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ABSTRACT 

The ideas and procedures of space syntax have rarely been applied to skating, hence the combination of 

Borden research on the skateboarding culture (Borden, 2018), the spatial practices described by Beal’s 

observations (Beal, 2015) and the Koohsari studies on accessibility to open spaces with space syntax 

techniques served as the main theoretical guideline of this dissertation (Koohsari et al., 2013).  Tracing the 

movement patterns of London’s skaters and their election of a location for their sports practice have been 

the motivation for the development of this research.  Skating in London has a historical and worldwide 

famous spot underneath the Southbank Centre. Nevertheless, the existence of sixty-one skateparks in the 

city raised the initial research question of how the skateboarding phenomenon is spatially shaped in 

London. The combination of space syntax techniques with social network analysis gave as main output 

which skateparks are chosen by the members of the skater community.  

The study of the spatial practices of skaters in London from the metropolitan scale, the identification of the 

most popular skatepark, the preferred shared location and the final mapping of the interaction and 

performance of the skateparks users correspond the main finding of this 

dissertation.  This study thus offers a model for the rigorous evaluation of the popularity of any location 

frequented by a specified social group. Furthermore, the main contribution of this dissertation is the 

proposal of a method towards the construction of the skater’s social networks of practice driven by the 

answers of the users of the space. 
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1. INTRODUCTION

According to Borden, skateboarding has become a phenomenon and is attracting around fifty million riders 

across thousands of skateparks worldwide (Borden, 2018). It gathers people and creates community on 

streets, in skateparks or skate spots. Additionally, Bruhn proposes that a community is a group that shares 

some common goals, values and a way of life that reinforce each other (Bruhn, 2011). This research seeks 

to investigate how the London skater’s community moves around the city and how the skateparks in the 

city are used. 

The rapid development of skateboarding as a sport that integrates people from different backgrounds 

regarding age, gender or profession has increased the motivation to develop this research. In the case of 

London, the practice of this sport is famously recognised because of the historical skate spot underneath 

the Southbank Centre, known as ‘The Undercroft’. Originally, the Undercroft wasn’t conceived of as a 

place for skating, but since 1976 skaters have been using it (Longlivesouthbank.com, 2018). Therefore, the 

research questions of this research are: How is the skateboarding phenomenon spatially shaped in London? 

Is its core, in fact, around Southbank? How is it shaped in the periphery? How do London’s skaters move 

around the city’s skateparks? How far do skaters live from the skateparks? Does proximity imply a 

frequency of use of some specific skateparks?  

Building on this premise, this research investigates how London’s skateparks are linked by the spatial 

practices of their users, examining whether there is any relationship with the topological logic of the 

skateparks distribution and the skater’s community social ties. The aim is to find the potential network of 

interaction among skater’s community as well as among the city’s skateparks. Consequently, the 

verification of London’s skateparks use was done overlaying sociometric techniques with space syntax 

methods. 
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

The scholarly community studying skateboarding is small, nonetheless, it is currently growing. Authors 

such as Borden, Beal, Lombard and Carr were cited in this research in order to understand how the 

development of the sport practice evolved. Borden researched the history of this subculture and its 

relationship with space and the city (Borden, 2018); Beal explored the human interaction at the time of the 

skating performance (Beal, 1995); Lombard researched skateboarding practice as a tool for reinforcing 

citizenship and empowering communities by non-profit organisations (Lombard, 2015) and Carr explored 

the basic urban elements needed for the practice of the sport (Carr, 2010).  

In the first part, the evolution of the sport – from surfing concrete waves near Venice Beach, to the 

establishment of a sport included in the Olympics – will be discussed. At the same time, it will be 

highlighted how the practice of skateboarding has been a tool for reinforcing citizenship and empowering 

communities by non-profit organisations. The second part explores the London skateboarding phenomenon, 

the case of the Undercroft as the Southbank core. Additionally, the Rom skatepark and Stockwell will be 

introduced as the peripheral skateparks. The last part introduces space syntax and accessibly to open space 

literature (Koohsari et al., 2014) as well as community, co-presence and virtual community concepts 

(Hillier, 1996) for the overall understanding of this community’s selection of a specific place to interact.  

2.1. Brief historical sketch of skateboarding as a practice 

History of the skateboarding practice and performance interaction of users 

Borden studied the history of the practice of skateboarding. It began in the mid-1950s when a group of 

American surfers started sliding their surfboards in the promenades of Venice Beach in California (Borden, 

2018). Magazines, championships and the commercialisation of the skateboards helped skateboarding 

break the boundaries of Venice Beach in America and become a popular practice all over the world (Borden, 

2018). Even though, during the mid-1980s, the practice suffered a crisis, it revived in the 1990s. Skateparks 

were constructed around the USA as memberships clubs were demolished, because they went bankrupt 

(Borden, 2018). However, when the practice revived, the investment in the construction of skateparks 

increased up until the point where the Olympic Committee decided to include the sport in the 2020 Summer 

Olympics (BBC News, 2018). Skateboarding was born as a playful experimentation of Californian surfers. 

Nowadays, it is a worldwide subculture and sport, which is practiced across communities and was recently 

included in the Olympic as well.  

Beal explained that the interaction of skaters at the time of practicing is related to the lack of a specific set 

of rules in skateboarding performance. Beal highlighted that skateboarding is a democratic practice, with 

highly artistic performance and authentic individual and communitarian values, which promotes spatial 

creativity and the interaction of people of different ages (Beal, 1995).   
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Contrasting skateboarding with other sports, it does not use rules, referees or coaches. The lack of formal 

structure led to a very flexible environment where the participants not only controlled their own activity 

but engaged in a creative atmosphere (Beal, 1995). Beal explained the fact of the lack of competition as an 

opportunity to enhance opportunities for friendship and self-esteem (Beal, 1995).  

On the other hand, Carr proposed that the adaptability of skateboarding to a wide variety of environment 

has led to the development of a variety of terrain-specific routines. Likewise, he suggested that the street 

and transition skating are places with a dominance in terms of popularity (Carr, 2010).  

2.2. Skateboarding in London 

London most famous skate spot is represented by the Undercroft in the Southbank Centre (SBC). It is 

recognised worldwide because of its usage over time, even though it was designed as the Festival Wing of 

the SBC (Lombard, 2015). The SBC located in the city’s centre (Southbank) proposed the Undercroft as 

the core location to the sport practice whereas Stockwell and the Rom skateparks as London’s peripheral 

skateparks. 

Southbank Core – The Undercroft 

The Undercroft, one of the most famous skate spots in London, is located on the ground level of the 

Southbank Centre (SBC). In the beginning, it wasn’t conceived as a place for skating. However, because 

of its particular physical characteristics, London’s skaters have appropriated the space since 1973. The use 

of the spot since the mid 70’s represents how powerful skateboarding is in order to activate public spaces. 

According to Lombard, the Undercroft represents a truly public space in action that was activated by the 

skaters (Lombard, 2015). “Skateboarders extend the hours of the use of public spaces. Many non-

skateboarders are attracted to spaces where people skateboard, just to watch the activity” (Borden, 2018, 

pp.216). 

London’s peripheral skateparks: Stockwell and the Rom skateparks 

Skateboarding practice in London’s periphery has importance as well. Skateparks such Stockwell in South 

London and the Rom in East London are famous because of their bowls and ramps. Both skateparks have 

also organised community around them and have historical importance as well. 

Stockwell skatepark opened in 1978 after initial funding from Lambeth Council, the attraction is free and 

open 24 hours. Friends of Stockwell Skatepark organisation takes care and makes neighbours and users 

aware of the park current situation with the new development around it. The aim of Stockwell Skatepark 

organisation (SSO) is to preserve the skatepark and to highlight its importance in the neighbourhood and 

the city (Brixton Buzz news, features and listings for Brixton, London, 2018). 

4



On the other hand, the Rom represents the first skatepark built in the UK; it was constructed in 1978 by 

Adrian Rolt and G-force, famous skatepark designers of the period. It represents a unique skatepark in 

Europe and the second in the world added to the USA’s National Register of Historic places in October of 

2013 (The Guardian, 2018). “The Rom is to be Grade II listed, English Heritage, joining the Victorian 

cricket pavilions and art deco swimming pools more readily associated with Britain’s built sporting 

heritage” (The Guardian, 2018).  

Skateboarding in London, therefore, goes from the appropriation of public space in the city centre to initial 

skateparks developed in the periphery. The Undercroft represents the core location whilst Stockwell and 

the Rom represent heritage and community organisations in peripheral locations.   

2.3. Space syntax and accessibility to open spaces and the skater community 

Despite the lack of research in the skateboarding and the space syntax before, the literature on urban spaces 

and physical activity (Koohsari et al., 2014) in combination with accessibility to open public spaces (Cohen 

et al., 2007) helped in the adoption of the theoretical framework of this study. Moreover, the explanation 

of the microstructure of the urban spatial environment and the patterns of co-presence among the members 

of a community helped in understanding the distribution of people in physical space (Hillier, 1996). Beal’s 

observations of the skater’s community provided a general overview of their behaviour at the time of the 

sport’s practice (Beal, 1995). 

Space syntax and accessibility to open spaces 

The main concern of this research is to use space syntax techniques as the primary method in order to 

understand how London’s skaters move around skateparks. ‘Space syntax is a set of techniques for the 

representation, qualification and interpretation of spatial configuration in buildings and settlements’ (Hillier 

et al., 1987, p. 363). Space syntax has the ability to enlarge the research dimension on public open space 

and physical activity (Koohsari et al., 2014). Therefore, the use of space syntax tools will contribute to our 

understanding of skateboarding practice in London, particularly, the relationships of the city skateparks 

with the spatial practices of its users.  

Koohsari explains the role of spatial configuration on people’s behaviour, specifically the use of parks and 

open public spaces according to their embeddedness in the street network. The relationship between 

proximity and physical activity was addressed in his studies by the use of space syntax methods. “Space 

syntax methods can provide a deeper understanding of how the design of public space can shape individual 

and collective behaviour” (Koohsari et al., 2014, p. 214). 

The contrast between metric and topological travel distances was done by Koohsari and according to him, 

it would affect the selection of which park is going to be used. “The more space is integrated, the greater 

the chances that it will be more densely occupied by moving people” (Peponis et al., 1997, p. 344).  
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On the other hand, Cohen’s research proposes that the use of parks fluctuates according to features such as 

accessibility, availability and the quality of amenities. The development of an investigation in L.A. of how 

residents in low income, minority communities use public spaces and how parks contribute to physical 

activity was done by Cohen. Cohen’s systematic method of observation and surveys in parks to document 

gender and age group helped to understand the use of parks and their relationship with physical activity 

(Cohen et al., 2007). 

The skater community 

A community is represented by a group of individuals related because they shared common values in certain 

geographical location (Bruhn, 2011, p. 12). In the case of this research, the skater community is going to 

be studied; individuals’ behaviour and the interaction of the community members in skateparks is the main 

focus of this section. Beal’s research in America helped in the development of the theoretical frame. Her 

observations and interviews of skaters helped to understand this community behaviour (Beal, 1995). 

The space use was proposed by Hillier as the relationship of the spatial configuration and the movement 

patterns of people. Also, the physical distribution of people in space was defined by Hillier as virtual 

communities (Hillier, 1996). Hillier’s concept of “co-presence, meaning the proximity of a group of people 

who share and use the same physical space even if they do not know each other” (Hillier, 1996, p.141), 

suggest that skateparks users are the raw material for the creation of the skater community.  

The social behaviour of the skater community was observed by Becky Beal for two years in the United 

States (Beal, 1995). According to a skater interviewed by Beal, skating is all based on being creative with 

the mind, it starts in the mind and then this creativity is manifested in tricks and movement (Beal, 1995), a 

fact that reinforces the necessity of the study of the skateparks users’ interaction.  

The combination of literature on topics of urban spaces and physical activity with accessibility to open 

public spaces helped to create a theoretical background for this study to understand of the movement of a 

specific social group in an open space. Additionally, Hillier’s definition of co-presence and the creation of 

community facilitated the comprehension of the interaction between skaters at the time of performing, 

which was reinforced with Beal’s research.  
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3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter explains the research methods applied for mapping the spatial practices of the skatepark users 

and the further identification of a potential connection between them. Space syntax tools (Hillier & Hanson, 

1984) in combination with social network analysis (Hannerman and Riddle, 2005) were the main tools used 

to structure this section. 

3.1.  Mapping skateparks 

The use of the data recorded by Londonskateparks, a British skateboarders organisation which maps and 

promotes the sport online, in combination with Google Earth observation of the skateparks infrastructure, 

was the main source used to map 61 skateparks around the Greater London area and one in the Netherlands. 

(Londonskateparks.co.uk, 2018). The skateparks were categorised into six infrastructure types: two bowl 

categories, three ramp categories and one referring to a concrete park.  

3.2.  Data Collection (running the surveys) 

Seeds  

The initial seeds (starting skateparks) where the surveys were run followed the logic of two core and two 

periphery skateparks. The core skateparks were chosen because they were located around the Southbank 

area, while the two peripherals were selected because the local community sponsors them. 

The skateparks selected around the Southbank core were the Undercroft and the House of Vans. 

Additionally, the peripherals locations were the Rom skatepark (Hornchurch) and the Stockwell skatepark 

(Brixton). In each skatepark, ten users were chosen for participation. The preference of a mixed population, 

older than sixteen years old and a balance between genders were the main premises for data collection.  

Snowballing sampling 

Snowballing or chain referral sampling is a method usually used in qualitative sociological research. It 

consists in studying a sample through referrals made among people who share or know of others who have 

some characteristics that are of research interest (Biernacki and Waldorf, 1981). The combination of 

snowballing sampling with social network analysis techniques (SNA), guided the final plan of data 

collection around the skateparks.  
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Social network analysis (SNA) 

SNA acknowledges the relationships among social entities. Considering the patterns and implications of 

these social entities, it analyses the embeddedness of actors in their work through mathematical sociology 

(Wasserman and Faust, 1994). This method was used in the final data collection and the later construction 

of the skater community’s network of practice.  

SNA introduces a framework to test theories about structures of social relationships, using sociograms as 

their graphic representation. People or social units are represented by points (nodes) and the relationship 

among pairs or people are represented by lines (ties) (Wasserman and Faust, 1994, p. 12). In this study, the 

nodes correspond either to the skateparks or the skaters, whereas the ties are the connections among them. 

SNA helped to create the networks of interaction among skateparks (one-mode networks), as well as their 

mutual relationship (two-mode network).  

The measurement of these relationships was done through the degree of nodes which quantify the activity 

of the actor; this is the basis for identifying the most influential node (Wasserman and Faust, 1994, p.100). 

Tie strength is defined by the linear combination of mutuality (Granovetter, 1983). In the case of space 

syntax theory, the degree can be translated to connectivity, which measures the number of spaces 

immediately connecting a space of origin (Hillier and Hanson, 1984), whereas tie strength helps to measure 

the area network density (Han, n.d.). 

After processing the information gathered in the four initial seeds, a two-mode network scheme was created 

using Gephi, an open source software (Bastian et al., n.d.). Four more locations were selected from the 

nominated skateparks, according to higher degree values.  

Wave 1 

Mile End, Clapham Common, Bay Sixty 6 and Crystal Palace were the skateparks visited during this phase. 

Ten users in each location were selected to do the survey. 

3.3.  Tracing the skateboarder’s network of practice 

Subsequently, the collection and mapping of the data gathered in the eight skateparks constructed the two-

mode network among skateparks and their users. The data was processed and geo-referenced in Gephi 

(Bastian et al., n.d.). 

Gephi allowed the researcher to split the data into two different one-mode networks. Each of these networks 

contained one type of mode.  

1. Skateparks—skateparks: this network shows where the shared practice locations are.
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2. Skaters—skaters: this network shows how skaters are connected if they use the same skatepark.

This method allowed the researcher to trace and highlight the main characteristics of the three final traced 

networks of practice: the skateparks—skaters network, the skateparks—skateparks network and the 

skaters–skaters network.  

Skateparks–skaters network (two-mode network) 

80 interviewed users in the eight base locations represent the actors, while the 62 (one of them outside the 

UK) nominated skateparks represent the locations. The data was imported to Gephi for the network 

construction. 

Skateparks–skateparks network (one-mode network) 

This network was obtained after splitting the two-mode network data in Gephi. The software allows 

changing the diameter of the nodes (skateparks) according to diverse measurements. In this case, the use of 

the degree showed the shared practice locations according to the node size. Additionally, Gephi makes it 

possible to add specific information about each node. The type of infrastructure was added as well, and 

they were geo-referenced. 

Skaters–skaters network (one-mode network) 

This network was generated after processing the two-mode network data in Gephi. The relationship among 

the skaters was highlighted according to the degree measurement (Wasserman and Faust, 1994). In this 

case, degree levels show how many skaters share the same skatepark. Gender, age ranges, profession, usage 

frequency, skateparks location and infrastructure were added to each node.  

3.4.  Space syntax methods and skateparks popularity. 

After the data collection and network mapping, space syntax techniques were overlaid. This section shows 

the methods used to analyse the popularity and the preferred shared location among the skater community. 

This was done by correlating syntactical values with user’s travel distances. Likewise, social interaction 

patterns were highlighted with space syntax methods: traces and snapshot. 

Statistical correlation 

Statistical correlation was used to identify the popular and preferred shared locations of skateboarding 

practice. Obtained with SNA methods, this was done by taking as the starting point the data gathered in the 

eight visited skateparks. The locations of the users’ residences were asked and mapped. Also, the Euclidean 

distance from the users’ residences to the skateparks was calculated. The idea was to test if proximity 
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implies a frequency of skatepark usage and if it has a relationship with the social ties mapped with the SNA 

method.  

Statistical methods, specifically, correlating syntactical values of the skateparks (NACH r: n) with the 

Euclidean distance from the users’ residences to skateparks, was the strategy selected to highlight if the two 

variables were related. In space syntax theory, choice measures how likely an axial line or a street segment 

it is to be passed through on all shortest routes from all spaces to all other spaces in the entire system (Hillier 

et al., 1987).  Normalised angular choice (NACH) is an average choice by total depth for each segment in 

the system (Hillier et al., 2012). 

Patterns of social interaction 

In order to record the behaviour of the actors in Mile End, the preferred shared location found with SNA 

methods, the use of space syntax observation techniques such as traces and snapshots describe the dynamic 

among skaters and general users in the skatepark. 

First, traces of forty single individuals recorded the routes of their movements for five minutes. Inactivity 

and interaction among individuals are what was recorded. Second, snapshots mapped the main activities 

found in Mile End, differentiating between the places of interaction and non-interaction of the users as well 

as other activities (sitting, standing waiting to tricks, standing public).  

Consequently, the shape of the final methodology consisted of a combination of mapping, spatial analysis 

and sociometric methods that were explained in this section of the research.   
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4. RESULTS OF ANALYSIS

London’s community of skaters and their movement around the city skateparks was studied in this section. 

The following section addresses how this phenomenon is shaped from the city scale to the human 

embodiment in one of the London’s skatepark. Eight skateparks as interviews sites, and fifty-four additional 

locations served as the final data for constructing the networks.  

The in-depth study of the city skateparks networks of practice and their user’s characteristics (frequency of 

usage, gender, profession, and interaction during the sport practice) is going to be explained in this section 

of the research.  

4.1. Mapping London’s skateparks infrastructure 

The following map describes the distribution of London’s skateparks in the city. The categorisation of the 

skateparks was done in accordance with the main elements of a skatepark (bowls; ramps of three different 

materials, concrete, metal and wood; concrete parks and finally bowl and park) (Figure 1).  

As a general overview, the city’s core is characterised by the presence of bowls and concrete parks, whereas 

the periphery has more ramps skateparks (metal, wood, and concrete). The core is represented by the ten 

km radius from the House of Vans area. Nineteen bowl skateparks are in London, eleven of them are in the 

city’s core. Additionally, eight of the nine concrete parks in London are inside the 10km core ring.   

Figure 1. Skateparks infrastructure. Complete network London's skateparks. Author
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4.2. Skateparks–skaters network of practice (two-mode network) 

The skateparks–skaters network of practice basically traces where the skaters come from and how they are 

linked with the skateparks they visited. The use of degree highlights which are the locations with the most 

popularity. According to SNA methods, the degree represents the measure of activity of the actor it 

represents (Wasserman and Faust, 1994, p. 100).   

Figure 2 shows the popularity of London’s skateparks: red nodes represent popular locations, green nodes 

the less popular locations and the grey squares represent the users’ residences. Similarly, the degree of each 

of London’s skateparks is showed in the legend of the map.  From 62 mentioned locations, 61 skateparks 

are in London and one location is in the Netherlands. Thirty-two skateparks have a significant degree, 

higher than zero (legend of the map) 

Figure 2. Skateparks - skaters network of practice. Degree range 0 - 54. Author. 
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Moreover, an interesting fact from mapping where the skaters live is that most of the house locations 

generate a ring around the Undercroft. A ring of 7km from the Undercroft encloses 21 skater’s residences. 

Consequently, the hypothesis of an important core around the Southbank area seems to be verified with the 

information collected in the two-mode network of practice (Figure 2). 

The initial result after tracing the two-mode network shows the historical Undercroft as the most popular 

location for skating. The Undercroft, with a degree of 89, represents the most nominated location among 

the interviewed users. Additionally, the eight interview locations demonstrated decreasing degrees of 

popularity, as shown in Table 1. The Rom has a degree of 53 and represents the least popular among the 

eight interview locations.  

From this point of the research, the prediction of the probability of which skatepark in the city is going to 

be the most visited was filtered by the software. Table 1 shows the locations filtered with a degree higher 

than 9. The most popular locations are the interview locations, with an average degree of 78.125. However, 

four nominated skateparks appeared in the filtered network: Victoria Park, Bloblands, Meanwhile Gardens 

and Folkestone Garden. These four skateparks have an average degree of 12.5. Consequently, the popularity 

ranges were divided in two blocks, the interview locations and the nominated locations as well (Table 1). 

Table 1. Degree levels in eight interviews locations and four nominated locations > 9. Author. 

In the first block, the Undercroft is the most popular (degree = 89). Nonetheless the following locations 

don’t vary that much: Stockwell (degree = 88), Clapham Common (degree = 88) and Crystal Palace (degree 

= 87). The network shows these four locations as the most popular skateparks as nominated by their users. 

In the second block of nominated locations, Victoria Park represents the higher degree location (degree = 

16) and the less popular Folkestone Garden (degree = 10) (Table 1).
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According to table 1, the popularity of the skateparks in London goes around four from the eight interviews 

locations. The Undercroft, Stockwell, Clapham Common and Crystal Palace are the most popular 

skateparks in London, whereas Folkestone Garden, a nominated location, is the least popular in the filtered 

network.  

Since the two-mode network analysis highlights the stronger nodes – the Undercroft, Stockwell, Clapham 

Common and Crystal Palace –the following findings were developed in order to analyse if these locations 

corresponded to the most popular skateparks in the city.      

4.3. Skatepark–skatepark network of practice (one-mode network) 

In this part of the research, the results of the skatepark–skatepark network are presented. Table 2 

summarises the shared locations among the skater community to the sport practice. A shared location is 

defined as a skatepark with a specific number of links towards itself, it means that users of some specific 

locations also visit other skateparks. According to the findings, the following skateparks correspond to the 

preferred shared locations in London: Mile End (80 links), Clapham Common (76 links), Undercroft (64 

links), Bay Sixty 6 (58 links) and Crystal Palace (58 links).   

Table 2. Shared locations and sum of tie strength. Author. 

Figure 3 shows twenty-nine shared locations, the sum of tie strength in the node’s ratio, and 32 skateparks 

interconnected in the network. 

14



Figure 3. London's skateparks – skateparks network of practice. Skateparks degree. Complete mapping of London’s 
skateparks. Author 

What represents an important finding in this section is that the most popular skatepark found in the two-

mode network does not match the favourite shared location by the skater community. The Undercroft 

(degree = 89) was proposed as the most popular location to the skateboarding practice, nonetheless Mile 

End (80 links) is the shared location most used according to the one-mode network traced. 

Eighty ties or links propose Mile-End as the most popular location in the skatepark–skatepark network of 

practice, whereas the second location rated in shared practice is Clapham Common, with 76 ties to other 

locations. Consequently, the highest sum of tie strength nominates Mile End and Clapham Common (Figure 

3). The previous findings of the two-mode network highlighted the Undercroft (degree = 89), Stockwell 

(degree = 88), Clapham Common (degree = 88) and Crystal Palace (degree = 87). Clapham Common is the 

second most popular location both in the two-node network and in the nominated shared location.  

The concentration of the shared practiced skateparks, in Zone 2, from Mile End (East London) to Clapham 

Common (South London), suggest their role as a transition to the city’s core skateparks (Figure 4). 

Additionally, the role of the Rom with 28 links as the periphery skatepark in the filtered network appeared 

as well.  
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Figure 4. London's skateparks–skateparks network of practice. Skateparks sum of ties > 27. Author. 

The importance of the links among Mile-End, Clapham Common and the third most shared location in the 

network, the Undercroft (64 links) shows the existence of an important location in the city’s core. The 

Undercroft was nominated as the most popular location in the two-mode network, nevertheless, the 

Undercroft was found to be the third shared location in the skatepark–skatepark network (Figure 4). Mile 

End as the preferred shared location behaves as a transition to the city’s historical spot for skateboarding 

practice, the Undercroft (Figure 4). 

4.4.  Skater–skater network of practice (one-mode network) 

The following maps (Figure 5) illustrates the specific characteristics of the skatepark users. The maps show 

information about the users’ gender and users’ profession (Figure 5). The nodes were labelled by two initials 

S (skaters) and A (artists), with a following number, from the eighty users interviewed, seventy-eight were 

skaters and two were artists.   

The gender difference was the most striking fact that was found. Despite the aim of the study to represent 

gender equally, most of the skatepark users interviewed were men. Form 80 people, 66 were men (82.5%) 

and 14 were females (17,5%). Additionally, Mile End, the preferred shared location according to the 

findings of this section, did not have women as users at the time of the interviews (Figure 5). Mapping 

skateparks users’ gender illustrated the concentration of a mixed gender usage of London’s skateparks in 

the city’s core (Undercroft, House of Vans, Stockwell and Clapham Common) and the connection with two 

external locations (Bay Sixty 6 and Crystal Palace). The Rom and Mile-End have mainly male skater 

populations (Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. London's skaters–skaters network of practice. Skater’s gender & profession. Author.
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The Rom users have the specific characteristic of being less embedded in the overall network: S7 and S3 

play the role of cut-points in the network (Figure 5). SNA defines a cut-point as a group of nodes which are 

necessary for maintaining the connectedness of a graph (Wasserman and Faust, 1994, p. 113). The Rom 

behaves as an excluded location of skater–skater network of practice; nonetheless it is the only location 

which is popular among males older than forty years old. The Undercroft, House of Vans, Clapham 

Common and Stockwell tend to have stronger ties among them, however the Rom skatepark could be 

disconnected from the network and could keep the loyalty of its users (Figure 5). 

The skateparks user’s characteristics mapped through the one-mode network tend to highlight the Rom 

users as the people most vulnerable of being detached from the network of practice. Additionally, Mile 

End, the most popular location according to the skatepark–skatepark network, represents the location with 

the most diversity in users’ professions: high school students, university students, professional and workers 

all use the location. On the other hand, 18 of the 40 users of the core locations are workers, who represent 

the highest percentage in the network (38%) (Figure 5).  

Figure 6. Skaters – skaters network of practice. Merged findings. Author.
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Figure 6 shows the merged findings of the Skaters – Skaters one mode network. Nodes such as S37, S38 

(House of Vans), S54 (Bay Sixty 6), and S7 (Rom), correspond to the users who shared the most locations. 

According to this section’s findings, London’s skateparks users’ network reinforces the existence of an 

inclusive core, with a variety users ages, professions and genders. A core with stronger social ties, with 7 

out of 40 users having total ties higher than 99 and with four locations with a higher NACH than the 

peripheral skateparks, are facts that prove the core’s existence. Likewise, a periphery exists, represented by 

four locations. Mile End was nominated as the preferred shared practice location, with a mixture of user’s 

professions and age ranges and the Rom’s users are loyal even though the location were to be detached 

from the network.  

4.5. Closeness by distance (Correlation of NACH r: n and Euclidean distance of skaters’ 
houses to skateparks) 

Users’ selection of locations of skateboarding practice can be associated with the topology of the street 

network. This section discusses the relationship of users’ travel distances to skateparks with the 

embeddedness of the skateparks in the street network. Additionally, the SNA findings are going to be 

associated with the results as well.  

The data collected in the surveys were used to map where the skaters come from. The use of NACH r: n of 

each skatepark was taken as the main syntactical value to correlate with the travel distances of each user 

from their residences to the preferred skateboarding location.  

The following image illustrates the average NACH r: n of each location (Figure 7). The values of choice 

(NACH r: n) are decreasing in the following order: Clapham Common (1.1974), the Rom (1.0907), 

Stockwell (1.0706), Bay Sixty 6 (0.9987), Undercroft (0.9618), House of Vans (0.9312), Mile End (0.8867), 

Crystal Palace (0.5165).  
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Figure 7. Interviews locations, NACH r: n . Author.

CLAPHAM COMMON  THE ROM STOCKWELL 

BAY SIXTY-SIX UNDERCROFT HOUSE OF VANS  

MILE - END  CRYSTAL PALACE 
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Table 3 shows the travel distances of the skater’s residences from the seed and wave 1 locations to the 

skateparks they often use. It highlights the average of the longest travel distances and NACH r: n values. A 

relationship between longer travel distances and NACH values from 0.9618 to 1.0907 was found. The case 

of the Undercroft, with an average of NACH r: n 0.9618 attracts people from 20.2040 km away, whereas 

the Rom attracts people from an average distance of 15.0013 km.   

Table 3. Travel distances from skaters' residences to seed skateparks and average NACH r: n of seeds and wave1 
skateparks. Author. 

Interviews sites Users Travel distance from skaters' 
residences (km)

Average travel distance from skaters' 
residences to interviews sites (km)

Average NACH r : n  (Interviews sites)

S1 12.11
S2 27.27
S3 1.67
S4 10.6
S5 11.88
S6 7.6
S7 18.37
S8 30.51
S11 5.96
S12 3.47
S13 6.69
S14 7.31
S15 10.5
S16 9.2
S17 14.12
S18 23.59
S19 17.7
S20 26.32
S21 2.12
S22 3.8
S23 4.27
S24 7.79
S25 8.32
S26 19.67
S27 21.87
S28 27.82
S29 45.55
S30 60.83
S31 1.2
S32 1.46
S33 3.47
S34 9.19
S35 3.9
S36 5.96
S37 7.71
S38 8.42
S39 12.58
S40 0.5

0.9618

1.0706

15.0013

12.4860

20.2040

5.4390

TRAVEL DISTANCES FROM SKATERS' RESIDENCES  TO SEEDS SKATEPARKS & AVERAGE NACH OF WAVE 1 SKATEPARKS

ROM 

HOUSE OF VANS 

UNDERCROFT

STOCKWELL

1.0907

0.9313

Interviews sites Users Travel distance from skaters' 
residences (km)

Average travel distance from skaters' 
residences to interviews sites (km)

Average NACH r : n  (Interviews sites)

S39 0.26
S40 0.17
S41 0.34
S42 1.63
S43 3.75
S44 8.98
S45 6.39
S46 8.37
S47 12.87
S48 -
S49 0.4
S50 0.65
S51 1.27
S52 0.78
S53 4.85
S54 9.33
S55 2.48
S56 9.26
S57 -
S58 -
S59 2.25
S60 1.9
S61 3.69
S62 2.96
S63 12.18
S64 16.23
S65 4.21
S66 4.11
S67 6.72
S68 34.81
S69 1.16
S70 1.28
S71 3.29
S72 3.32
S73 1.41
S74 4.08
S75 8.7
S76 6.8
S77 4.73
S78 4.87

0.9988

1.1974

0.5165

BAY SIXTY 6 

CLAPHAM COMMON 

CRYSTAL PALACE 

4.7511

3.6275

8.9060

3.9640

TRAVEL DISTANCES FROM SKATERS' RESIDENCES  TO WAVE 1 SKATEPARKS & AVERAGE NACH OF WAVE 1 SKATEPARKS

MILE END 0.8867
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The Undercroft and the Rom attract users from outside London’s boundaries while The House of Vans and 

Stockwell attract users from the city. Stockwell brings together users that live near the skatepark (Figure 

8). According to Table 3, Stockwell’s users travel on average 5.4390 km to visit the location. Table 3 shows 

the average travel distances and NACH r: n values from Wave 1 skateparks. It was found that the longest 

travel distance corresponds to the highest NACH value. Clapham Common users travel on average a 

distance of 8.9060 km to reach the skatepark (NACH r: 1.1964). The shortest average distance, 3.6275 km, 

was travelled by Bay Sixty 6 users and it was associated with lower NACH values (0.9988). 

The following map shows distances from the Seeds and Wave 1 locations merged. The seed locations bring 

people from greater London and from the periphery as well, whereas the Wave 1 locations bring users from 

areas around the skateparks (Figure 8). 

Figure 8. Measurement of skateparks popularity. Distance from skaters’ residences to Seed and Wave 1 skateparks. Author.
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The Undercroft (Figure 8), represents a confluence node of the skater community; people from the 

periphery and from other cities come to visit this spot. However, the Rom represents an important location 

as well: the skatepark brings people from the periphery and brings together a specific social group. The 

Rom users described in the skaters–skaters network of practice correspond to a very exclusive social group 

(men older than forty years old) who travel no matter what the distance to the skateboarding practice.  

In order to test if there is a significant relationship between the average travel distance to the skateparks 

and the average NACH of the each visited skatepark, the values in Table 3 were correlated. It was expected 

that more accessible locations (with higher NACH r: n values) would have longer travel distances. Table 4 

shows the correlation of the average values. The significance value (2-tailed) is greater than 0.05 (P = 

0.464), consequently, there is no statistically significant correlation.  

Table 4. Correlation between average travel distances from skaters’ residences to interview locations and average 
NACH r:n of the interview locations. Author.

Despite the fact that the correlation was not significant, the finding of a directly proportional relationship 

of longer travelled distances with accessible locations (NACH r: n) proposes a second correlation.  

The second correlation proposes the comparison between the distances from skater’s residences to the 

nominated skateparks. The following tables illustrate the travel distances from the skater’s residences to 

the nominated locations in seeds and wave 1 locations. (Table 5, Table 6) 
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Table 5. Distances from skater’s residences to nominated skateparks in the seeds locations. Author. 

Interviews sites Nominated skateparks 
Travel distance from skaters' 
residences (km) to nominated 

skateparks 

Average NACH r: n of nominated 
skateparks

Barking 33.72 0.844419
Rom 1.66 1.09072502
Rom 18.28 1.09072502
Rom 12.16 1.09072502
Rom 7.62 1.09072502
Rom 11.88 1.09072502

Borough Green 0.47 1.09072502
Mile - End 5.37 0.886735733
Undercroft 11.26 0.96181113
Stockwell 3.49 1.070646727
Stockwell 7.72 1.070646727

Crystal Palace 6 0.516547665
Dartford 15.59 out of London

Stockwell 0.51 1.070646727
Crystal Palace 6.34 0.516547665

Undercroft 4.08 0.96181113
Stockwell 1.22 1.070646727

Crystal Palace 6.2 0.516547665
Clapham Common 7.7 1.19743232

Dartford 27.15 out of London
Stockwell 3.89 1.070646727

Undercroft 17.01 0.96181113
Bloblands 3.33 0.66449836

Telegraph Hill 1.29 0.90763183
Mile End 6.32 0.886735733

Folkestone Gardens 2.48 0.69706303
Stockwell 5.95 1.070646727

Crystal Palace 3.03 0.516547665
Royal Oak 8.44 1.2263159

Crystal Palace 9.03 0.516547665
Clissold Park 21.73 0.893918185

Harrow 24.05 out of London
Victoria Park 24.77 0.957734315
Undercroft 45.55 0.96181113
Bay Sixty 6 6.34 0.99878895
Mile - End 13.91 0.886735733
Undercroft 4.26 0.96181113
Undercroft 60.83 0.96181113

Folkestone Garden 63.27 0.69706303
Claphman Common 3.51 1.19743232

Undercroft 21.89 0.96181113
Undercroft 19.64 0.96181113
Cantelowes 1.46 1.3862913
Undercroft 5.96 0.96181113

Hemel Hempstead 12.76 out of London
Harrow 8.73 out of London

Mile - End 22.07 0.886735733
Mile -End 3.48 0.886735733

Victorial Park 2.56 0.957734315
Harrow 1.53 out of London

Mile End 22.18 0.886735733
Bay Sixty 6 11.27 0.99878895
Undercroft 17.4 0.96181113
Undercroft 9.94 0.96181113
Mile - end 8.07 0.886735733

Cantelowes 14.79 1.3862913
Undercroft 5.38 0.96181113
Undercroft 23.85 0.96181113
Mile - End 18.82 0.886735733
Stockwell 1.03 1.070646727

Clapham Common 3 1.19743232
Undercroft 4.16 0.96181113
Stockwell 3.59 1.070646727

Clapham Common 4.04 1.19743232
Undercroft 8.1 0.96181113
Bay Sixty 6 11.91 0.99878895

Rom

Stockwell

Undercroft

House of Vans 
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Table 6. Distances from skater’s residences to nominated skateparks in the wave 1 locations. Author. 

Interviews sites Nominated skateparks 
Travel distance from skaters' 
residences (km) to nominated 

skateparks 

Average NACH r: n of nominated 
skateparks

Mile - End 0.33 0.886735733
Mile -End 0.27 0.886735733
Barking 0.33 0.844419

Victoria Park 8.08 0.957734315
Undercroft 14.25 0.96181113
Mile - End 12.86 0.886735733

Clapham Common 11.6 1.19743232
Bay Sixty 6 13.26 0.99878895

Victoria Park 1.82 0.957734315
Stockwell 13.23 1.070646727
Mile - End 6.39 0.886735733

Victoria Park 1.48 0.957734315
Finsbury 1.46 1.0673258

Mile - End 8.98 0.886735733
Bay Sixty 6 1.27 0.99878895
Bay Sixty 6 0.43 0.99878895

Meanwhile Gardens 0.54 0.89164575
Cantelowes 1.61 1.3862913

Victoria Park 7.22 0.957734315
Clapham Common 3.93 1.19743232

Stockwell 1.98 1.070646727
House of Vans 3.23 0.931269132

Undercroft 3.87 0.96181113
Meanwhile Gardens 2.78 0.89164575

Bay Sixty 6 2.47 0.99878895
Royal Oak 1.05 1.2263159

River Brent 5.94 1.053418033
Meanwhile Gardens 9.42 0.89164575

Bay Sixty 6 9.27 0.99878895
Royal Oak 10.29 1.2263159

Meanwhile Gardens 0.87 0.89164575
Mile - end 12.67 0.886735733

Meanwhile Gardens 1.02 0.89164575
Royal Oak 1.83 1.2263159

Crystal Palace 2.82 0.516547665
Clapham Common 4.21 1.19743232

Stockwell 3.98 1.070646727
Bloblands 1.08 0.66449836

House of Vans 7.83 0.931269132
Clapham Common 4.12 1.19743232

Stockwell 5.92 1.070646727
Undercroft 9.49 0.96181113
Lloyds Park 1.15 0.652091994
Mile - End 7.46 0.886735733
Stockwell 1.01 1.070646727

Clapham Common 1.9 1.19743232
Stockwell 3.89 1.070646727

Clapham Common 2.16 1.19743232
Undercroft 5.68 0.96181113
Mile - end 11.08 0.886735733

Pioneer 1.68 out of London
Hemel Hempstead 9.67 out of London

Meanwhile Gardens 26.88 0.89164575
Cantelowes 26.8 1.3862913
Pollar Hill 41.33 0.836292756

Victoria Park 4.47 0.957734315
Clapham Common 11.43 1.19743232

Crystal Palace 11.56 0.516547665
Crystal Palace 10.05 0.516547665

Clapham Common 2.95 1.19743232
Folkestone Garden 7.13 0.69706303

Peckham Rye 3 0.868091964
Crystal Palace 3.32 0.516547665

Bloblands 3.08 0.66449836
Charlton 1.95 0.767159494

Mudchute 4.84 1.1717938
Mile - End 7.5 0.886735733

Clapham Common 4.25 1.19743232
Stockwell 4.76 1.070646727
Mudchute 10.4 1.1717938
Pollar Hill 2.32 0.836292756
Bloblands 3.21 0.66449836
Stockwell 2.43 1.070646727

Crystal Palace 1.29 0.516547665
Mile - End 11.4 0.886735733
Stockwell 7.2 1.070646727

Crystal Palace 6.8 0.516547665
Telegraph Hill 4.57 0.90763183
Crystal Palace 1.15 0.516547665

Stockwell 5.06 1.070646727
Bay Sixty 6 13.48 0.99878895
Bloblands 0.63 0.66449836

Victoria Park 13.05 0.957734315
Bloblands 0.38 0.66449836

Mile - End 

Bay Sixty 6 

Clapham Common

Crystal Palace

Interviews sites Nominated skateparks
Travel distance from skaters'
residences (km) to nominated

skateparks 

Average NACH r: n of nominated
skateparks

Mile - End 0.33 0.886735733
Mile -End 0.27 0.886735733
Barking 0.33 0.844419

Victoria Park 8.08 0.957734315
Undercroft 14.25 0.96181113
Mile - End 12.86 0.886735733

Clapham Common 11.6 1.19743232
Bay Sixty 6 13.26 0.99878895

Victoria Park 1.82 0.957734315
Stockwell 13.23 1.070646727
Mile - End 6.39 0.886735733

Victoria Park 1.48 0.957734315
Finsbury 1.46 1.0673258

Mile - End 8.98 0.886735733
Bay Sixty 6 1.27 0.99878895
Bay Sixty 6 0.43 0.99878895

Meanwhile Gardens 0.54 0.89164575
Cantelowes 1.61 1.3862913

Victoria Park 7.22 0.957734315
Clapham Common 3.93 1.19743232

Stockwell 1.98 1.070646727
House of Vans 3.23 0.931269132

Undercroft 3.87 0.96181113
Meanwhile Gardens 2.78 0.89164575

Bay Sixty 6 2.47 0.99878895
Royal Oak 1.05 1.2263159

River Brent 5.94 1.053418033
Meanwhile Gardens 9.42 0.89164575

Bay Sixty 6 9.27 0.99878895
Royal Oak 10.29 1.2263159

Meanwhile Gardens 0.87 0.89164575
Mile - end 12.67 0.886735733

Meanwhile Gardens 1.02 0.89164575
Royal Oak 1.83 1.2263159

Crystal Palace 2.82 0.516547665
Clapham Common 4.21 1.19743232

Stockwell 3.98 1.070646727
Bloblands 1.08 0.66449836

House of Vans 7.83 0.931269132
Clapham Common 4.12 1.19743232

Stockwell 5.92 1.070646727
Undercroft 9.49 0.96181113
Lloyds Park 1.15 0.652091994
Mile - End 7.46 0.886735733
Stockwell 1.01 1.070646727

Clapham Common 1.9 1.19743232
Stockwell 3.89 1.070646727

Clapham Common 2.16 1.19743232
Undercroft 5.68 0.96181113
Mile - end 11.08 0.886735733

Pioneer 1.68 out of London
Hemel Hempstead 9.67 out of London

Meanwhile Gardens 26.88 0.89164575
Cantelowes 26.8 1.3862913
Pollar Hill 41.33 0.836292756

Victoria Park 4.47 0.957734315
Clapham Common 11.43 1.19743232

Crystal Palace 11.56 0.516547665
Crystal Palace 10.05 0.516547665

Clapham Common 2.95 1.19743232
Folkestone Garden 7.13 0.69706303

Peckham Rye 3 0.868091964
Crystal Palace 3.32 0.516547665

Bloblands 3.08 0.66449836
Charlton 1.95 0.767159494

Mudchute 4.84 1.1717938
Mile - End 7.5 0.886735733

Clapham Common 4.25 1.19743232
Stockwell 4.76 1.070646727
Mudchute 10.4 1.1717938
Pollar Hill 2.32 0.836292756
Bloblands 3.21 0.66449836
Stockwell 2.43 1.070646727

Crystal Palace 1.29 0.516547665
Mile - End 11.4 0.886735733
Stockwell 7.2 1.070646727

Crystal Palace 6.8 0.516547665
Telegraph Hill 4.57 0.90763183
Crystal Palace 1.15 0.516547665

Stockwell 5.06 1.070646727
Bay Sixty 6 13.48 0.99878895
Bloblands 0.63 0.66449836

Victoria Park 13.05 0.957734315
Bloblands 0.38 0.66449836

Mile - End

Bay Sixty 6

Clapham Common

Crystal Palace
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The Rom and the Undercroft users (seeds location) travel longer distances from their residences to the other 

skateparks they visit (nominated locations) (Table 5).  A Rom user travel 33.72 km to visit Barking (NACH 

0.8444) whereas an Undercroft user travels 63.27 km to Folkestone Gardens (NACH 0.6970). 

Table 6 illustrates that Skaters interviewed in wave 1 locations travel < 15km from their residences to the 

skateparks they often visit (nominated locations). Clapham Common users travel the longest distances to 

their preferred skateparks, 41.44 km to visit Pollar Hill (NACH 0.8362) and 26.88km to Meanwhile 

Gardens (NACH 0.8916). On the other hand, Mile End, Bay Sixty 6 and Crystal Palace users travel less 

than 15km to the other locations where they practice skateboarding. Figure 9 merged the seed and wave 1 

users’ preferred locations. As a general insight from this map, skater interviewed in seed locations travel 

longer distances to the skateboarding practice than skaters interviewed in wave 1 locations.  

Figure 9. Measurement of skateparks’ popularity. Distance from skaters’ houses to nominated skateparks in seed and wave 1. 
Author. 
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The relationship between travel distances to nominated skateparks and NACH r: n values was also tested 

in correlation two (Table 7). The expectation was that more accessible locations would be correlated with 

longer travel distances, however, the correlation between the variables was negative (R2 = -0.045) and the 

sig. (2-tailed) value was greater than 0.05 (P = 0.587), which means that there is a non-significant 

correlation between the variables. 

Table 7. Correlation between average travel distances from skaters’ residences to nominated skateparks & average 
NACH r:n of nominated skateparks. Author. 

The main findings of this sections correspond to the relationship between longer travel distances with higher 

NACH r: n values in the interview locations, whereas shorter travel distances are associated with higher 

NACH r: n values in the nominated locations. Stockwell skatepark was found to be the second location in 

London with a loyal community and the Undercroft was the most nominated location among the 

interviewed users.   
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4.6. Movement pattern snapshots: Mile End skatepark. 

A study of the movement and the spatial experience of skaters in Mile-End, the most shared practice 

location (Figure 10), was essential to understand the interaction of the skater community in skateparks.  

Interaction patterns, snapshot and movement traces were recorded for five minutes; the forty users that 

gathered in the skatepark were the characters of the snapshot. The snapshots and traces demonstrated that 

interaction happens spontaneously; skaters organise themselves harmonically without following any rules. 

Skaters tend to enjoy their ride, without troubles at the time of skating. 

Figure 10 shows the complete spatial function analysis of Mile End after five minutes of the skaters’ 

performance. Movement patterns and snapshots were overlaid, a confluence of interaction in the 

infrastructure network and the use of the infrastructure according to the degree of experience of the users 

was highlighted.  

The movement patterns inside a skatepark follow a circuit logic which is been defined according to the 

placement of the infrastructure. The skatepark perimeter is used for resting, a second ring (from the outside 

to the inside) is used by beginners, such as S6 and S25, who use the flatland just to roll in the flat floor’s 

surface and an internal circuit for more experienced users such as S16, S19 and S21. The use of space 

according to the personal experience of each user has been defined as the main organiser of the user’s 

distribution in the skatepark. Additionally, the interaction usually happens at the infrastructure edges (users 

S16, S17, S18). Skaters interact while they are waiting to perform their tricks or after they have done them. 

Extraordinary support was seen among the skater community before or after their performance (Figure 10). 

Gender distribution is not equal in London’s skateparks. However, there are important findings to highlight: 

community sense, flexible bonding and spontaneous interaction represent the main social patterns carried 

out in with the spatial function analysis.  

The networks of practice of skaters in London provide a picture of the movement of this community in the 

city. Similarly, the popularity of a location because of the repeated nominations (the Undercroft) as the 

preferred shared practice location (Mile End) were found. These findings were tested correlating syntactical 

values of each skatepark with users’ travel distances. The longer trips were associated with the seed 

locations, while the shortest distances were correlated to skateparks close to the skaters’ houses. In both 

cases, the Undercroft was founded as a recurrent location; longer distances are travelled to visit it and users’ 

that live near the Undercroft nominated the location as a place that they frequently practiced the sport.   
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Figure 10.  Movement pattern snapshots. Overlaid after five minutes. Author.
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5. DISCUSSION

The use of SNA helped to provide evidence for the hypothesis of Undercroft as the core location of the 

skateboarding culture in London. Through empirical data gathering and analytical methods, two locations 

were found to be the most used in London. The Undercroft was the most popular, and Mile End was the 

preferred shared location of skateboarding practice. Additionally, the use of proximity as the second 

approach to collect facts in order to discuss how London’s skater community moves around the city overlaid 

with the previous findings of the SNA method helped to construct the final argument.  

Traditional syntax theory would suggest that a place’s popularity would be associated with proximity 

(Cohen et al., 2007). However, after testing this assumption, two diverse answers were found: in the case 

of the interview locations, users tend to travel higher distances to more accessible locations with higher 

NACH r: n values. Users travel an average distance of between 12.48 and 20.10 km to visit accessible 

locations, such as the House of Vans (NACH r: n 0.9313), the Rom (r: n 1.0907) and the Undercroft (NACH 

r:n 0.9618). On the other hand, in the case of the nominated locations, shorter distances <15km were 

travelled by users to accessible locations. The Undercroft was nominated nineteen times. Twelve of these 

nominations correspond to travel journeys of 3.87–11.26km (NACH r: n 0.9618). This finding suggests 

that the interviewed locations are skateparks with strong social ties and loyal communities, as in the cases 

of the Rom and Stockwell, and that the nominated skateparks are practice locations near the users’ 

residences.  

According to Beal, “skateboarding culture creates its own norms and relations that emphasise participant 

control of the physical activity and open participation rather than competition” (Beal, 1995, p. 254). In the 

Mile End mapping of social patterns of interaction, Beal’s assumption was confirmed: traces showed 

different rings of usage according to the users’ experience in a relaxed atmosphere.  

Even though skating does not have a formal structure of rules, the power of community in these skateparks 

represents a reinforcement of the community sense. Hillier’s proposal of virtual community as the physical 

distribution of people in space (Hillier, 1996) helped the researcher understand the interaction of this social 

group.  

Furthermore, in terms of gender equality, London’s skateparks users were dominated by men (82.5%). The 

skateboarding phenomenon in the city is represented by men, however, the House of Vans skatepark and 

Bay Sixty 6 promote girls-only skating evenings to empower female skaters to increase their participation 

in the community.  
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6. CONCLUSIONS

The case study of London’s skater community served to empirically analyse their traces around the city and 

in the skateparks. Space syntax theory, in combination with social network analysis (SNA), constituted the 

main framework of analysis for this research. This research addressed the networks of practice of this 

community from the metropolitan scale to the empirical observations in the most shared practice skateparks 

in London.  

The complexities behind tracing the movement of a specific social group from the metropolitan scale to the 

final construction of their traces in their preferred locations was the challenge of this research. The skater 

community was tracked until the final mapping of their network of practice in the city and their favourite 

locations of skateboarding practice were found; the interactions at the time of the sport practice were 

mapped as well.  

The findings of this research suggested the selection of a specific skatepark as a combination of social 

bonding, accessibility of the location, and travel distances from the user’s residences to the final destination. 

The observations of human behaviour around the spatial practices of the sport can be influenced by the 

infrastructure. 

The study was limited in that surveys were run only in 8 of 61 London’s skateparks, additionally, of the 80 

filled surveys, 5 weren’t answered completely. Moreover, the movement traces were done only in one of 

the city’s skateparks. The findings, however, provided a snapshot of the current networks of practice of the 

skater community, their movement in the city and in a skatepark. Future research could consider comparing 

the traces of skaters in more than one location, to have a general overview of the users’ performances in 

accordance with the infrastructure provision. 

The main contribution of this research is the methodological development towards the construction of the 

social networks of practice of the skateboard community in London. The most powerful insight of the 

research is the construction of the network by simply asking where users live and what other skateparks 

they visit. The adaption and combination of space syntax and SNA methods led to the determination of the 

most popular location, the preferred shared practice location and the interaction patterns among the 

skatepark users. This study thus provides a model for the rigorous evaluation of the popularity of any 

location frequented by a specified social group.  
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