have a rich
prevalence of invasive species like the wild
parsnip, sheep would be very effective. So,
the method would be to have a sheep trailer
with solar panels on top, an electric fence and
move it from place to place, five sheep per
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enclosure. Of course, there wouldn’t be only
wild parsnip in these enclosures so | wouldn’t
use them in any of the botanical hotspots, so
its really a method of targeted grazing.

What are the relationships between humans
and nature like here, are they competitive/
collaborative, hierarchical/horizontal?

There is competition and there is collabora-
tion. One of the issues I've had with introduc-
ing grazing is will people still use the areas.
Lots of people will go for walks out here with
prams and might want to go through grazed
areas with them. Lots of people run out here;
they don’t want to have to stop and open
gates. But there’s also collaboration out here,
the grazing we currently have is managed by
a volunteer organization. So, both aspects are
there, its just a matter of finding the right bal-
ance. | have to accept that it is a very popular
area that thousands of Copenhageners use on
a daily basis and that also has to be respected
to a certain degree. There are of course other
parks they could use, but as | said previously,
| want people go be able to get out and ex-
perience nature to get people interested and
then they might want to protect the areas as
well.






