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ABSTRACT

CHILDREN’S PERCEPTIONS OF NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITIES:
A CASE IN CORUM (TURKEY)

Children’s usage of open spaces is an important research field since it has several
consequences on the healthy development of children. However, today most of the urban
areas and particularly streets are designed for the use and needs of adults and cars.
Moreover, there is an increasing shift in children’s life from outdoor to indoor spaces
resulted by the changes in the physical environment and parental safety perception.

This study examines a group of 9-10 years old children’s neighborhood perception
in two neighborhoods in the central city of Corum. It deploys an online parental survey,
our site observations of physical characteristics of these neighborhoods, and a focus group
interview with 22 children. This thesis aims to grasp the physical and social factors of the
neighborhood affecting children’s usage of their immediate surroundings to improve
children’s active involvement in urban areas. Thus, strategies and recommendations are
developed at the neighborhood level with the data extracted from field research to create
child-friendly urban environments.

According to the study findings, parental licenses are affected by social factors
more than physical factors of the neighborhood. Besides, fear about strangers and vehicle
traffic are the factors that cause parental restrictions at most. To create a child-friendly
city, the presence of other children in the neighborhood, suitable play equipment for
different age groups, places for individual and group activities, and mix land uses in the
neighborhood are the common factors that emerged from the children’s responses.
Although parents and children give similar responses to the factors that negatively affect
their perceptions, such as fear of strangers and inadequacy of green spaces, they have
different expectations and concerns about their neighborhood. Therefore, the data
obtained in this study highlight the importance of examining the different needs of

children and parents at the neighborhood level in order to create child-friendly cities.



OZET

MAHALLE OZELLIKLERINE DAIR COCUKLARIN ALGILARI:
BIR CORUM (TURKIYE) ORNEGI

Cocuklarin acik alan kullanimi, ¢ocuklarin saglikli gelisimleri {izerinde ¢esitli
sonuglar dogurmasi nedeniyle onemli bir aragtirma alanidir. Ancak guniimuzde kentsel
alanlarin ¢cogu ve Ozellikle sokaklar yetiskinlerin ve arabalarin kullanim ve ihtiyaclarina
gore tasarlanmaktadir. Ayrica, fiziksel c¢evredeki ve ebeveyn giivenlik algisindaki
degisikliklerin sonucu olarak ¢ocuklarin yasaminda dis mekanlardan i¢ mekanlara dogru
artan bir kayma s6z konusudur.

Calisma, Corum merkez ilgesinde bulunan iki mahallede yasayan 9-10 yas grubu
cocuklarin mahalle algisin1 incelemektedir. Cevrimici ebeveyn anketi, bu mahallelerin
fiziksel Ozelliklerine iliskin saha gozlemleri ve 22 cocukla gergeklestirilen odak grup
goriismesini uygulayarak arastirir. Bu tez, ¢ocuklarn kentsel alanlara aktif katilimini
gelistirmek i¢in ¢ocuklarin yakin ¢evrelerini kullanmalarini etkileyen fiziksel ve sosyal
faktorleri kavramay1 amaglamaktadir. Bu sayede, saha arastirmalarindan clde edilen
verilerle mahalle diizeyinde ¢ocuk dostu kentsel ortamlar olusturmak icin stratejiler ve
Oneriler gelistirilmektedir.

Aragtirmada elde edilen verilere gore ebeveyn izinleri, mahallenin fiziksel
faktorlerinden daha ok sosyal faktorlerinden etkilenmektedir. Ayrica yabanci korkusu
ve arag trafigi en fazla ebeveyn kisitlamasia neden olan faktorlerdir. Cocuklara gore,
cocuk dostu bir sehir yaratmak igin gerekli olan faktorler, mahallede diger ¢ocuklarin
varhigi, farkli yas gruplarina uygun oyun ekipmanlari, bireysel ve grup etkinlikleri i¢in
alanlar ve mahalledeki karma arazi kullanimlar1 olarak belirtilmistir. Yabancilardan
korkma, yesil alanlarin yetersizligi gibi algilarin1 olumsuz etkileyen faktorlere karsi
ebeveynler ve cocuklar benzer tepkiler verseler de mahalleleri ile ilgili beklenti ve
kaygilar1 farklilik gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla bu ¢alismada elde edilen veriler, cocuk
dostu sehirler olusturmak icin ¢ocuklarin ve ebeveynlerin farkli ihtiyaglarinin mahalle

diizeyinde incelenmesinin dnemini vurgulamaktadir.
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“Day after day, children are denied the right to be children. The world treats rich
kids as if they were money, teaching them to act the way money acts. The world treats
poor kids as if they were garbage, to turn them into garbage. And those in the middle,

neither rich nor poor, are chained to televisions and trained to live the life of prisoners.

The few children who manage to be children must have a lot of magic and a lot of luck.”

Eduardo Galeano, Upside Down
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Problem Definition

This study examines the factors that affect children’s usage and perception of open
spaces in their neighborhoods. It investigates how the social and physical characteristics
of the neighborhood affect children's perceptions of the neighborhood they live in, their
use of public and private open spaces in their neighborhoods, and the effects of parents
on children's usage of these spaces. Additionally, this thesis examines the effect of
individual characteristics of children on the perception and usage of the outdoor
environment. In this sense, the research investigates the experiences of children in their
neighborhood, what kinds of activities and uses children can perform there and the effect
of different neighborhood characteristics on children’s perception; besides, parents' safety
mechanisms and the relationship between them. According to UNICEF’s report (2018),
70% of the world’s children will be living in urban areas by 2050. But unfortunately, with
the changing demographic structure of the cities, current planning and design
interventions are not sufficient to counterbalance the problems and needs that children
and families face in cities today. By taking these issues into its agenda, CFC is an
approach that focuses on producing policies, interventions, and place-based solutions for
children living in urban areas. As a result of the research conducted within the scope of
this study, it is aimed to develop intervention areas to create child-friendly
neighborhoods.

Increasing usage of mobile technologies and shrinking open public spaces have
affected children most (Pooley, Turnbull, and Adams 2005). These changes began to
affect children's physical, social, and cognitive well-being by decreasing the outdoor use
of children. The narrowing of children’s spaces in the public space and the decreasing
mobility of children in urban space have affected the health of children negatively and

led to obesity problems among children (Bjorklid and Nordstrom 2007). On the one hand,



this decrease in the use of urban space of children emerges as a result of the changing
safety perception of parents which is affected by socio-cultural and political norms as
well as the change in the physical environment (Nansen et al. 2015). On the other hand,
as cities and most of the places are designed and developed for adults and cars, children
are faced with exclusion from public spaces and have accessibility problems to urban
facilities. Viewing children as a homogeneous group by taking into account only their
developmental characteristics and ignoring them in the planning and design process,
neglects children's own daily experiences and causes the daily environment of children to
be determined by adults. Therefore, giving a voice to children first, about their own
experience is not only a mandatory approach but also a rights-based responsibility.

The neighborhood is the first environment in which children interact with the
outdoor but still, there is a lack of literature at the neighborhood-level since it is a fluid,
not a straightforward concept (Cope 2008). The neighborhood is an important place for
researching children's local experiences and immediate surroundings. As a place where
children spend most of their outdoor time, the neighborhood provides a space for
discovery, interaction, and play. Engaging children in the neighborhood can provide
several benefits not only to the children but to the whole city (Carroll et al. 2015). When
we look at children's areas in the cities, they are like pieces separated from each other
whose connection is not considered according to children’s desires and needs (Giraldi et
al. 2017). As Zeiher (2003) stated children’s space is “scattered like an island on the map
of the city” (p.66). Therefore, to develop a more holistic approach to urban design,
children's neighborhood experience should be expanded to include children's everyday
spaces, starting from the doorway.

Children’s usage of open spaces is important for their cognitive, social/emotional,
and motor development. To research children’s perceptions and experiences, creative
methods have begun to develop and be used in childhood studies. Child-centered methods
are a powerful technique for understanding children’s own daily experiences through
creative techniques which are only based on verbal or written representations. Although
much of the research in the field of child geography has been carried out with parents,
studies conducted in recent years take the child as a subject and include them in the
research and design process through a mixed-method approach. There is a methodological
shift in childhood studies from a mostly quantitative approach to more creative mixed-

method designs (Christensen and Cortés-Morales 2015). By following current



approaches, | used a mixed-method approach in this thesis to examine children’s
perception of open public spaces at the neighborhood level.

In the field of urban design, child-friendly city initiatives with a rights-based
approach emerged to develop design interventions for the needs of children and involve
them in urban processes. The child-friendly city (CFC) initiative and concept which is
firstly introduced by UNICEF in 1996 to improve the life quality of children and youth
in urban environment aim to open up a space where children and young people can
participate in decision-making mechanisms in the city and share their experiences
(Kingston et al. 2007). Later, child-friendly city initiatives spread to many cities, which
began to work in cooperation with UNICEF. In Turkey, child-friendly city initiatives
were established in 12 different cities between 2006 and 2010. These initiatives
collaborated with municipalities to work on child-friendly city policies and programs in
order to create child-friendly places (Gokmen and Tasg1 2016).

The child-friendly city is characterized as flexible, green, accessible, including
mixed-used, enabling socialization, having clear identities, and supporting participation
(Karsten & Vliet, 2006). CFC initiatives from all over the world try to ensure children’s
and youths’ engagement and interaction with local communities and local affordances by
providing well-designed neighborhoods to activate them physically and socially
(Ziaesaeidi and Cushing 2019). Walsh (2006) shows the main problem areas — especially
in western societies today — as a result of the current development policies are related to
the change of opportunities for children to play such as shrinking public spaces,
intensifying urban centers, and changing children's daily lives from outdoor to indoor.
She emphasizes that this shift causes significant changes in children's social competence,
developmental and cognitive development. In addition, in her article, she points out
concrete steps that can be taken for child-friendly cities by offering guidelines to planners,
designers and policymakers regarding the different and varied play needs of children of
all ages and the size of the spaces required for this. In the last chapter of the book titled
“Creating Child-Friendly Cities”, Gleeson, Sipe, and Rolley (2006) argue that creating
CFC is an all-inclusive task that requires many different specialists and collaboration of
diverse communities. It is more like a process in which each step creates its own meaning.
They also emphasize the importance of the local level which has compelling effects on
the well-being of children, as a starting point for implementation and the involvement of

children.



Designing child-friendly cities mean not only designing spaces for children but
also creating more livable and vibrant neighborhoods and communities for the entire
community (Krishnamurthy, 2019). Krishnamurthy (2019) conducted a broad study to
discuss the role of urban design in creating a child-friendly city. With the changing
demographic structure of cities, current planning and design interventions are not
sufficient to counterbalance the problem and need that children and families face today
in cities. She offers a bunch of urban design interventions to improve the daily life of
children; for instance, playful street furniture can be added into neighborhoods so parents
can observe the children. Additionally, it can serve as a community bonding tool. Playful
crossing, playful sidewalk, better and extended usage of schoolyards, and child routes can
be generated by keeping children of all ages in mind. Besides, Karsten and Vliet’s (2006)
study claims that green features, traffic calming interventions, and available play
equipment are important factors to see neighborhoods as child-friendly places.

Apart from intervention areas and ideas for creating a child-friendly city, how and
where to start remains a crucial question to probe. Some researchers take streets and
places nearby children’s homes as the starting point to be targeted since it is the most
preferred and accessible place for young children (Ghanbari-Azarneir et al. 2015; Karsten
and van Vliet 2006; Krishnamurthy 2019). However, Woolcock, Gleeson, and
Randolph’s (2010) review criticize the CFC studies from Australia because of not
including neighborhood and place-based approach in their research.

In general, CFC is an approach that is handled through different categories,
themes and it is an approach that sees the inclusion of children in urban life and the
development of new planning methods and policies by problematizing the access of
children to an ever-shrinking environment. All approaches which try to expand the living
spaces of children in cities and seek rights-based pursuits are pioneers of a step towards
a child-friendly city.

This thesis aims to gain an in-depth understanding of children's neighborhood
experiences using different research methods. however, it also examines the factors that
affect parents' perception of safety in order to understand children's usage of
neighborhoods. As a result of all these, the thesis identifies urban design interventions

that can be implemented at the neighborhood level to create child-friendly cities.



1.2.  Aim of the Study

This study aims to examine the social and physical factors that affect children's

perception and usage of their neighborhoods. In this context, research is conducted with

both children aged between 9-10 and their parents. In order to create child-friendly urban

environments, it is necessary to understand how and in which way children use the space

and how space affects children's perception. To examine these factors, the following

questions shape the research.

Q1. How do the physical and social environmental factors of the neighborhood affect the

children’s usage of open spaces?

o Social Factors of the neighborhood

Good relations with the neighbors positively affect the perception of
safety.

Neighborhood environments that offer different kinds of social
possibilities are appreciated by children.

The high level of child population in the neighborhood positively affects
children’s willingness to play outside.

The crime rate, bullying adults, unclean streets negatively affect children’s

outdoor space usage.

o Physical Factors of the neighborhood

Open spaces which offer a diverse range of features and opportunities to
play is preferred by children.

Children spend time in places where play opportunities are suitable for
their age.

The presence of large roads, vehicular traffic density, lack of traffic sign
increases safety concerns.

The presence of recreational areas in proximity enhances children’s

outdoor activity.



Land use mix increases children’s opportunity to develop a relationship
with the local community.

Clean, well-kept streets and parks increase children’s contentedness.
Building typology affects children’s allowance to go outside. Children
living in apartments with a backyard or houses with a garden are mostly
permitted to use outside nearby the home.

Inadequate neighborhood features like play, sports facilities decline

children’s usage of the outdoor environment.

Q2. What are the individual related factors that affect children’s neighborhood usage?

o Individual Characteristics of Children

Older children are allowed to move freely in the outdoor environment
more compared to younger ones.

The ethnicity of the children could affect the safety perception of parents.
But the direction of the effect is unclear.

Boys are allowed to go outside more compared to girls.

Children who have a phone are permitted to go outside alone more.

o Household Characteristics of Children

Low-income parents allow their children to be out more compared to
middle-income and high-income parents

The education level of the parents is negatively associated with safety
perception.

Duration of living in the same neighborhood is positively associated with
increased parental safety perception.

The working status of parents has an influence on children’s usage of the
outside. Working parents mostly restrict their children to be out.

Car ownership negatively affects children’s time spent in the
neighborhood.

Larger household families allow their children to go outside more.



Q3. What kind of urban design improvement can be generated to improve children’s use

of the outdoor environment?

e Child-friendly road crossing, improvement in traffic speed inside of the
neighborhood may increase parental licenses for children’s use of open
public spaces.

e Public services and facilities can be generated regularly for children in
parks.

e With a new arrangement, each park can be designed to provide various
affordances to play for children of different ages.

e Public furniture and elements can be regulated in terms of children’s
height.

e Participant urban art workshops can be settled in the neighborhood for

youth and children.

1.3.  Methodology

The childhood studies embrace mixed-method approaches to unbury the
complexity of children’s experiences and perceptions. According to Hemming (2008),
combining different methods such as observations, creative child-centered methods,
semi-structured interviews can help the researchers to get a complex and deeper
understanding of experiences and perceptions of children. Similarly, this research
combines different child-centered research methods to capture children's perceptions and
experiences of them. Through observation in the neighborhoods as the study sites, online
surveys with parents, and focus group interviews with children, the study data is collected.
By examining study data, this thesis develops urban design implementations for child-
friendly cities.

The site observations were used to gather data about two selected neighborhoods.
Through observation, the condition of the parks and streets, mobility and aesthetic

features, sense of safety, and land use around the study area are determined. In addition



to field observation, data was gathered from the Turkish Statistical Institute to analyze
neighborhoods’ demographical features.

Research is carried out with selected 22 children and 132 parents of 3™ and 4™
grade children from Bekir Aksoy Primary School and Bagogretmen Atatiirk Primary
school from Corum. To conduct this research on site, we gathered an ethical approval
obtained from Izmir Institute of Technology (See Appendix C) and then the official
permission from the Ministry of National Education (See Appendix D).

Parental license is a determinant factor of children’s usage of the outdoor
environments. In this research, a survey was completed with a group of parents to
understand their perception about the neighborhood, neighborhood’s social and cultural
characteristics, their children’s usage of the outdoor environments, and their licenses or
permissions for their children to use outdoor. An online survey including 37 questions
was sent to parents of children from Bekir Aksoy Primary School and Baségretmen

Atatirk Primary school. Survey questions consist of three parts. These are:

1. Questions about gender, income, education level.

2. Questions about the physical and social condition of the neighborhood
they live in.

3. Questions about their permission for their children’s usage of outdoor

space and parents’ sense of safety.

For understanding children’s experiences and perceptions of their neighborhood,
two focus group interviews with child-centered creative methods were conducted with 22
children whose parents gave permission for their children to be part of the research. In
the first focus group discussion, children were asked questions to understand their general
perception of their neighborhood. After that, a one-week trip diary was distributed to
children to fill in the following week. Diaries include sections such as the trip destination,
travel mode, accompaniment status, emotional status at that place. In the second focus
group discussion, the results of the diaries were discussed with the children, and then
drawing materials were distributed to children for drawing exercise. Children were asked
to draw their dream neighborhood and explain it after they finish. After all, data was
gathered, the content analysis method was used to interpret the results.

Crystallization of different techniques can provide information that overlaps and
complements each other’s but also it can give confronting results. In both cases, using
different methods enrich our understanding of the research subject. Therefore, this thesis

deploys different research methods which are found suitable for the field of inquiry. In



the second part of the 4th chapter, the method and data collection techniques used in the

study are examined in more detail.

1.4. Structure of the Study

This thesis scrutinizes the physical and social factors that affect the dynamic and
complex relationship between the child and the neighborhood they live in. To examine
this relation, the second chapter firstly defines the developmental characteristics of
children and middle childhood groups focused on by this study. After, it discusses the
concept of childhood and historical change in the concept according to literature. The
next part of the second chapter investigates the neighborhood concept and the importance
of the neighborhood environment in childhood development.

The third chapter categorizes the factors which affect children’s neighborhood
perception and usage. Factors are examined under two categories. The first category is
individual related factors. These have two subcategories with child and household related
factors. The second category is neighborhood related factors which are examined under
social and physical factors of the neighborhood subcategories. All categories are created
according to the systematic approach to literature review to guide study findings.

Chapter four covers the research site and the study methods. First of all, the
physical and social data and land use analyzes of the two neighborhoods in Corum are
mentioned. Afterward, data collection techniques used with parents and children in the
field study are examined in detail.

In the fifth chapter, the study findings are presented. First, the differences in the
physical characteristics of the two neighborhoods were shown according to the field
observation. Then, the factors that affect the neighborhood perceptions of parents and
children are examined. Later, the data on the current neighborhood usage of children are
presented according to parents’ and children’s responses. Afterward, the themes are
determined based on the children's drawings and the answers of the parents in order to
reveal what child-friendly neighborhoods should contain. Finally, the results are

discussed together with the literature.



The conclusion chapter mentions the contribution of the thesis to the literature.
The research findings were examined in three parts in terms of the factors affecting the
children’s perceptions of the neighborhood qualities. First, the factors related to the child
and the household, then the social factors of the neighborhood, and finally the physical
factors of the neighborhood were presented. Afterward, the necessary steps to be taken
are stated to create a child-friendly neighborhood according to the responses of children
and parents. Finally, this section is completed by mentioning the limitations of the study

and presenting suggestions for future studies.
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CHAPTER 2

CHILDREN AND NEIGHBORHOOD RELATION

2.1. Children as a Subject in the Research

This chapter discusses definitions of children and childhood and their position in
planning and design studies. It defines the developmental characteristics of children with
the different categorizations of childhoods. Then, the chapter discusses the historical

change in the position of children in society, and childhood studies.

2.1.1. Developmental Characteristics of Children

There are different categorizations and definitions of what it means to be a child
or when childhood finishes and starts. Simpson's (1997) article examines child
participation in planning and design while delving into the different perspectives that
separate the child from the adult. He criticizes defining anyone under the age of 18 as a
child and argues that it is a more accurate approach to define childhood according to the

developmental nature of children. Simpson (1997) states:

In other words, children are those who have not yet reached full intellectual or
social maturity. The value in such a definition is that it stresses the need to
recognize that there are people who need support and guidance if they are to be
included in decision-making which affects them. (p.908)

Piaget’s (1954) theory on the cognitive development of children asserts that the
intelligence of children changes as they grow. He divides childhood into four stages
according to their developmental capacity. The first stage is the sensorimotor stage which

lasts from birth to the age of two. During this period, children develop cognitive abilities
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through their senses. The second stage is the preoperational stage which starts at 2 years
and ends at 7 years. Children at this stage develop an understanding of symbolic meaning
and representation for interaction with the world. They understand the world around them
in a concrete manner, but they do not develop a logical way of thinking. The third stage
is the concrete operational stage which includes 7—11-year-old children. This stage is a
turning point according to Piaget (1954) as children start to develop logical
understanding. Also, children at this stage, recognize differences between their thoughts
and others. The last stage is the formal operational stage which starts from the age of 12.
At this stage, abstract thinking occurs, and logical understanding evolves.

As mentioned, there are different categorizations of children according to their
developmental characteristics and capabilities in the literature. But all these
categorizations are based on Piaget’s extensive contribution to the child development
literature. For instance, Ghanbari-Azarneir et al. (2015) consider childhood in three
categories in which from birth to two years, childhood is called early childhood; from two
to six years, middle childhood; and the final childhood stage is from six years to twelve
years. Chawla (1992) also defines three childhood categories and discusses children’s
place attachment and usage according to it. These categories are early childhood (birth to
5 years), middle childhood (6-11 years), and adolescence (12-17 years). According to
Chawla’s study (1992), the middle childhood group is most interested in the
neighborhood environment. Therefore, this thesis focuses more on the developmental
capacities of children from this age group.

Moore (1986) argues that friendship is important for place experience in middle
childhood and claims the existence of a reciprocal relationship between environmental
exploration and social relations (Chawla, 1992). Chawla’s (1992) review of empirical
research with children shows differences in place usage between the three childhood
categories. She emphasizes that diverse neighborhood affordances are appreciated by the
middle childhood groups, while children prefer places close to home in early childhood
while the home and distant attraction places are preferred by adolescents. Furthermore,
Chawla (1992) argues:

It is in middle childhood, when self-identity and social reputation require displays
of physical strength and dexterity, that the value of the local environment appears
to be most directly determined by its opportunities for individual challenge and

group play.
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In the light of this information, middle childhood is the most appropriate age
group to research with and about neighborhood usage. However, there are differences in
the permission mechanisms for the outdoor usage of children in this group during the
transition from primary school to secondary school (Nansen et al., 2015; Weller &
Bruegel, 2009; Crawford et al., 2017). To sum up, in order to keep the age range limited,
children between the ages of 9-10 were chosen for this study since they have more spatial

experience compared to younger ones.

2.1.2. Changes in the Perceptions about Childhood

Several researchers have studied topics related to children such as children's
participation in planning and design, childhood geography, child-led participatory
research, but the involvement of children as subjects in the research and design process
has only started in the last few decades. Holloway and Valentine (2000), who have done
a comprehensive study on the concept of childhood and spatiality, state that the concept
of childhood has been domesticated and confined to the home in the last two centuries.

The definition of childhood contains many dualities. While being in need of
protection or children as autonomous being is one of the main dualities, in the field of
planning and design, being a future citizen or a current citizen constitutes the main debate
(Simpson 1997). Meanwhile, the representation of childhood has shaped the practices of
designers who make decisions on behalf of children. Therefore, designers who consider
children as a homogeneous group, create spaces reinforcing common assumptions about
childhood (Smith et al., 2009). For this reason, Holloway and Valentine (2000) draw
attention to the spatial equivalents of the concept that the space feeds the discourse and
state that we can break this duality by recognizing the subjectivity of the child and by
understanding the space in a more permeable way.

Simpson (1997) emphasizes that after the 19" century, childhood has been
separated from adulthood, and laws are generated to keep children away from public
services especially in Western societies. Discussions on the fact that children were not
included in the field of social sciences because they were treated as "becoming™ instead
of "being" have only just begun in the mid-80s (Holloway and Valentine 2000). Holloway
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(2014) underlined that while the later discussions on the construction of the child as a
biological and social being have gradually been diminishing, approaches to different
childhood processes that are not direct have emerged. Malone (2011) discusses the
understanding of childhood as a global concept in her article. She explains how children’s
experiences in different cultural and economic contexts may differ; therefore, the concept
of childhood cannot be explained by seeing it as a global but as a fluid, dynamic, shifting
concept between local and global. Relevant to this matter, Holloway and Valentine (2000)
show a more comprehensive understanding of global/local dichotomies on childhood.
According to them, even if both are socially constructed and informed by the symbolic
meaning of local place, the global and local are still in interaction, change each other, and
bound together.

If we remove childhood from its stereotypes such as “biological being”, “socially
constructed”, “global”, “local”, “being”, “becoming”, “future citizen” and “current
citizen”’, we can see childhood from a rights-based approach which suggests that there is
a capable human being who has a say on the issues that concern their own lives. However,
it would not be the right approach to place children in research as an abstract group from
the outside world, at least not in this research. Holloway (2014) emphasizes that it is
important for us to listen to children’s opinions about the public spaces from where they
are excluded and marginalized. However, like many of us, children do not have all the
answers, so other actors who shape their lives and whose lives are shaped by them should
be included in the research process. Adopting this approach, in this research, children are
considered as subjects and most of the methodological part of the research was shaped by

answers given by the children.

2.2.  Neighborhood as the Immediate Surrounding of Children

The neighborhood environment is an essential part of children’s daily
experiences. Therefore, understanding the concept of the neighborhood and its influence
on children is crucial to creating child-friendly urban environments which can support the
healthy development of children. This section discusses the neighborhood as an

immediate surrounding of children in two subsections. First, how the neighborhood is

14



defined by reference to the literature is discussed. Then, why the neighborhood is an

important stage in children’s daily life is explained.

2.2.1. Definition of the Neighborhood

The neighborhood is a socio-spatial concept that provides an opportunity to
interact, establish a relationship, and cope with daily challenges. The neighborhood is the
first environment where children interact with the outdoor, learn social, cultural, and
physical matters rather than their home (Loebach and Gilliland, 2010). The fact remains
that there is a lack of literature at the neighborhood level since it is a fluid, not a
straightforward concept (Cope 2008). However, the neighborhood is an important place
for researching children's local experiences and immediate surroundings.

Vaiou and Lykogianni (2006) define the neighborhood as a small ‘local’
community that may share a common past in a surrounded place where a sense of safety
and belonging is established in every day, face-to-face interactions. According to them,
considering neighborhood as a community, commodity, or consumption niche enable us
to grasp different angle of the local-global network. Besides, the approach to the
neighborhood as a commodity point to the different roles of the neighborhood as
providing local services, social facilities, employment opportunities which influence
people’s chance to involve in urban life or be excluded from certain areas. Taking a look
at the neighborhood as a consumption niche shows how it is a part of the gentrification
processes in a global network with its marketable lifestyle for different social groups.
Besides, Rasmussen and Smidt (2003) discuss the neighborhood as an abstract concept
on the one hand; and as a socio-spatial concept in which people experience, perceive, and
learn, on the other hand. Meanwhile, they assume children contain some part of the
neighborhood in their body as a tactile knowledge that they gain through everyday activity
in the neighborhood.

Campbell et al.’s (2009) article emphasize that there is a disagreement on the
definition of the neighborhood in a wide range of debates among scholars, ranging from
what the scale of the neighborhood is to the fact that place-based definitions are not

necessary for the age we live in. According to their research, the neighborhood has
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physical, social, and psychological dimensions which overlap with each other and has
multiple boundaries. They also point out the divergence of subjective definition of the
neighborhood in academic studies. Boundaries of the neighborhood may vary among the
neighborhoods based on the question asked to the residents or the context and the
function. Moreover, contemporary research uses geographical units mostly census tracts
to define neighborhood boundaries (Ellen and Turner 1997; Campbell et al. 2009). But it
is also found too large to understand face-to-face interaction and social changes over time.
Therefore, a combination of subjective and administrative measurements gives a more
comprehensive understanding of neighborhood boundaries.

As a difficult concept to grasp, the neighborhood includes different opportunities,
restrictions beyond space and time. Therefore, Hayball et al. (2018), preferred to use
“local environment” as a spatial concept. Malone (2003) conceptualized the
neighborhood as a place where local facilities are provided, and familiarity is developed
within everyday life. This research defines the neighborhood as children’s immediate
surroundings and the places that they are familiar with and with accessible amenities via

walking.

2.2.2. The Importance of Neighborhood in Child Development

The changing concepts of both childhood, and neighborhood influence children’s
physical, social and cognitive well-being. The neighborhood is a basic unit in the
development of a child according to Malone’s (2006) work. Spencer & Woolley (2000)
claim children develop personal identity via place attachment. Krishnamurthy (2019) who
scrutinizes the role of urban design to create family-child friendly cities, emphasizes that
the scale that studies should address is the local scale where everyday life occurs for
children. In other words, the importance of the neighborhood for families with children
should be examined to comprehend the indicators of environmental child-friendliness.

As a place where children spend most of their outdoor time, the neighborhood
provides a space for discovery, interaction, and play. Engaging children in the
neighborhood can provide several benefits not only to the children but to the whole city

(Carroll et al. 2015). When we look at children's areas in the cities, they are like pieces
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separated from each other whose connection is not considered according to children’s
desires and needs. As Zeiher (2003) stated children’s space is “scattered like an island on
the map of the city” (p.66). Therefore, to develop a more holistic approach to urban
design, children's neighborhood experience should be expanded to include children’s
everyday spaces, starting from the doorway.

Neighborhood as a socio-spatial concept offers a range of possibilities but these
possibilities are not distributed equally to each neighborhood or do not meet the
expectations and needs of every citizen. Interaction with others, engaging in activities,
being a part of society has an essential effect on child development (Minh et al. 2017).
Chawla (1992) defines children’s place attachment as “children are attached to a place
when they show happiness at being in it and regret or distress at leaving it, and when they
value it not only for the satisfaction of physical needs but for its own intrinsic qualities.”
(p.64).

Lack of play facilities for different developmental stages of children (Giiroglu and
Onder 2016), absence of green spaces (Karsten, 2005; Martin and Wood, 2014),
controlling adults (Broberg, Kytt4, and Fagerholm 2013; Weller and Bruegel 2009;
Carroll et al. 2015), high volume of vehicular traffic (Carver et al. 2014; Ekawati 2015)
have been the common topic of concern in changing geographies of children. All of these
factors have affected children’s use of outdoor space and the diversity of the activities
children are involved in in the outdoor environment has started to decline dramatically
(Spencer and Woolley 2000). Reduction of children’s usage of open public space leads
to a change in children’s life from outdoor space to indoor space. This change in
children’s life is called the “Domestication of childhood” (Zinnecker 2001).

Human-environment interaction research shows people gain knowledge through
interaction with different places (Malone 2015). The opportunities that the neighborhood
can offer determine people's daily routines, personal health, and social relations. The
diversity of the play, sport, nature possibilities like gathering places, flexible play areas,
biking roads offered by the immediate environment is important for children in many
aspects as they learn about themselves and the world beyond them through interaction
with the immediate environment when their experiences of the urban environment are not
restricted by their parents (Kytta et al. 2018).

Cope’s (2008) works present great literature and longitudinal study data on the
meaning of neighborhood for children. Moreover, he states that the neighborhood has

different boundaries and meanings even for people living in the same place. But still,
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children are strong geographers. While creating their own meaning of the neighborhood,
they are also involved in its reproduction. According to Cope’s (2008) study, children
understand the neighborhood through narratives and as a socio-spatial concept. On the
other hand, Rasmussen and Smidt’s (2003) study claims children experience
neighborhood in a concrete manner. The combination of these assertions shows all
aspects of the neighborhood are perceived, understood, experienced, and embodied in

children’s daily actions.
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CHAPTER 3

FACTORS AFFECTING CHILDREN’S USAGE OF THE
NEIGHBORHOOD

Children's use of the neighborhood is affected by many factors from general
policies, the social condition of the living environment to the individual characteristics of
the child. Studies in different disciplines such as planning, education, health, urban
design, and psychology have examined these factors on many different scales such as
parks, streets, neighborhoods, suburban, and urban. Although the factors affecting
children’s usage of the immediate environment are multidimensional and complex, they
can be framed as the child's characteristics, family structure, social environment, and the
opportunities offered by the physical environment. Some recent research shows that the
social environment is the most determinant factor of children’s healthy development, and
usage of the neighborhood; besides, the effects of the physical environment cannot be
ignored (Karsten, 2005; Loebach & Gilliland, 2010).

In this section, factors affecting the child's neighborhood usage and parental safety
perception are examined in two parts as neighborhood-related factors and individual-
related factors. The first part of this section is about individual-related factors which are
examined under two headings as household and individual characteristics of the children.
The last part is about neighborhood-related factors which are discussed under two
headings as the social and physical factors of the neighborhood. Social factors are
examined in terms of the child population, neighbor relations, neighbor poverty, and
stranger danger. Then, physical factors are examined under the headings of traffic, green
areas, aesthetic features, land use, residential density, access to the destination, and

recreational facilities.

19



3.1. Individual-Related Factors

This section provides a literature review on individual-related factors affecting
children’s neighborhood usage. The first subsection examines the factors related to the
child's character in detail. As most of the studies suggest, age is the most important factor
determining the spatial use of children. Although some of the studies conducted in
different socio-cultural environments claim the contrary, gender and ethnicity of the
children are also determinant factors of children’s open space usage. The second
subsection scrutinizes factors related with household characteristics. Some of the factors
that affect parents' perception of safety and permission mechanisms are education and

income level of parents. These factors and more are explored in detail below.

3.1.1. Individual Characteristics of Children

When we talk about children, we do not talk about one homogeneous group. The
physical and social abilities and desires of children are changing with age. According to
Piaget (1967) 7-11-year-old children are more aware of events and the outside world
compared to younger ones. Children’s physical and social ability is a determinant factor
of their mobility and usage of the urban space. Older children are more mobile in terms
of use of the outdoor environment (Larsen, Buliung, and Faulkner 2015). Transaction
from primary to secondary school carries importance in children gaining autonomy
(Weller and Bruegel 2009; Nansen et al. 2015). Besides, O’Brien et al. (2000) conducted
a study in London and their findings show that children in secondary school (13-14 years
old) have greater allowance to move in the neighborhood compared to primary school
children (aged 10-11). According to Broberg, Kyttd, and Fagerholm (2013), while
younger children perceive environmental affordances nearby residential areas, older ones
perceive affordances in central and more commercial areas which could be related to
allowance to move around. Among the other factors, age is the most determinant factor

of children’s mobility, usage, and physical activity.

20



Another determinant factor of children’s usage of the neighborhood environment
is gender (Esteban-Cornejo et al., 2016; Faulkner et al., 2015; Mitchell et al., 2016).
Research shows the percentage of restrictions of girls from public spaces is higher than
boys (O’Brien et al. 2000). Similar findings were also reported by Faulkner et al. (2015)
who studied the outdoor play of children, finding that boys spend much more time
(playing) outside than girls. These results reflect those of Mitchell, Clark, and Gilliland
(2016) who also found that boys spend more time outside, reach wider neighborhood
areas, and engage in more physical activity compared to girls. Likewise, Esteban-Cornejo
et al.’s (2016) study revealed that safety-related concerns on stranger danger are higher
for parents of girls who restrict their mobility as a result. Lopes, Cordovil, and Neto’s
(2018) study results show that travel accompaniment and mode to actualized affordances
change according to the gender of the child: Boys are allowed to move around
independently more compared to girls.

Marshall (2015) tried to understand the changing situation of children under
political oppression and how the restrictions affects their use of space. His findings show
that gender difference has a huge impact on the daily pattern of the children and use of
the space but in both ways, children generate new tactics to overcome the restriction in
peer relationships. Additionally, restriction according to gender is based on cultural
differences. Because of this difference, gaps between boys and girls are changing with
the geography. This could be the reason why some researchers did not find a noticeable
association between the gender of children and permission to use immediate surrounding
(Loebach and Gilliland, 2016, 2014; Weller and Bruegel, 2009).

Another factor influencing children’s behavior is ethnicity. In their study on the
relation between public open space usage and children’s independent mobility,
Chaudhury et al., (2017) found that ethnicity is associated with children’s independent
mobility to public open spaces. Supporting results show children from low-income
families and unpredominant ethnicity show a higher rate of active mobility (Stewart
2011). This is also related to different ethnic groups having different family structures
and parental norms.

Karsten (2005) has suggested a well-grounded categorization of modern day
childhoods as indoor children, outdoor children and the “backseat” generation. She
compared being a child in the early 60’s and today to understand how street was
performing and how it is today in three culturally and economically diverse

neighborhoods. According to the results of the study, “outdoor children”, who spend
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considerable time outside, enjoy the facilities that their neighborhood provides and are
mostly from lower class families. “Indoor children” mostly have working parents who do
not allow them to go outside because of stranger danger. Indoor children are the ones who
do not have much play opportunities at home by reason of being from low-mid income
families; therefore, this group is defined as the most disadvantaged category in all three
types. On the other hand, backseat generation children are the ones who can move
between activities with chauffeured transportation which are controlled, decided by
parents; nonetheless, these children have plenty of play equipment at home in their own
control. To sum up, the street used to perform as a playing area when all children were
outdoor children, albeit adults and cars dominate now. Streets also perform as a common
ground for children from different background. But today, children are more segregated

and inequality between children is on the rise (Karsten 2005).

3.1.2. Household Characteristics of Children

Children’s usage of the neighborhood, places where they can play, and how far
they can travel are largely restricted and shaped by the parents' safety perception of the
neighborhood environment. There are many factors that affect the parents' perception of
safety, such as cultural differences, education level, parental norms, past experiences,
general policies, and social facilities of the neighborhood. According to Ellen and Turner
(1997), parents’ education, employment, income, and marital status have a bigger
influence on children’s wellbeing compared to the neighborhood environment. Malone
(2007) argues that changing parenting values with the effect of media, new technological
devices lead parents to control and restrict children more and more, affecting children’s
experience, environmental competence, and resilience. Findings also show that children’s
age and gender have a big influence on parental restriction and perceived safety.

Study results by Esteban-Cornejo et al. (2016) on perception of neighborhood
safety for adolescents and parents show girls’ parents perceive higher stranger danger
than boys’ parents. Rather than adolescents’ safety perception of their neighborhood, their

results indicate that parents’ perception of safety is related with youth’s physical activity.
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The income level of the family is associated with children outdoor usage. Veitch,
Salmon, and Ball’s (2008) study on children’s active play shows socio-economic status
of the family is associated with how children use neighborhood features. According to
Canakgcioglu (2015) who conducted research with children in Istanbul, children from low-
income families have greater environmental experience and a deeper understanding of
the urban context.

Mitra (2014) found out that the duration of living is related to the unsupervised
movement of children. Those who live more than 10 years in the same house seem to
allow children more to be out. At the same time, their research showed that parental work
status (if they both work) is negatively related with the child's use of the neighborhood.
Weller and Bruegel’s (2009) work on neighborhood social capital points out that when
parents have fearful thoughts about the immediate environment, children engage less in
their local surroundings, and also if children are not familiar and tied to the local
community, parents develop a relationship with the community to a degree.

When children reach amenities via a motorized vehicle with parents, it affects
children’s sense of belonging and understanding of neighborhood environments (Derr,
Corona, and Gilgonen 2019). Therefore, car ownership of parents affects children’s
activity patterns and places. Besides, mobile phone ownership of children changes their
permission status to be in the outside environment. Crawford et al. (2017) claim that
having a mobile phone enables parents and children to negotiate on outside usage and
creates a sense of safety for both parents and children.

To sum up, as Elshater’s (2017) study reminds us, parents and children are not
attracted to the same places and activities. Therefore, both parents and children should be

included in the design and research process to create friendly places for all.

3.2. Neighborhood-Related Factors

This section provides a literature review on neighborhood-related factors affecting
children’s neighborhood usage. These factors are examined under two headings as social
and physical factors. Social affordances offered by the neighborhood are key determinant
factor of children’s willingness to play outside (Hayball et al. 2018). Higher child
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populations in neighborhoods ensure more children are playing outside. Relations with
neighbors are important for parents feeling safe about their children being outside.
Neighborhood poverty, stranger danger, and crime rate in the neighborhood also affect
parents and children’s perception of the neighborhood. Therefore, social factors of the
neighborhood are examined in detail below.

Uncovering the physical factors affecting the neighborhood perceptions of
children and parents is an important step in designing livable child-friendly cities. Even
though there are more physical factors affecting children’s neighborhood usage, in this
study physical factors are examined under vehicular traffic, land use, aesthetic features,

residential density access to destination and recreation areas.

3.2.1. Social Factors of the Neighborhood

The social structure of the neighborhood has a significant effect in child
development. One example of this is Goux and Maurin’s (2006) research which shows
that non-educated families in the neighborhood negatively affect adolescents’ educational
improvement. Neighborhood’s cultural texture, the strength of social relations, and the
social structure play a major role in whether parents restrict or allow their children's
outdoor usage. In this section, the social factors of the neighborhood that affect children's
open space usage is examined under four headings. The first section of this part is the
child population which is examined through its effect on children's outdoor play.
Afterwards, the effect of social relations established by families and children is examined
through relationships with neighbors. Then, the relationship between neighborhood
poverty and children’s access to neighborhood amenities is discussed. Finally, the
stranger danger, which is one of the most influential factors in children's open space

usage, is discussed.
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3.2.1.1. Child Population

Population and residential density of the neighborhood influence the perception
of safety, physical activity, and usage of the neighborhood destinations. High population
density areas are likable for children since it provides social opportunities for residents.
Additionally, higher child population areas provide playmates for children. Therefore, the
presence of other children around is positively associated with children’s play activity
(Broberg, Kyttd, and Fagerholm 2013). Karsten (2005) states that a decrease in the child
population of the neighborhood causes dropping in children’s outdoor usage. Similarly,
Hayball et al.’s (2018) study support the argument that the absence of other children in
the immediate vicinity has an effect on children's outdoor usage. According to them, one
of the most important determinants of children playing outside is the presence of a friend
because children do not prefer to go out unless they have a friend. Supporting this,
Loukaitou-Sideris and Sideris (2010) state that there is a positive relationship between
girls' willingness to use the park and the under-18 population.

Residential density in the neighborhood is also a factor related to the
neighborhood usage of children. Broberg, Kyttd, and Fagerholm’s (2013) study shows
residential density is positively associated with children’s independent access to
affordances. Frank et al.’s (2007) findings point out that residential density is positively
associated with walking in children aged between 9-11 because high-density
neighborhoods can offer a sense of safety. Since population and residential densities
determine the social structure of the neighborhood, together with other social factors, it
affects the children's desire to use the outdoor environment and their perception of safety

about their neighborhood.

3.2.1.2. Neighborly Relations

Neighbors and social interaction in the neighborhood influence children’s
development. Also, the social cohesion of the neighborhood affects parental licenses

(Schoeppe et al. 2015). Crawford et al. (2017) argue that having familiar people and close
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neighbor relationships in the neighborhood positively influences parents' and children's
perceptions of safety. This view is supported by Malone (2013) who claims that neighbors
ensure the safety of children when there are no parents around. Similarly, Weller and
Bruegel (2009) state that the involvement of parents in the local community gives children
more autonomy. Mitra et al. (2014) suggest that one of the steps that can be taken to make
children safer is intervention at the neighborhood level to produce and strengthen the

social relationship between neighbors.

3.2.1.3. Neighborhood Poverty

Carroll et al. (2015) revealed that among other factors income level of the family
affects children’s travel mode and behaviors. Results of their study show that children
from low-income suburban neighborhoods walk to school or shops more often than
children from middle-income suburban neighborhoods and have higher levels of
permission to travel independently. Similarly, children from low socio-economic
neighborhoods have greater independent mobility compared to children from higher
socio-economic settlements (Mitra et al. 2014). Besides, Veitch, Salmon, and Ball’s
(2008) study shows that neighborhoods with lower socioeconomic status were much more
distant from parks than neighborhoods with higher socioeconomic status. Looking at its
effect on children, neighborhood poverty or low socio-economic status is found highly
associated with children’s unhealthy development (Minh et al. 2017).

All these studies show that while neighborhood poverty negatively affects
children’s outdoor usage, physical activity, and healthy development, this is also due to
low socio-economic status neighborhoods’ lack of easy access to urban facilities and the

unequal distribution of these facilities.
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3.2.1.4. Stranger Danger

Neighborhoods where crime rates are high and the social environment is seen as
dangerous not only have negative effects on the emotional development of children but
also cause behavioral problems (Minh et al., 2017). Parents’ fear of strangers and traffic
is a determinant factor of children’s use of the outdoor environment (Carver, Timperio,
and Crawford 2008; Hillman, Adams, and Whitelegg 1990; Kytt4d 2004; Jack 2010;
Mackett 2013). Although the two main factors affecting the safety perception of parents
are stranger danger and risks related to traffic, it is shown that the fear of strangers is the
most important cause of restrictions of children (Malone 2013; Crawford et al. 2017;
Faulkner et al. 2015). Stranger danger is expressed by fears of both physical harm and
kidnapping in Crawford et al.’s (2017) research. Many parents also think that children
can be easily fooled because of their age. It is not only the parents who worry about
strangers, children also fear strangers or being bullied by older children. In addition, the
perception of crime in the neighborhood has an impact on children's usage of the outdoor
environment. Lambert et al. (2019) state that parents’ and children’s perception of crime

negatively affects children’s physical activity around the neighborhood.

3.2.2. Physical Factors of the Neighbourhood

A diverse range of environmental affordances appreciated by children such as
accessible parks, natural areas, mix land use, leisure opportunities are appreciated by
children (Malone, 2013). Besides, built environment structure and features like safe
routes, sidewalks in good condition, and traffic calming implementations affect children’s
mobility positively (Curtis, Babb, and Olaru 2015). Studies also show that high rise areas
have fewer children in the street (O’Brien et al., 2000). However, under this title, physical
factors affecting children's usage of the neighborhood environments is examined under
the headings of vehicular traffic, land use, aesthetic features, residential density, access

to destinations, and recreation areas.
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3.2.2.1. Vehicular Traffic

To uncover children’s experience in the local environment, Loebach and Gilliland
(2010) conducted research with children using a combination of qualitative methods like
child-led neighborhood tours and photography. Their findings show that children find
streets with heavy traffic too noisy and risky because it contains unfamiliar people who
might be dangerous, and they are not allowed to go there.

Krishnamurthy’s (2019) research tries to understand what planners and designers
could do to create family-friendly cities with the analysis of streets, play spaces, and green
spaces in Eindhoven, Netherlands. Her findings show that the volume of traffic is the
most common reason to perceive the street as an unsafe place. Parents comment that
traffic calming, visible traffic signs, and safer bicycle routes would change their sense of
safety. Esteban-Cornejo et al.’s (2016) study results also point in the same direction of
taking steps towards traffic safety. According to their findings, parental perception of
traffic safety is associated with adolescents’ physical activity level. Additionally,
Villanueva et al.’s (2012) study state that when there is a presence of busy roads, only the
girls’ activity space is restricted by parents.

Timperio et al. (2004) state that the absence of traffic lights and controlled
crossings reported by parents was associated with the low level of walking behavior
among boys. According to Davison and Lawson (2006), the presence and quality of
sidewalks, low-density traffic, and available public transportation are positively
associated with children’s physical activity and walking behavior in most studies.
Ekawati’s (2015) study about street elements' and quality’s effect on child play in
Indonesia point out that traffic calming is the most determinant factor of children’s

activities in the street, with size and green spaces as the following determinant factor.

3.2.2.2. Land Use

Children enjoy local commercial services that meet their interests. Commercial

services in close proximity like groceries or snack bars allow children to interact with the
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local community and build a relationship (Loebach and Gilliland, 2010). Loebach and
Gilliland’s (2014) further research on children’s neighborhood activity space states that
when there are commercial areas, mix land uses in 800m buffer to children’s home,
children spent more time in distant settings. Likewise, Zhang and Li (2012) claim mixed
land use encourages children’s social interaction and increases physical activity. On the
other hand, Villanueva et al. (2012) note that although children's use of some local
destinations has a positive effect on their mobility, not every destination has a positive
effect. For this reason, while designing mix land use areas, it is necessary to examine the

needs of the local community and children in detail.

3.2.2.3. Aesthetic Features of the Neighborhood

For some children graffiti is a sign of gangsters or people who might hurt them,
while some children consider it as cool artwork; besides, children view abandoned places
and neglected yards as nasty and unsafe places (Loebach and Gilliland, 2010). A broader
perspective has been adopted by Hayball et al. (2018) who argue that although the
presence of graffiti triggers negative associations with bullying adolescents, children
indicate that they also like street art and colorful walls. For this reason, these areas contain
potentials that can be transformed into street art and community bounding project which
can be viewed as a positive thing for children. While Martin and Wood (2014) state that
neighborhood aesthetics have not been studied much because it is not a very well defined
concept, they claim that aesthetic elements of the neighborhood, such as garbage on the
street, graffiti, neglected houses, and gardens are associated with crime and cause safety
concerns. However, they say even if most of the studies in this field are carried out with
adults, children, who are affected by the experiences and views of their parents, make a

connection between safety and neighborhood aesthetics.
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3.2.2.4. Access to Destination

Children's access to and usage of local destinations and recreational areas is
related to their proximity to these destinations (Lambert et al. 2019) and the form of the
built environment. Derr, Corona, and Gililgénen (2019) conducted a study with children
from Boulder and Mexico City to understand children’s perceptions of urban resilience
with creative child-friendly methods. Results show being able to access play spaces,
natural elements, friends, and families were the common factors for children to feel safe.
Besides, Davison and Lawson(2006) point out that most of the studies found a positive
association between children’s physical activity and their proximity to playgrounds and
parks. Although the proximity of neighborhood destinations is an important factor, the
street structure also has a relationship with the accessibility of these destinations. Holt et
al.’s (2008) study highlight that grid-style neighborhoods promote active walking
compared to the lollipop-style neighborhood and grid-style neighborhoods is more
appealing for older children to access neighborhood opportunities. However, Villanueva
et al.’s (2012) study show that while the nearby destinations are easily accessible to
children, they prefer not to use them if the destination is not interesting enough. In other
words, these areas should not only be in close proximity but should be designed to meet

the different usage needs of children.

3.2.2.5. Recreation Areas

Loebach and Gilliland’s (2010) study states local parks were the favorite place of
most of the children because they contain opportunities to play, but for some, the presence
of scary people and trash make it an unpleasant environment. When play facilities are
well-kept and plenty in the neighborhood, children prefer to use them even if they found
playing in the street as safe and more accessible (Krishnamurthy 2019). The presence of
recreational areas near the home of the child is positively associated with physical activity
(Davison and Lawson 2006). According to Frank et al. (2007), access to open spaces and

recreational facilities is the most important factor for walking behavior of all ages (5-20
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years). Mitchell, Clark, and Gilliland’s (2016) findings also support the importance of
access to recreational areas like parks and sports fields for children’s physical activity.
A high proportion of green areas is positively associated with children’s access to
functional and emotional affordances (Broberg, Kyttd, and Fagerholm 2013). Routes with
different kinds of trees are attractive to children but only when they are tidy and well-
kept (Loebach and Gilliland, 2010). Lambert et al.’s (2019) review on children’s outdoor
play and built environment show the proportion of green areas is moderately associated

with the outdoor play of children aged between 2-15.
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CHAPTER 4

STUDY SITE AND METHODOLOGY

4.1. Study Site

The city of Corum is located in the northern part of central Anatolia. Corum has
a total population of 530.126 in 2020. Its central district has 56,46% (299.325) of the total
population (TUIK, 2020). With the establishment of a state university and recent
migration from eastern countries, the socio-economic structure of the city has changed
gradually. Meanwhile, the city has started to grow to meet the demand. Figure 4.1 shows
a general land use analysis of Corum with the emphasis on selected neighborhoods for
the study called Buharaevler and Gulabibey.

With the changing needs of the population and the expansion of the city in
different directions, new boulevards appeared in different neighborhoods. The Ankara-
Samsun highway is one of the important roads of Corum which divides the city. While
there were not many residential areas on the northern part of the road in the past, rapid
construction has started to occur in the last 20 years. The Eastern part of this area consists
of luxury detached houses and the rest is constructed as residential areas with 6-7 story
buildings. There are industrial areas in the southwest part of the city. In this part of the
city, the new city hospital and the new urban park are located. Another important road
which works as a main artery is going from the south-west to the north-east of the city.
While this artery connects to the highway at both ends, it also gathers the important
commercial, recreational, and cultural centers of the city around it. There are densely used
green areas near the city center on this line. These green areas are also located near the

municipality's sports centers and the theater.
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Figure 4.1. Land Use Analysis of Corum
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Figure 4.2. Location of Two Neighborhoods in Corum

Conducting fieldwork in the hometown of the researcher help researcher
practically interpret qualitative data since the researcher is familiar with the social and
cultural context of the study area (Wiistenberg 2008). Therefore, two neighborhoods from
the city of Corum were chosen for the field research due to the familiarity of the researcher
with the city. One of them is Buharaevler and the other one is the Gullabibey
neighborhood. Figure 4.2 shows the boundaries of these neighborhoods. To examine the
factors affecting children’'s perceptions of the different neighborhood characteristics,
these two neighborhoods were chosen because they differ in terms of built environment
characteristics. Additionally, their child population rates are considered. Table 4.1 shows
the total population and child population in all neighborhoods registered to the
municipality of Corum. According to this data, Buharaevler and Gilabibey
neighborhoods have the densest child populations. The presence of other children in the
outdoor environment increases children’s willingness and involvement in play activities
(Broberg, Kytt, and Fagerholm 2013). Therefore, to understand children’s open space
usage, | chose the neighborhoods which present different characteristics while containing

a high rate of the child population.
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Table Error! No text of specified style in document.1. Neighborhood Population of Merkez/Corum
(Source: TUIK, 2020)

Name of The Neighbourhood Population Child Population
Neighborhood 18+ | 18> | Total Population Rate
Buharaevler Neighborhood | 20306 8759 29065 30,14%
Gulabibey Neighborhood | 29581 | 12555 42136 29,80%
Kunduzhan Neighborhood 2036 858 2894 29,65%
Mimarsinan Neighborhood | 11542 4623 16165 28,60%
Ak Kent Neighborhood 3800 1504 5304 28,36%
Ulukavak Neighborhood 44121 | 17236 61357 28,09%
Uctutlar Neighborhood 17909 6847 24756 27,66%
Coplu Neighborhood 1587 522 2109 24,75%
Karakegili Neighborhood 4434 1445 5879 24,58%
Kale Neighborhood 14844 4705 19549 24,07%
Bahcelievler Neighborhood | 36309 | 10801 47110 22,93%
Yavruturna Neighborhood 5791 1371 7162 19,14%
Yeniyol Neighborhood 1148 255 1403 18,18%
Cepni Neighborhood 2255 456 2711 16,82%
Bayat Neighborhood 83 16 99 16,16%

Gulabibey is located in the southern central part of Corum (Figure 4.2). Gllabibey
neighborhood is an old neighborhood of Corum, where mostly low-income families live.
Additionally, people from diverse backgrounds used to live in Gulabibey. Therefore, lots
of newcomers from different ethnic identities prefer to settle in this neighborhood.
According to the Middle Black Sea Development Agency’s social analysis report,
Gulabibey is one of the neighborhoods where migration from rural areas to the cities is
concentrated (OKA, 2015). The building typology of this area consists of low-rise
buildings with gardens and generally 2-3 storey apartments (Figure 4.4).
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Figure 4.3. Land Use Analysis Around the Selected School in Gilabibey Neighborhood

Figure 4.3 shows a land use analysis around the selected school in the Gulabibey
neighborhood. There are many commercial areas around the school, but the green areas
are small and located far from each other. The western part has high schools and a well-
known hospital. The large park in the eastern part is surrounded by wide roads and is

located on sloping land. Although the park has a large area, it has empty areas that are

neglected and unforested.

Figure 4.4. Street Views from Gulabibey Neighborhood
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Figure 4.5. Land Use Analysis Around the Selected School in Buharaevler Neighborhood

The Buharaevler neighborhood contains old parts of the city as well as country
cottages, and newly constructed residential areas. The city is expanding on this side. Most
high- and mid-income people live in this neighborhood. It is a region consisting of 5-6
story apartments with gardens. Figure 4.5 shows the land use around the selected school.
Since this area is a new residential area, there are many vacant building blocks. However,
the green areas are quite numerous and in close distance. Figure 4.6 presents some park

pictures from the neighborhood. Commercial areas are also located around the main

roads. There are country cottages in the northern part which connect to dirt roads.

Figure 4.6. Street Views from Buharaevler Neighborhood
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Table 4.2. Gross Residential Density and Play Area Per Child

Gross Residential Density (pph) Play area per child (m2)
Buharevler 94,98 16,34
Gulabibey 144,80 4,65

Table 4.2. shows gross residential density and play area per child for two
neighborhoods. Gross residential density is calculated by the base map provided by
Corum Municipality. Total Park areas are calculated to understand the play area per child
according to child population. Results show children from Buharaevler Neighborhood
have approximately four times more play areas compared to children from Gilabibey
Neighborhood. Besides, gross residential density is lower in Buharaevler compared to
Gulabibey Neighborhood.

4.2. Study Methods for Data Collection

This study aims to examine the social and physical factors that affect children's
perception and usage of the neighborhood. In this context, research is conducted with
both 22 children aged between 9-10 and their parents living in Buharaevler and Giilabibey
neighborhoods. To examine the factors that affect children’s neighborhood usage, three
research methods have been applied. These are site observations in two selected
neighborhoods, a survey with 132 parents of 3rd and 4th grade children, and the focus
group interviews with a selected group of 22 students. The focus group interviews with
children also included drawing and a trip diary technique. Different child-centered
methods were used together to understand children's experiences and perceptions of the
neighborhood, as the use of different methods together provides a deeper understanding
of children’s experiences (Hemming 2008; Greene and Hill 2005).

To begin the data collection process, one primary school from Buharaevler and
one from the Gulabibey neighborhood was selected as a study area. Thereafter, ethical
approval was obtained from the Izmir Institute of Technology (See Appendix D), and
permission to conduct research in two primary schools was obtained from the Ministry of
National Education, Corum Provincial Directorate of Education (See Appendix C). These

are the Bekir Aksoy primary school from Buharaevler neighborhood and the
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Basogretmen Atatiirk primary school from Giilabibey neighborhood. The Buharaevler
neighborhood has three primary schools one of which is private, while the others are
public. Bekir Aksoy primary school is selected as the study area because of its centrality
among others. Gilabibey neighborhood has five primary schools. Basogretmen Atatlirk
primary school is selected from these schools because it is the central one among others.

Data collection for this study started with the parental survey. With the help of the
data from parental surveys, children were selected for focus group interviews. After
getting permission from parents for their children to join the study, focus group interviews
with children took place for two following weeks. During the parental survey and focus
group interview phases, neighborhood observations were made simultaneously. Each data
collection process mentioned is explained below in more detail.

Outdoor usage of primary school age children is determined by parents'
permission and restriction mechanisms, in addition to individual characteristics of the
children and neighborhood qualities. In order to understand the factors that affect
children's usage of the neighborhood, it is necessary to have data on parents' perceptions
of the neighborhood and permission mechanisms for their children. Therefore, |
conducted a survey with 132 parents of 3rd and 4th grade primary school students. Survey
questions were generated through consideration of previous surveys about parents’
perceptions of neighborhoods. The parental survey with open and close-ended questions
includes three sections. These sections contain 37 questions related to understanding the
general perception of the parents about their neighborhood and their home (9 questions),
their child’s outdoor usage and their control mechanisms on it (14 questions), and general
information about the socio-economic characteristics of the family (14 questions).
Questions included in this survey are detailed in the following sections.

The parental surveys were applied in Bekir Aksoy Primary School and
Basogretmen Atatlirk Primary School in Merkez/Corum. Due to the pandemic situation,
the Ministry of National Education did not allow to distribution of survey questions in
paper format to students to take these surveys to their parents. Therefore, the survey was
conducted through an online platform. This situation decreased the number of responses
received. Online surveys (see Appendix B) were distributed through the WhatsApp group
of parents by 3rd and 4th grade teachers at the two public primary schools. The number
of responses was lower than expected. Only 132 parents from both neighborhoods

responded to the online survey. 94 responses came from the parents of 48 boys and 46
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girls from the Buharaevler neighborhood and 38 of them are from parents of 24 boys and

14 girls from the Gllabibey neighborhood.

st ring around the school

School Area

500m radius circle
around the school

Figure 4.7. Buharaevler (left) and Giilabibey’s (right) observed street for scoring.

Field observation was conducted in the neighborhood for two consecutive weeks.
Each neighborhood was observed two times on weekdays. According to five categories
generated based on literature review, mobility features, aesthetic features, land use, sense
of safety, and play options of the neighborhoods are observed and analyzed using a
scoring method. The observation was limited between the area of 500 meters from the

school and the main roads. Figure 4.7 shows observed streets in both neighborhoods for
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scoring. In order to analyze factors affecting children’s open space usage, features and
qualities which increase children’s neighborhood usage score as 1, and the ones which
decrease children’s usage score as 0 on the neighborhood features’ checklist for each ring
(see Appendix B). To enter data into the scoring checklist, the streets in the neighborhood
were divided into rings based on their distance from the school. While the streets around
the school were considered as the first ring, the streets parallel to it were numbered as the
second, third, and fourth rings according to their distance from the school (See Figure
4.7). The 5th ring was not considered in the scoring, and the scoring was made according
to the 4 rings around the school. It is aimed to show current neighborhood features and
qualities through field observation. Besides, scoring results enable to make a comparison
of differences between actual physical features of the neighborhood and perceived ones
by parents and children.

For the stage of gathering information through the children, this thesis deployed
several techniques to gather data about and to understand children’s spatial experience
and perception. Using a combination of different research techniques enables respondents
to join the research process with one fitting them since one method cannot suit everyone.
The focus group technique was chosen for this study because it is particularly useful for
combining different methods. Other advantages of focus groups are that it diminishes
pressure on respondents by giving them time to think and listen to others (Basch 1987)
and that it balances the power relationship with the help of peer relations in the discussion
with the researcher (Hennessy and Heary 2005).

To determine who is going to be invited to the focus groups the information of
parents’ street addresses from the online parental survey is used. Children living within a
500-meter radius away from their school are considered as meeting the criterion for focus
group interview participants. The parents of 26 children who met the criterion were
invited to the phone and their verbal consent was asked for their children’s participation
in the study. A total of 22 parents (11 from each school) gave their consent for their
children’s participation in the study. Due to the pandemic situation, the Ministry of
National Education did not allow face-to-face interviews with children. Thereupon, a bag
containing maps, drawing papers, drawing materials, and a diary to be used in the focus
group study was prepared for each child and given to the school officers to be delivered
to these children.

To set a time for the online focus group meeting and to share the meeting links, |

created a WhatsApp group for the parents of the children of each neighborhood. Nine

41



children (four girls, five boys) from the Giilabibey neighborhood and ten children (five
girls, five boys) from the Buharaevler neighborhood attended the first focus group
interview. Because of the pandemic circumstances, children were tired of online classes,
so it was hard to convince them to join the online interview. Also, permission from the
ethical committee arrived during the last open weeks of primary schools, and the first
group discussion was held after school finished. Therefore, children were out more or had
already moved to their villages, and some of them were not able to connect to the internet.
The week after the first group discussion, was a national holiday in Turkey, so parents
did not want to set a time for that week. The week after, we set a time for the second focus
group interview. Only four children (one girl, three boys) from the Gulabibey
neighborhood and nine children (five girls, four boys) from the Buharaevler
neighborhood joined the second focus group interview. The internet connection was not
stable for some children so some of them were poorly connected to the whole interview.

The participated 11 students from each school were divided into two groups
including five and six students with an equal gender distribution. First, the focus group

discussion with children in each of the four groups included the following steps;

I.  Introduction of the study and warm-up game:
I represented myself and my study to the children and thanked them for
being a coproducer of the knowledge. While | was introducing what |
expected from them and how the discussion would be shaped, I
emphasized that there was no right or wrong answer for this study, | just
wanted them to share their experiences freely. After that, we played an ice-
breaker game to learn each other’s names and to warm the barrier that

online interviews cause.

ii.  Map drawing with recalling photography from the neighborhood:
The map of their neighborhood which was provided to the children with
the bag was shown on the screen and children took their map in front of
them (See Figure 4.8 and 4.9). Supporting interviews with visual materials
helped to analyze interviews (Nansen et al. 2015). Therefore, | gave a
basic explanation of the map to the children and showed them some
pictures from important places in the neighborhood to make it easy for

them to navigate. | wanted them to circle their home, the places where they
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usually play, the parks that they usually go to, the places they walk. This
exercise would be successful in a face-to-face interview, but it lost its
meaning in the online interview. It was hard to discuss the places that they

found important because of the screen barrier.
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Figure 4.9. Example of a Map Given to Children Living in Buharaevler for Map Drawing Exercise
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Discussion about the neighborhood to understand children’s
perception:

After we finished the mapping exercise, | started to ask the children
questions about their neighborhoods. | reminded them not to answer the
questions if they did not want to and that this was not a class exam, and
they would not get a grade. Between and in questions, | asked them some
questions to keep them on the topic and to encourage them to talk more
and give more detail. The order of the following questions in each focus
group interview was changed according to the interest and answers of the
children. Questions which were asked to children to understand their
perception of the social and physical characteristics of the neighborhood
are “What is the best thing about living in this neighborhood?”, “What do
you like about your neighborhood, and what do not you like?”, “What kind
of things in your neighborhood make you scared?”. Some other questions
were asked to understand children’s outdoor usage. “Does car traffic affect
your outside usage and play?”, “Where is your favorite place in your
neighborhood?”, “Can you go to a park close to your home?”, “Are there
things you like, and you do not like in the parks?” and “What kind of

activities do you do in your neighborhood rather than playing a game?”.

Explanation of trip diary:

The trip diary technique enables us to understand the daily routines and
activities of children and to compare how children’s open space usage
varies (Punch 2002). Chaudhury et al. (2017) used the travel diary method
with children for one week to investigate the relationship between CIM
and children’s usage of public open spaces. They include sections for
children to fill each day. Sections of the trip diary are the destination, travel
mode, accompaniment status, the purpose of the trip, and emotional
outcome. Because I mainly focus on children’s usage of their
neighborhood in terms of meaningful experience in my research, |
generated the trip diary sheets for children to fill for seven consecutive
days of the week. Additionally, there was another map in the bag that the
children brought from school. This map was the same map that children

used during the mapping exercise. | wanted children to mark destinations
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1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

which they wrote about in their trip diary. However, because of the online
format, | skipped this task as the mapping exercise was already too hard
for children at this age. Lastly, | thanked them again for sharing this
valuable information with me and finished the interview by explaining to
them how to fill the trip diary until the next meeting. Figure 4.10 shows

an example from a trip diary.

Pazartesi
Buraya nasil gittin? Burada kiminle birlikteydin? Burada ne yaptin? Burada olmak sana nasil hissettirdi ?
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Neler dikkatini cekti, seni tedirgen eden bir sey var miydi? Neler yapmaktan hoslandin?

Haritay: etiketlemeyi unutma :)

Figure 4.10. One Page from Trip Diary

The second focus group discussion included the following steps;

i.  Warm up talk about the neighborhood:
The second focus group interview started with recalling the first interview
topic and the aim of the study. I asked the children if they had anything
they would like to add to the topics we discussed at our first meeting.
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ii.  Drawing exercise about their dream neighborhood:
After a small talk, children were asked to draw a neighborhood in which
they wanted to live in. | told them not to feel pressure about drawing and
reminded them even if they were not able to draw what they wanted to,

they would have a chance to express themselves verbally.

iii.  Verbal expression of the drawing:
After children finished drawing, each child showed their drawing to the
camera and explained what they drew and why. After all children finished,

I thanked them all again and finished the second focus group interview.

Children were supposed to bring their drawings and trip diaries back to school but
during that period school was closed and most of the parents did not bring the files to the
school, some families got infected with Covid-19, and some told me they lost the files. In
the end, the trip diary, map, and drawing files were collected from only nine children, of
which five are from the Buharaevler neighborhood (three girls, two boys), while four of
them are from the Gulabibey neighborhood (one girl, three boys).

All focus group discussions were recorded using a voice recorder and then
transcribed for content analysis. 1 used MAXQDA?2020 for the content analysis of the
focus group interviews. First, |1 uploaded the transcribed document to MAXQDA and
coded the children’s answers. After I finished coding, | grouped codes into positive and
negative perception categories. | explain the categories in more detail in the results section
below.

As a result, the variety of methods used in this study was chosen to gain an in-
depth understanding of children's spatial experiences and perceptions. With the
observation method, data were collected on the different characteristics of the
neighborhoods, the built environment features, and the current status of these features.
The parental survey, which consisted of open and closed-ended questions, provided data
on the general perception of the parents living in this neighborhood, their licenses on their
children to go outside, and the demographic characteristics of the parents. With the trip
diary technique used in the focus group study, data on children’s daily routine and
neighborhood usage were obtained. In addition, the themes for the neighborhood that
children wanted were revealed with the drawing technique. While using different methods

together and discussing them verbally in the focus group interviews make it easier to
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interpret the data obtained. Data about the experiences and perceptions of the children
about the affordances offered by the neighborhood were collected through the questions
asked to the children in the focus group study. The data obtained from the field research

are discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 5

RESULTS

This chapter examines factors affecting children’s neighborhood perception and
usage in detail through data generated from the field observation and the research
conducted with parents (132 respondents) and selected children (22 participants). In the
scope of the research, three research methods have been applied to examine children’s
neighborhood usage. These are observations in selected neighborhoods, online parental
surveys, and focus group interviews with selected children. The scoring method is used
to analyze neighborhood qualities, descriptive analysis is employed to interpret online
parental survey data and content analysis is employed to interpret data gathered from
focus group interviews.

Results are divided into four sections. The first section examines the difference
between the characteristics of the two neighborhoods according to field observation. The
second section is about neighborhood perception of parents and children. The third
section scrutinizes children’s current neighborhood usage. The last section is about
potential intervention areas for designing child-friendly neighborhoods according to

parents’ safety perception and children’s desires and expectations in the neighborhood.

5.1. Field Observation on Neighborhood Characteristics

Table 5.1 shows the scoring of neighborhoods according to data obtained from
field observations. Neighborhood qualities are examined under five categories which are
generated according to previous studies. These categories are mobility features, aesthetic

features, sense of safety, land use, and play options.



The scoring table presents remarkable differences between neighborhoods.
Buharaevler neighborhood got higher scores than the Giilabibey neighborhood in every
category. Mobility features scoring shows Gillabibey neighborhood has very poor
conditions compared to Buharaevler. Sidewalk conditions are not adequate for the
pedestrian in Gllabibey. Sidewalks are narrower than 1,5 meters and many of them are
broken and in need of repair. On the other hand, the Buharaevler neighborhood has newly
constructed sidewalks. Besides, the Buharaevler neighborhood has different bicycle
routes around the parks while Gllabibey has none. There is only a traffic sign close to the

schools to lower vehicular speed in both neighborhoods but there is no other traffic

calming implementations in neighborhoods.

Figure 5. 2. Park in Buharaevler (left) and Gllabibey (right) Neighborhoods.
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Table 5.1. Scores of Neighborhood Features (Source: Abatay 2019)

Neighborhood Field Observation Buharaevler Giilabibey
Questions
Features (1: features that increase children’s st nd | qrd th st nd rd th
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
outdoor usage, 0: decrease)
Is there any bicycle route?
Yes-1 No-0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mobility Is the condition of the sidewalk good?
Yes:1 No:0 (need of repair, width is 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Features less than 1.5m)
Is there any traffic calming
implementation? Yes:1 No.0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Total score of mobility features of 3| 2] 1] 1 110 0 0
neighborhoods (out of 12) 7
Avre there t;eee;s‘ Ialjslggothe Street? 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1
Aesthetic — f - 6 — —
s maintenance of the buildings good?
1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Ave streets well kept?
Yes:I No-0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Total score of aesthetic features of 3 32 2 1 0 1 1
neighborhoods (out of 12) 10
Is window level of the buildings at
Sense the street level? Yes: I No:0 ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
Are there any graffiti or damaged
of public and private properties? 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Safet Yes:0 No:1
atety Are there vacant lots? 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yes:0 No:1
Total score of safety features of 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1
neighborhoods (out of 12) 7
Avre there parks in proximity each
other’s? Yes:I No:0 ! ! ! 1 0 0 0 0
Land Are th t facilities?
re there sport facilities?
Use Yes:1 No-0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Is there only residential usage?
Yes:0 No:1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1
Total score of land use of 3 313 3 1 0 1 1
neighborhoods (out of 12) 12
Is there any play equipment suitable
for different age groups? 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Play Yes:1 No:0
] Avre there children playing outside?
Avre there open spaces for individual
and group usage? Yes: I No:0 ! ! ! 1 0 0 0 0
Total score of play affordances of 2 3 2 2 1 1 1 1
neighborhoods (out of 12) 9
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In terms of aesthetic features, Buharaevler received 10 points, while Giilabibey
district received 3 points. As in other categories, it seems that the characteristics of the
Buharaevler neighborhood are in a better condition in this category. Although there are
streets along most streets in Guilabibey, the trees are located on the sidewalks in such a
way as to block the pedestrian path. Since most of the apartments in Buharaevler are
newly constructed, their current condition is well-maintained. In addition, the exterior
facades of the houses in Gulabibey seem to have been abandoned in general (See Figure
5.3.). When we look at the general cleanliness of the neighborhood, the streets in the
Buharaevler are generally clean and well-maintained, but there is a lot of rubble and
accumulated garbage on the streets in Gllabibey.

In the sense of safety category, the Buharaevler neighborhood has 7 points and
Gulabibey has 4. Figure 5.4. shows vacant lots from each neighborhood. As a newly
constructed area, Buharaevler has empty lots. Gulabibey has some empty lots in-between
houses and also has wider empty lots which can be turned into public open spaces. There
are a lot of graffiti and damaged public properties in Gilabibey, almost every street has

graffiti in the observation area. This can decrease the safety perception of parents and

children.

Figure 5. 3. Conditions of Building in Buharaevler (left) and Gulabibey (right) Neighborhoods.
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Figure 5. 4. Vacant Lots in Buharaevler (left) and Gulabibey (right) Neighborhoods.

Both neighborhoods have mixed land use areas and trade axis in proximity. That
is why each of them has vibrant streets. There is a huge difference between the
neighborhoods regarding the proportion of green areas. Buharaevler neighborhood has a
lot of newly constructed public parks in close proximity while Gilabibey has only a few.
There is also a youth center and open public sports areas in Buharaevler while Gulabibey
has none.

The last category of scoring is play options. Each neighborhood has children
outside playing in the streets and in the gardens of apartments. Children from Buharaevler
also play in parks that have different play options like playgrounds, basketball areas,
pergolas where children can play in groups or as individuals. Like many public
playgrounds, playgrounds in both neighborhoods have play equipment for younger

children. Figure 5.2 and Figure 5.5 show the conditions of parks. In each photo, parks

from the Gllabibey neighborhood have damaged areas and graffiti around them.

Figure 5. 5. Park in Buharaevler (left) and Gilabibey (right) Neighborhoods.
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5.2. Perceptions of Neighborhood

This section provides results from the data gathered by an online parental survey
and the transcription of focus group interviews with children. First, how parents from
Buharaevler and Gulabibey neighborhoods perceive their neighborhood is examined, and
then factors affecting this perception are addressed. After that, children’s neighborhood

perception is discussed under positive and negative experiences categories.

5.2.1. Neighborhood Perceptions of Parents

First of all, the differences in education and income levels were specified to show
the demographic structure of the parents participating in the study. Figure 5.6 shows the
distribution of participant parents’ education levels in two neighborhoods. The education
level of participating parents is higher in Buharaevler. While 31,91% (30 out of 94) of
the respondents from Buharaevler have a higher level of education than high school, only

21,05% (8 out of 38) of them have a higher level of education in Gilabibey.

EPrimary School @ Secondary School OHigh School D University @ Master @ Doctorship
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Figure 5. 6. Distribution of Survey Participants by Education Level
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Figure 5.7 shows the income level distribution of participants from the two
neighborhoods. The multiple choice (single response) question is formulated as “Select
the average monthly income entering the house”. The income level is grouped into four
categories starting from minimum wage in Turkey. According to the answers, it is clear
that families from the Buharaevler neighborhood have a higher monthly income than

families from Giilabibey.

Buharaevler

Gulabibey

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

02.800b and below 02.801b-5.000b 0O5.001H-7.500b ©7.501H and above

Figure 5. 7. Distribution of Survey Participants by Income Level

In order to understand children’s neighborhood usage and the factors affecting it,
the online parental survey, which was conducted for this research, included questions on
parents’ perceptions of their neighborhood. To understand the reason for living in that
specific neighborhood, the motivation of parents was questioned in a multiple choice
(multiple responses) question as “Why did you choose to live in this neighborhood?”.
Figure 5.8 presents a comparison of the responses from the two neighborhoods. 51,06%
(48 out of 94) of all responses from Buharaevler were that it is a decent neighborhood.
The following motivation for parents to live in this neighborhood is being safe for
children with 30,85% (29 out of 94) out of all responses. On the other hand, 50% (19 out
of 38) of the responses in Giilabibey is that it is economically affordable, 28,95% (11 out
of 38) of the responses are that they are close to relatives/friends in the Gulabibey
neighborhood. These differences show the social differences in the two neighborhoods.
The parents from the Buharaevler neighborhood have unexpectedly selected the "close to

central areas" option more than the parents from the Gulabibey neighborhood. Although
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the Gilabibey neighborhood is closer to the city center, the main roads in the northern
part of the neighborhood and the commercial uses around the road are reducing
accessibility. However, the new trade axis formed on the east side of the Buharaevler

neighborhood is seen as the new central area (See Figure 4.1).

OBuharaevler @ Gilabibey
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neighborhood areas friends affordable

Figure 5. 8. Reasons of Living in that Neighborhood.

To understand the perception of the parents about selected places in the
neighborhood, 4 — Likert scale questions were asked as “Tick the following items
according to whether you see the places enough in your neighborhood for your child or
not.”. Figure 5.9 shows the percentages of responses in each neighborhood. In all
categories, parents from Buharaevler select a more positive response for their
neighborhood’s destinations and features than Guilabibey parents. Activities were the
most inadequate category among all for both neighborhoods. After the activity category,
parents from Gilabibey mostly pointed out the inadequacy of the green and play areas in
the neighborhood. Sidewalks, general cleaning of the neighborhood, and parks were

mostly selected as very good in the Buharaevler neighborhood.
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Figure 5. 9. Condition of the Places in the Neighborhood According to Parents.

To understand parents’ general safety perception of their neighborhood, a 4 —
Likert scale question was asked as “Do you find this neighborhood safe?”. Figure 5.10
shows differences between neighborhoods on safety perception. 55,32% (52 out of 94) of
parents from Buharaevler find their neighborhood very safe for their children. This
number is 21,05% (8 out of 38) for parents from Gulabibey’s. A little safe answer is
highly marked by parents from Gulabibey. When we look at the general picture, even if
Buharaevler parents’ perception of safety is higher than Gulabibey, only a minority of the

parents marked a negative response on safety for both neighborhoods.
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Figure 5. 10. Parents' Perception of Neighborhood Safety.

To understand the safety perception of the parents about selected places in the
neighborhood, a 4 — Likert scale question was asked as “Tick the following items
according to whether you find it safe for your child to be there or not.”. Figure 5.11 shows
the comparison of the perception of safety between neighborhoods. In all categories,
parents from Buharaevler selected more positive responses for their neighborhood’s place
than Gulabibey parents. One answer among all perceived as highly insecure for parents

from Gilabibey is a park close to home. Schoolyard and in front of the house were

considered the safest place among all parents.
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Figure 5. 11. Safety of the Places for a Child According to Parents.
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5.2.1.1. Factors Affecting Parents’ Permission Mechanism for Their
Children

“Which of the following sentences expresses your reasons for not letting your
child out?” is asked to parents as a multiple-choice question. Figure 5.12 shows the
distribution of the responses. In every category, the percentage of the responses from
Gulabibey is higher compared to the Buharaevler neighborhood, yet the numbers are
close. Supporting the findings from the previous question, distance is a particularly
striking response among others. 57,14% (20 out of 35) of parents from Gulabibey said
places for children are far, and only 22,09% (19 out of 86) of parents from Buharaevler

said the same.

OBuharaevler @ Gulabibey
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Figure 5. 12. Reasons for Restricting Children from Going Out

Parents were asked the question “Are there any places in your neighborhood that
you do not mind letting your child go?”. 74,46% (70 out of 94) of the parents from
Buharaevler and 73,68% (28 out of 38) of the parents from Guilabibey said yes. Responses
from neighborhoods are very close to each other. Therefore, a further question was asked
to understand how parents can feel better about their child being alone on outside. An

open-ended question was asked, and responses were grouped under five categories. The
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question was formed as “Why do you find these places safe for your child?”” and it was
asked after the question of where they allow their child to go. Figure 5.13 compares
neighborhoods responses based on this question. A considerable number of responses was
“I can see” in both neighborhoods. The majority of responses from Giilabibey are based
on being able to see children themselves or children to be seen by neighbors. 46,67% (14
out of 30) of responses are | can see and 26,67% (8 out of 30) of responses are my
neighbors can see in Gilabibey. On the other hand, closeness and being able to see the
child are the main aspects of feeling safe in Buharaevler. 36,36% (36 out of 99) of the
responses are | can see and 25,25% (25 out of 99) of the responses are it is close in
Buharaevler. Findings from Figure 5.8. and Figure 5.9. support that proximity to

neighborhood destinations importantly affects parents’ permission mechanism
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Figure 5. 13. Reasons of Feeling Safe About Children’s Being Out.

The question “Are there any places in your neighborhood that you do not allow
your children to go to?” was asked to parents. 47,87% (45 out of 94) of parents from
Buharaevler, and 55,26% (21 out of 38) of parents from Buharaevler said yes to the
question. Parents from Gulabibey were concerned more about their neighborhoods
compared to Buharaevler. Following, the open-ended question “Why do you not allow
your child to go to these places?” was asked to parents to understand in more detail. Figure
5.14 shows the comparison of neighborhoods in categories that are formed according to

responses. What stands out in the table is that insecurity and dangerous people were most
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commonly selected in Gllabibey, while it is dangerous people and escape/kidnapping for
Buharaevler. For both neighborhoods, social features of the neighborhood affect parental

perception more than physical features.

OBuharaevler @ Gilabibey
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%

10%

Z:ﬂmﬁﬂ [ ] o= -

S § 5 3 S S
& & ¢ & & & O & &
9 & oo S S) R O
N © QQ' q} Ny D Q}Q
& & & E S &
& & § =~
X C Nl &
< %@4‘

Figure 5. 14. Reasons for Restricting Children’s Outdoor Usage.

There were more questions on neighbors, household characteristics, etc. But there
was no considerable difference between the neighborhoods based on the number of
responses. Parents from both neighborhoods reported that they have good neighbor
relations. Therefore, any relation between children’s outside usage and having a neighbor
was not visible. Additionally, there was no connection between parental working status,
number of people living in the house, duration of living in the neighborhood, parents’
age, and children’s outdoor permission. Also, there was no connection between car
ownership, mobile phone ownership, and children’s neighborhood usage. A possible
explanation for this might be that the overall number of responses was not enough to show

the relationship.
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5.2.2. Children’s Perception of Their Neighborhood

In order to understand children’s neighborhood usage and the factors affecting it,
focus group interviews with selected children from each school were conducted. The first
focus group interview included questions about children’s perceptions of their
neighborhood. | started focus group discussions by asking children “What comes into
your mind when | said neighborhood, what is the neighborhood for you?”. This was
warming up question for the following discussion, and | wanted to explain to them what
I mean when | ask questions about the neighborhood. Most of the children defined the
neighborhood as buildings and streets. The second most common response was where we
play with our friends. This response mostly came from girl respondents. This finding is
consistent with that of Cope (2008) who states children understand the neighborhood as
a socio-spatial concept. After that, I explained the neighborhood to them as the immediate
surroundings where they can walk, be active, and feel part of the community. Responses
for the following questions are grouped under positive and negative experiences

categories.

5.2.2.1. Children’s Positive Experiences in Their Neighborhood

Low traffic, trees, parks, different usage, friends, and being quite are the
categories that children link with positive experiences according to focus group
interviews. Children who are able to use outdoor report more positive experiences in their
neighborhood and most of them are from the Buharaevler neighborhood. This result was
also observed by Kytt4 (2003) who claims children who can spend time in the outdoor
environment perceive and actualize more affordances. A gender difference in
Buharaevler appeared in the social factors. Most of the girls from both neighborhoods

express positive experiences based on neighborhood social characteristics.
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Having friends from the neighborhood was the most common category associated
with positive experiences in both neighborhoods. All the responses for this category come
from girl participants. Some of the girls said they like doing activities with friends no
matter what it is. Some of them like the neighborhood because they have lots of friends.
One girl (9) from the Gulabibey neighborhood responded to the question of “What is the

best thing about living here?” as:

“The best part of living here is making new friends. There are lots of children and some
children that I do not know are also passing through. They stop by my neighborhood. |

29

asked them ‘Can we be friends?’ and they say ‘Yes’.

Low traffic and parks are the second most important category associated with
positive experiences. Children found low traffic as an important aspect of their
neighborhood because it is not affecting their usage. Most of the responses for this
category were from the Buharaevler neighborhood. When we look at the parks category,
only children from the Buharaevler neighborhood found positive experiences in the park.

Having a park close by was appreciated by many of the children. One boy (9) said

“I think there are lots of parks in this neighborhood compared to others.”

Being a quite environment is the next category that children found an important
aspect for their neighborhood. This category is coded from responses of almost all girls
from the Buharaevler neighborhood. They stated their neighborhood as calm, safe, and a
lovely place to live.

Trees and different usages are the least categories associated with positive
experiences. A small portion of children from both neighborhoods mentioned their
enjoyment about seeing trees around and smell of them. Only a few children from the
Buharaevler neighborhood expressed they like their neighborhood because they are able

to do different activities in the same place.
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5.2.2.2. Children’s Negative Experiences in Their Neighborhood

Stranger danger, lack of parks and activities, dark spots, lack of friends, street
animals, peer pressure, and car traffic are the categories that children link with negative
experiences. Children from the Gulabibey neighborhood reported more negative
experiences in their neighborhood compared to children from Buharaevler. Also, some
categories were coded only from responses from Gulabibey.

Stranger danger is the most mentioned category by children. Children from both
neighborhoods expressed their fear of strangers because of different reasons. Children
from Buharaevler mentioned they are afraid of being kidnapped sometimes. One of the
children from Giilabibey expresses their fear based on real people hanging out around or
in the parks. He (10) said:

“I do not go to the small park close to us because people are always drinking there. That
is why I am not going there.”

Lack of parks and activities is the second most common category associated with
negative experiences. Only children from Gilabibey responded to this category. A
majority of them expressed that their neighborhood is a boring place because there is
nothing to do, parks are not close or full of dangerous people. Also, they mentioned they
are not allowed to go to the park because of parental restrictions.

Street animals, car traffic, dark spots, and a lack of friends are the next categories
that children perceive as negative characteristics of the neighborhood. Only children from
the Gulabibey neighborhood pointed out the inadequacy of friends in their neighborhood.
Most of them said they do not have a friend to play with therefore they found their
neighborhood as a boring place. Dark spots in the neighborhood are scary for some
children. Dark spots are illustrated by children as darkness at night and some dark
storehouse. Street animals were another category that children from both neighborhoods
mentioned as they are scared of it. Also, some children talked about traffic which is
affecting their play and usage of the street.

Peer pressure is the category associated with negative experiences. Only children
from Gulabibey responded in this category. Children mentioned bullying peers around

the parks. One girl (9) said:
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“There is someone who is called Emrah coming to the park every day. He uses violence
toward girls. It would be better if he was a bit more warmhearted.”

Overall, there were 19 negative and 5 positive responses from Gilabibey and 12
negative and 22 positive responses from the Buharaevler neighborhood. Different
physical characteristics of the neighborhoods affected children’s neighborhood usage.
Children from Giilabibey stated a lack of parks and safe areas cause them to perceive their
neighborhood as boring and unsuitable place. As a result, they mostly associated their
neighborhood with negative experiences. But children from Buharaevler enjoy being able
to shift between activities and places. Therefore, they perceive their neighborhood in a

more positive way.

5.3. Children’s Neighborhood Usage

This section examines children’s current neighborhood usage with the results
from the online parental survey, transcription of focus group interviews, and responses of
trip diary. First, parental restriction on playing outside is discussed. Second, the frequency
of children’s usage of open spaces, travel mode, and accompanying status to these places
are investigated. Then, children’s neighborhood destinations and activity places are
examined. Lastly, children’s activity types and the purpose of open space usage are

discussed.

5.3.1. Parental Permission for Their Children

To understand the differences of parental permission to play at the doorstep
between neighborhoods, the question is asked as “Can your child play alone at the
doorstep?”. Figure 5.15 shows parental permission differences percentage based on
gender and neighborhood variables. In total 85,10% (80 out of 94) of parents from
Buharaevler answered with yes, whereas 68,42% (26 out of 38) of parents from Giilabibey

64



replied with yes. As can be seen in the table below, the percentage of restrictions on girls
is similar in both neighborhoods, but restrictions on boys are higher in Gilabibey. 76,08%
(35 out of 46) of girls are allowed to play at the doorstep in Buharaevler, very close to
this response, 71,42% (10 out of 14) of girls are allowed to play there in the Gllabibey
neighborhood. When we look at the percentage of boys, 93,75% (45 out of 48) of the
boys from Buharaevler are allowed to play, while 66,66% (16 out of 24) of the boys from
Gulabibey are allowed to play. In general, children from the Buharaevler neighborhood
are allowed to play outside alone more and this notable difference is mainly related to the

difference between neighborhoods about restrictions on boys.
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Figure 5. 15. Children Allowed to Play in Doorstep.

5.3.2. Frequency, Travel Mode, Destination, Accompany Status and

Purpose of Children’s Outdoor Usage

Parents who allow their children to play at the doorstep are asked for the
frequency of this permission. Figure 5.16 presents the parent’s responses. 12 out of 26
(46,15%) answer as every day from Gulabibey and 37 out of 80 (46,25%) answer as every
day from Buharaevler neighborhood. Thus, parental permission of children to play at the

doorstep is higher in Buharaevler, and the frequency of everyday play is almost equal in
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the two neighborhoods. The difference between neighborhoods on the frequency of
outdoor play appears in 3-4 times a week and 1-2 times a week option. When all the
answers are analyzed together parents from Buharaevler permit their child more days per

week than those in Gllabibey.
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Figure 5. 16. Frequency of Outdoor Play

According to focus group interviews, most of the children from the Buharaevler
neighborhood responded that they play outside every day. One girl (9) from Buharaevler

stated:

“If I’m not out, then I’'m sick.”

On the other hand, children from Gulabibey say they go out 1-3 times a week. For
both neighborhoods, the frequency of outside usage did not change based on the gender
of the children. Children’s responses about their frequency of outdoor play are consistent
of parents’ responses.

Pie charts below (See Figure 5.17.) show percentages of the responses for travel
mode and company status of children according to trip diaries. Even if the reported
activity that children are involved in bicycle according to focus group discussions, trip
diary results show children from Buharaevler use bicycles more to reach places or just
cycle around. Children from Giilabibey reach other places by car more than children from

Buharaevler. When we look at the company status (See Figure 5.18), nearly two-thirds of
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the children from Gllabibey are accompanied by adults or siblings. On the other hand,

children from Buharaevler reach places alone or with a friend.

Gulabibey Buharaevler
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O Walking

Figure 5. 17. Travel Mode of Children.

Children establish their daily relationships and interactions through play.
Children’s expectations, play behaviors, and needs are changing with age (Ghanbari-
Azarneir et al., 2015; Kaymaz et al., 2017). Play is a way for children to learn how to
cope with challenges, explore new things, and communicate with others. | asked the
children “What do you do when you are out?” or “What kind of games do you play?”.
Responses show children spend their time mostly playing games together. These results
are in agreement with Moore (1986) and Chawla’s (1992) findings which showed group

play and friendship are important for middle childhood place experience and preferences
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Figure 5. 18. Company Status of Children
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To understand children’s neighborhood usage, a question is asked to parents as
“Where do you let your child go alone?”. The question is generated in multiple choice
and multiple response format. Figure 5.19 compares responses from the two
neighborhoods in each location. The numbers of responses gathered for each location are
compared with the total number of parents for each neighborhood to be able to compare.
Grocery shops are the most picked location for each neighborhood. School and the garden
of the house are following this answer for both neighborhoods even if the percentages
differ. The most striking difference between neighborhoods is seen in the park response.
32,98% (31 out of 94) of parents from Buharaevler allow their children go to the park
alone, nearly less than half of that percentage of the parents (15,79%- 6 out of 38) let their
child to go to the park alone in the Gulabibey neighborhood. Also, 21,05% (8 out of 38)
of parents from Gulabibey mark the option nowhere, whereas only 9,57% (9 out of 94)

of parents from Buharaevler mark the same.
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Figure 5. 19. Places That Children Allowed to Go.

As seen in Figure 4.5, the Buharaevler neighborhood has lots of parks in close
distance. In the focus group interviews, children from the Buharaevler neighborhood say
they use mostly parks and their gardens to play. They easily move between the places
depending on their play preferences and moods. Some state they use empty lots as a play
area. As empty lots provide a wide-open space, children use this space for ball games like
football or volleyball. Some children even mention that they transform the area for play.
One girl (10) said:
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“There were bushes right next to us. We asked the building manager if he could cut it, as
we wanted to play football there. They accepted this request and now we play there
sometimes.”

Children from this neighborhood also go to school for Quran courses in the
summer. They mostly enjoy going there for socializing. Children from Buharaevler report
multiple positive answers for the places that they visit and shifting between the places
was the most common response among children from there.

Some children use the streets close to home for biking. Few children mention
school as a play area since it has a wide garden providing them multiple play options like
biking, ball games, etc. The only common response from both neighborhoods is being
able to go to the grocery shop alone. When we analyze the Gulabibey neighborhood, the
main play area is the garden of their home or friends’ and relatives’ garden. Most of the

children illustrate their garden as a wide place. One boy (10) states;

“I play in our garden. Since our garden is a really huge place, it is like a park for me.”

I adopted Kyttd et al.’s (2018) classification of behavior settings to analyze the
places children reported in trip diary weekly. Table 5.2. shows how numbers are
distributed for the places by land use, communality, and openness, along with the number

of visits in both neighborhoods.

Table 5.2. Children’s Destination Numbers According to Trip Diary

OPENNESS COMMUNALITY LAND USE
CHILD-

INDOOR | OUTDOOR | SPECIFIC | SHARED | COMMERCIAL | EDUCATIONAL | RECREATIONAL | OTHER

G| B|G B || B |G| B G B G B G B G|B
Shopping 12
Mall 3 1 3 1 3 1
Grocery 3 8 3 8 3 8 33
School .
store 1 2 1 2 1 2
Pharmacy 1 1 1 3
Relative 4 3 4 3 4 3|21
Mosque 2 5 2 5 2 5|21
Garden 2 2 | 24 1 |24 2 24 79
Pool 1 2 2 5
Park 4 22 4 22 4 22 78
Course 11 1 1 1 1 6
School 1 17 1 17 1 17 54

19 37 6 46 9 42 14 41 8 11 2 18 8 46 |6 8| Z
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From table 5.2, a pie chart is created to understand percentages of place
distribution in three categories (see Figure 5.20.). While children from Gulabibey mostly
spend their time in indoor places, children from Buharaevler can use outdoor places more.
Children from Buharaevler can spend more time in child-specific places compared to
children from Gillabibey. More than half of the children from Buharaevler spend time in
recreational areas, educational and commercial places follow. Only one-third of the
children from Gilabibey spend time in recreational and commercial areas, other
categories which consist of mosques and relatives are the third popular category among
children.

| asked the children “What do you do when you are out?” or “What kind of games
do you play?”. Responses show children spend their time mostly playing games together.
Activity categories according to the coded transcript are cycling, football, hide and seek,
swinging, ball games, creative games (created by children themselves), chit chat, roller
skating, and walking around. Activity preferences between children from the Gilabibey
neighborhood vary according to gender. But there is no important difference according
to the gender in the Buharaevler neighborhood.

Cycling was the most common activity in both neighborhoods. The majority of
the children from Gilabibey who choose this answer are boys. When children talk about
the activities they do, cycling is the only alternative for children from Gilabibey, same
children also mention that they do not have a lot of friends around. One boy (10) states
that “The streets are empty so | can cycle around. There are just a few cars because the
main streets are not wide.” And another boy (10) comments “The only good thing about
this neighborhood is that you can go everywhere by bicycle.” On the other hand, it is only
one activity among others for the children from Buharaevler. For example, one girl (10)

from Buharaevler says:

“Sometimes I get bored because there is no one around so I cycle.”

Following cycling, football is the next most popular activity among children,
almost two-thirds of the responses from boys also mention they arrange a place to play
football. Hide and seek, creative games, swinging, and ball games are common activities
for children of both genders. While responses for ball games are more from children from
Gulabibey, responses for swinging are mostly from Buharaevler. These differences might

be the result of differences between neighborhoods’ physical characteristics.
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Figure 5. 20. Distribution of Land Use, Communality and Openness of Children’s Destination.

Girls® outdoor usage is strikingly based on the social characteristics of the
Gulabibey neighborhood. Chit-chat is the most common activity for the girls from
Gulabibey. Most of the girls from this neighborhood use only home gardens for outdoor

usage. A few girls from Gllabibey spend time roller-skating and walking around with a

friend.
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I ask children “With who are you going out or with whom do you spend time
outside?”. Respondents from Giilabibey mostly mention a company of older siblings
when they move out from their garden. Apart from that, they play outside with relatives
and a few friends. Most of the children from this neighborhood live close to a relative or
in a family apartment. However, children from Buharaevler reach the activity places alone
or with a company of a friend. The majority of the children from Buharaevler say they
have a bunch of friends to play with.

According to trip diary responses, | created pie charts below (see Figure 5.21.) to
show the distribution of activity types among children. There is an almost equal
distribution of activity types between children from Buharaevler. However, children from

Gulabibey are mostly involved in sedentary activities.

Gulabibey Buharaevler

O Sedentary
O Individual

oGroup

Figure 5. 21. Activity Types of Children

5.4. Intervention Areas for Child-Friendly Neighborhoods

This section discusses potential intervention areas according to results from the
online parental survey, transcribed focus group interview, and children’s drawings. First,
parents’ responses to the safer neighborhood are examined. Then, what kind of
neighborhood children wants is discussed through children’s drawings and verbal

explanations.
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5.4.1. What Parents Want from Their Neighborhood

Increasing children’s open space usage is connected to parents’ feeling safe about
those places. Therefore, an open-ended question is asked to parents as “What changes in
your neighborhood would make you feel safer for your child to play and spend time
outside?”. Responses are categorized as it is seen in Figure 5.22. The most outstanding
difference between neighborhoods is play areas. While 26,32% (10 out of 38) of the
parents from Gulabibey mark for improvisation of play areas, only 11,7% (11 out of 94)
of the parents from Buharaevler mark for the same. Traffic calming interventions are
mentioned frequently in both neighborhoods. Security for open spaces is needed for both
neighborhoods also. Although the factors that enable parents to find the neighborhood
safer for their children are similar in both neighborhoods, their order of importance
differs. Therefore, this survey shows the different priorities of the neighborhoods in order

to understand the needs of the locals.
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Figure 5. 22. Recommendations for Safer Neighborhood



5.4.2. What Children Want from Their Neighborhood

To the question of “what would be nice to change or to have in your
neighborhood?” the children gave different responses according to which neighborhood
they live in. Inadequate and unsuitable parking equipment for their age was something
children from Buharaevler particularly wanted to change in their neighborhood. They say
equipment in the park is for younger children, and they cannot fit in swings with security
belts. In addition, they want a more adventurous park like the one which exists outside
the city and can only be reached by car. Some children state they want places for different
purposes like museums and activity centers.

Children from Gilabibey say they want parks close by. They are not able to use
the parks because of the distance. Few girls say it would be nice to have street furniture
for sitting close to home. When neighborhood qualities are low, children’s demands

remain at a more basic level like in the Gulabibey neighborhood.
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Figure 5. 23. Distribution of Themes from Children’s Drawing According to Neighborhoods.

When we look at the themes emerging from children’s drawings, there are also
differences between the neighborhoods, in terms of children's wishes (See Figure 5.23).
For this exercise, children are asked to draw their dream neighborhood. They are not
limited to a type of drawing. After all children draw, they explain what they want.

Children’s drawings are coded under the themes that are shown in Figure 5.23. and Figure
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5.24. This categorization is not based on only visual representations of children’s
drawings but also their verbal expressions in the second focus group interview about what
they want in their neighborhood.

Figure 5.23 shows the distribution of themes according to neighborhoods. Since
children from Gulabibey have few opportunities to play, play equipment and green areas
are seen in most of the drawings. Children from Buharaevler appreciate mixed land use
more since they have more neighborhood features to experience. Natural elements were
more visible in drawings of children from Gilabibey (see Figure 5.26). Friends and
people are mostly mentioned by children from the Giilabibey neighborhood (see Figure
5.25).

OBoys OGirls
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Figure 5. 24. Distribution of Themes from Children’s Drawing According to Gender

When we look at the difference between drawings according to gender, mix land
use is more prominent in girls’ drawings (see Figure 5.24.). Figure 5.26 provides a good
representation of this difference. Playground equipment was featured equally in the
picture of children of all genders. Sedentary activities were more represented by girls.
Similarly, during the focus group interviews, the girls frequently mentioned that they like
to sit and chat with their friends during their time outdoors. Parks and green areas stand
out in the paintings of boys. Unlike for girls, these areas consist of green areas related to
sports such as football or buildings with wide yards. Apart from this, the attraction center
category only appeared in boys’ drawings. Attraction centers were represented as an area

that attracts people from outside, like a big hotel (See Figure 5.25.).
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Figure 5. 25. Drawing of a Boys, Buharaevler (left), Giilabibey (right).

The themes that come to the fore in children's drawings differ mostly on the basis
of gender. At the same time, the girls' drawings express the neighborhood they want in
more detail than the boys (see Figure 5.25. and Figure 5.26.). Differences by gender,
which are prominent in this study, are not seen in other methods applied in this research.
In general, in this study, green spaces and playground equipment are seen as the most
prominent themes for the neighborhood to be child-friendly, regardless of neighborhood
and gender.

Figure 5. 26. Drawing of a Girls, Buharaevler (left), Gilabibey (right)
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This study examines the effects of the physical and social environments on
children's (9-10 years old) perception and usage of their neighborhood; besides, the
parents' perception of safety in two neighborhoods with different physical structures. In
order to investigate the individual and neighborhood-related factors affecting children's
usage, a study was conducted with 22 children and 132 parents in Gulabibey and
Buharaevler neighborhoods in the central district of Corum by using quantitative and
qualitative methods. The study aims to develop interventions for the design of child-
friendly neighborhoods. This study is the first study in Corum examining factors affecting
children's usage and perception of their neighborhoods. Although the results of the study
are similar to the literature in many respects, the use of different methods enabled the
research questions to be examined in-depth. The data obtained in the study show the
effects of neighborhood qualities on children’s usage and perception of their immediate
environment and provide important results for developing planning decisions at the

neighborhood level.

e Child and Household Related Factors That Affect Children’s Perception of
Neighborhood Qualities

With this research, data on individual related factors affecting children's
perception and usage of their neighborhoods were obtained. According to the age of the
children, two findings emerge from this study. Firstly, between the ages of 9-10,
children’s neighborhood usage is limited to the distance close to home and observable by
parents. Secondly, 9-10-year-old children prefer neighborhood features that allow mostly

group activities instead of individual.
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Gender is an important factor determining the permission of children's outdoor
usage according to the literature. However, this study did not find a noticeable association
between the gender of children and parental permission to use the local environment (J.
E. Loebach and Gilliland 2016; 2014; Weller and Bruegel 2009). Besides, differences by
gender are found in children's responses about neighborhood qualities. While girls
mention mostly social factors of the neighborhood, boys often report their views on the
physical characteristics of the neighborhood. However, the discourses of the children in
the focus group work, the trip diary, and the drawings also lead to different results that
complement each other. Boys do not complain as much as girls about the absence of
friends during our interviews, but friends are more emphasized in boys’ drawings. While
friends are more prominent in the boys' drawings, the girls emphasize the importance of
their friends more in their speeches. This can be the result of every child expressing
themselves in different techniques and/or cultural diversity in upbringing children
according to their gender.

The different methods used in this study provided complimentary and overlapping
results in many respects. For example, while the things that children fear in the
neighborhood are stranger danger and peer pressure in Giilabibey, it is stated as being
kidnapped in Buharaevler. Likewise, while parents in Buharaevler talked about their fears
about their child being kidnapped, parents in Gilabibey talked about dangerous strangers.
As Martin and Wood (2014) claim children’s perceptions are affected by their parents,
children’s reason for being afraid of strangers draw correspondence with parents. On the
other hand, children’s responses about their frequency of outdoor play are consistent with
parents’ responses. These differences and similarities among children’s and parents’
responses show the importance of choosing suitable methods for investigating the factors

affecting the children’s perception of the neighborhood.

e Social Factors of the Neighborhood That Affect Children’s Perception of
Neighborhood Qualities

For both neighborhoods, social features of the neighborhood affect parents’ and
children’s perception of the neighborhood more than physical features. The presence of
other children is a very important factor for the outdoor usage of children. This was
emphasized in the studies of Broberg, Kytt4, and Fagerholm (2013) and Hayball et al.
(2018) who state that the presence of other children positively affects children's playing
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outside. At the same time, Zhang and Li’s (2012) study show that children between the
ages of 9-12 prefer to play in social interaction more than younger ones.

The data show that close relationships in the neighborhood positively affect the
perception of safety for both parents and children. According to parents’ response on the
reason of feeling safe when their child out, having a close relationship in the
neighborhood was the striking answer for both neighborhoods similar to the results of
Crawford et al. (2017) and Malone's (2003) studies. Although data from parental surveys
show that parents in both neighborhoods find their neighborhood very safe, parents also
report a high level of concern for strangers. These results reflect those of Faulkner et al.
(2015), Crawford et al. (2017), Karsten (2005), Loebach and Gilliland (2010), and
Malone (2013) who also found that stranger danger is the most important factor of
parental restriction. However, fear of strangers is also a result of the "overprotective"
parenting style produced under the influence of media, technological and cultural changes
(Martin and Wood 2014; Crawford et al. 2017; Malone 2007).

According to the literature, residential density shows positive effects on children’s
outdoor usage, while the data obtained in this study show the opposite. The reason for
this difference may be due to the fact that the children in the Buharaevler neighborhood,
which has a low residential density, have more parking space. In this respect, the results
of the study show that the parking area per child is an important factor that determines

the outdoor usage of children.

e Physical Factors of the Neighborhood That Affect Children’s Perception of
Neighborhood Qualities

With this study, data on the physical factors of the neighborhood that affect the
children's usage and perception of the neighborhood were obtained. These factors are
vehicle traffic, aesthetic features of the neighborhood, accessing neighborhood
destinations, recreation areas, and play opportunities.

If we look at the factors that affect the parents’ perception of safety physically, the
cleanliness of the neighborhood, the presence of green areas, and vehicle traffic are seen
as the first headings. Safety of the neighborhood is positively associated with the
cleanliness of the neighborhood according to parental responses (Martin and Wood 2014).
As the most outstanding answer among others, more than two-thirds of the parents from

both neighborhoods marked vehicular traffic as a reason for not finding outside safe for
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their children. This finding broadly supports the work of other studies such as
Krishnamurthy’s (2019), who emphasizes the importance of traffic calming
implementation on parental safety perception. Another result found on mobility features
of the neighborhood is the existence of bicycle paths. Data obtained from the trip diary
of children in the Buharaevler neighborhood shows that the existence of bicycle paths
encourages children to prefer a more active mode of transportation.

It is important for children to access the places in the neighborhood in terms of
their development of environmental competence (Villanueva et al. 2012; Bjorklid and
Nordstrém 2007). According to the survey results, one of the most important reasons why
parents do not send their children to certain places in the neighborhood is distance.
Schoolyard and in front of the house were considered the safest place among most of the
parents (Carroll et al. 2015). This shows that parents feel safe where they can see their
children.

The neighborhood perceptions of children living in Gulabibey and Buharaevler
neighborhoods differ according to physical and social environmental characteristics. The
playgrounds in the existing parks are seen by the children in both neighborhoods as boring
and unsuitable for this age group of children. While children emphasize the importance
of accessible green spaces for their desire to use in the neighborhood, they state that the
opportunities offered by these areas and the presence of other children are the main
variables that determine their use. If the parks, green areas, and playgrounds appear
adequate to parents, children are allowed to play outdoor more by parents (Lambert et al.
2019). As it was stated in the literature, a lack of play options is associated with negative
experiences in the Gulabibey neighborhood by children. On the other hand, children from
Buharaevler reported that they enjoy neighborhood environments because it provides a
diverse range of play opportunities (Chawla 1992; Hayball et al. 2018; Giiroglu and
Onder 2016).

¢ How Neighborhood Can Be a Child-Friendly Place for Children and Parents

While the safety perception of parents and children about the neighborhood
determines the outdoor usage of children, the different features offered by the
neighborhood also determine the outdoor usage of children in return. Key factors for
creating a child-friendly neighborhood mentioned by parents from both neighborhoods

are traffic calming interventions and securities for open spaces (Karsten and Vliet 2006).
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On the other hand, the prominent themes in the children's paintings for child-friendly
cities are open and green spaces, mix land uses, and more challenging park equipment.

Themes for child-friendly cities emerged from the drawings of children overlap
with the other findings from previous studies (Malone 2013; Krishnamurthy 2019;
Hayball et al. 2018; Derr, Corona, and Glilgénen 2019). Participant children to the study
reported that they enjoy living close to mix land uses since it increases the social
interaction. At the same time, similar to the results found by Ghanbari-Azarneir et al.
(2015), colored spaces stand out in the children’s paintings in this study.

Parents and children's responses to the question of how neighborhoods should be
designed to be perceived as safer by parents and to meet children's needs and wishes are
differentiated. As Elshater (2017) emphasizes since parents and children do not have the
same expectations about the neighborhood features. Therefore, it is of great importance
for designers to include the views of both children and parents at the local level, rather
than implementing top-down urban policies (Gleeson and Sipe 2006).

The findings of this study have several practical implications. According to the
results obtained in this thesis, the proposed urban design interventions are aimed at
encouraging children's outdoor usage by considering the safety perception of the parents.

The primary steps to be taken to create child-friendly areas at the neighborhood scale are:

o Designing playgrounds to include diverse and suitable equipment for different
ages and usage

o Reorganization of vacant lots to include play affordances

o Differentiation of park areas from each other to accommodate different play
options such as adventurous and creative play

o Implementation of street furniture

o Improvement of sidewalk widths and conditions

o Regulation of land uses according to children’s usage

o Establishing community bounding centers for sports and activities in
neighborhoods

o Transforming areas associated with crime, such as graffiti, into street art through
artistic projects involving children

o Designing neighborhood bicycle routes

o Implementation of visible traffic signs and traffic calming interventions
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Although the above-mentioned considerations include the urban design
implementations that children and parents from both neighborhoods care about, the
differences in the physical structure of the neighborhoods examined in the research
require different interventions to be applied according to the local needs. The vacant lots,
which are densely located in the Gulabibey neighborhood, have the potential to be
transformed into parks and playgrounds. However, although there are sufficient park
areas in the Buharaevler neighborhood, the play affordances offered by the parks do not
meet the expectations of children in this age group. For this reason, the playground to be
created in Gulabibey and the playground equipment in the existing parks in the
Buharaevler can be arranged as more adventurous playgrounds that support the different
usage of children.

Among the children participating in the research, girls emphasize the importance
of sedentary areas where they could chit-chat and socialize. At the same time, parents say
that they consider being able to see their children as the most important reason for feeling
safe about their children ‘s usage of the outdoor environment. For this reason, street
furniture suitable for both parents and children can be implemented on the streets.

Although mixed land use is appreciated by children, not every use is related to the
positive experience. For this reason, land uses should be reconsidered with the needs and
wishes of children. Sport and activity centers can be created for the children in the
neighborhood to come together, have fun, learn, and produce. These neighborhood
centers can positively affect the sense of safety by strengthening the social relations of
adults through children. Things like graffiti, which are common in the Gulabibey
neighborhood, negatively affect the perception of safety as it is associated with crime.
These areas can be turned into street art projects that enable the participation of children
living in that place.

Bicycle routes can be created within the neighborhood to support children's access
to neighborhood destinations and their physical activity in general. In addition, traffic
calming interventions can be implemented to increase the safety perception of children
and parents. Implementation of visible traffic signals, curb extensions, pedestrian
crossings can positively affect parents’ safety perception and increase children's access
to neighborhood destinations.

The findings from this study have shown important data revealing the experiences
of children towards their daily spaces. The fact that the study was carried out with parents

and children provides a more holistic understanding of children’s usage of their
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immediate surroundings in order to take the necessary steps to create child-friendly urban
areas. As seen in many studies and this study, areas designed by adults without the
participation of children do not meet the needs and wishes of children. Therefore, it is of
great importance for policymakers and urban designers to include children in child-

friendly city studies.

e The Limitations of This Study

The limitations of this study, which is carried out in pandemic circumstances, are
that it could not reach a sufficient number of answers to understand the relationship
between the physical environment and children’s neighborhood usage on certain issues.
One of them is that there are not enough survey results to discuss the relationship between
parents' demographic characteristics and children's outdoor usage. Notwithstanding these
limitations, the study has many important results for understanding the neighborhood
experience of children. The techniques used in the focus group interview with children
contribute to the in-depth analysis of children's experiences by revealing data that
complement and overlap with each other. However, it is suggested that different child-
focused methods should be considered for online focus group studies.

As a result, although studies recognizing child subjectivity to understand
children's perception of neighborhoods have increased in recent years, there are not
enough studies in this area, especially in Turkey. This study aims to provide urban design
interventions to create child-friendly neighborhoods by examining children's experiences
in-depth about neighborhood qualities. The results of the study highlight the importance

of child participation and neighborhood scale in designing child-friendly cities.
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY QUESTIONS FOR PARENTS

Veliler icin On Bilgi

Bu anket galismasi Izmir Yiiksek Teknoloji Enstitiisii, Sehir ve Bélge Planlama
Boliimii'nden Dog¢.Dr.Fatma Senol’un danigmanligini yaptigi “Cocuklarin Mahalle
Kullanimi: Corum (Tiirkiye) Orneginde Mahalle Olanakliliklarr” baslikli Kentsel
Tasarim Yiiksek Lisans Tezi kapsaminda gergeklestirilmektedir. Projenin amaci, 8-10 yas
(3 ve 4. smif) ¢ocuklarin mahalle kullanimini ve algilarini etkileyen sosyal ve fiziksel
faktorleri, “olanaklilik™ kuramiyla mahalle 6l¢eginde inceleyerek, “cocuk dostu” kentsel
cevreler olusturmak i¢in mahallelerdeki miidahale alanlarini belirlemek ve kentsel

tasarim stratejileri gelistirmektir.

Bu anketi 3. ve 4. smif Ogrencilerin velilerinin doldurmasi bu arastirmanin
gerceklesmesi i¢in dnemlidir. Eger siz 6grenci velisi iseniz, bu anketi doldurmaniz i¢in
yardiminizi rica ediyoruz. Bu ¢aligmaya katilmama veya katildiktan sonra ¢alismadan
citkma hakkinda sahipsiniz. Anketi doldurmaniz, arastirmaya katilim i¢in onama
verdiginiz bi¢iminde yorumlanir. Anketteki sorular1 yanitlarken kimsenin baskis1 veya
telkini altinda olmaym. Vereceginiz cevaplar yalnizca bilimsel arastirma amaciyla
kullanilacak ve kimseyle paylagilmayacaktir.

Katkilariniz ve ayirdiginiz degerli zamanimiz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.

Asagidaki her bir soru i¢in altinda verilen cevaplardan size uygun olani

isaretlemeniz ve agiklama istenen sorulara diisiincelerinizi yazmaniz yeterlidir.

“8-10” YAS OGRENCILERIN VELILERI iLE ANKET

Bu kisim yasadiginiz ev ve mahalle ile ilgili genel sorular1 kapsamaktadir.

1. Yasadiginiz yeri en iyi tanimlayan ifadeyi se¢iniz.
Bahceli bir apartman dairesi

Bahgesi olmayan bir apartman dairesi
Bahceli mustakil ev

Bahgeli paylasimli miistakil ev

Diger

Po0 o

92



2. Yasadiginiz sokak ve mahalle adin1 yazabilir misiniz?

3. Oturdugunuz ev kendinize mi ait?
() Evet () Hayir

4. Kag yildir Corum’da yasiyorsunuz?

5. Kag yildir bu mahallede yasiyorsunuz?

6. Kag yildir su anda oturdugunuz evde oturuyorsunuz?

7. Mabhallenizde komsuluk yaptigimiz kisiler var mi1?
() Evet ( ) Hayrr

8. Bu komgularimizdan yasadigimiz binada veya evinizin yakininda yasayan var mi1?
() Evet ( ) Hayrr

9. Bu mabhalleyi segme sebepleriniz neler? Uygun olan segenekleri igaretleyin.
Nezih bir mahalle olmasi

Ekonomik olarak uygun olmasi

Akrabalar/Tanidiklara yakin olmasi

Merkezi olmasi

Cocuklar i¢in giivenli bir yer olmasi

Diger (Litfen belirtiniz):

P00 o

Bu kisim ¢ocugunuz dis mekan kullanimu ile ilgili sorular icermektedir.

10. Cocugunuz kapinin dniinde tek basina oyun oynayabilir mi?
() Evet ( ) Hayrr

11. Ne siklikla kapinin 6niinde oynuyor?
Her gun

Haftada 1-2 gin

Haftada 3-4 gun

Yalnizca hafta sonlar1

Ayda 1-2 gin

Po0 oo

12. Cocugunuzun kap1 6niinde tek basina oynayamama sebepleri nelerdir?

13. Yasadiginiz mahalleyi ¢ocugunuz i¢in giivenli buluyor musunuz?
() Evet ( )Kismen Evet () Kismen Hayir ( ) Hayrr

14. Cocugunuzun hangi alanlara tek basina gitmesine izin verirsiniz?
Birden fazla segenegi isaretleyebilirsiniz.
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Bakkala
Okula
Parka
Bahceye
Sokaga
Mabhalledeki arkadasinin evine
Camiye/ibadethaneye
Hicbir yere

Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz):

~SQ@ NP Q0T

15. Cocugunuzun tek bagina gitmesine izin vermediginiz yerlere gondermeme
sebepleriniz neler?
Birden fazla secenegi isaretleyebilirsiniz.

Ana yollardan gegmesinin gerekmesi
Tehlikeli yabancilarin olmasi

Uzak olmasi

Kaybolacagini diisiinmem

Diger (Litfen belirtiniz):

Po0 o

16. Mabhallenizde ¢ocugunuzun 6zellikle bulunmamasini istediginiz yerler var midir?

() Evet ( ) Hayir

17. Neden izin vermediginizi anlatir misiniz?

18. Mahallenizde ¢ocugunuzun bulunmasinda sakinca gérmediginiz yerler var midir?

() Evet ( ) Hayir

19. Neden buralar1 ¢ocugunuz i¢in giivenli buluyorsunuz anlatir misiniz?

20. Asagidaki alanlara ¢cocugunuzun bulunmasi i¢in giivenli bulup bulmadigimiza
gore uygun rakami yazimn. ( 1.Cok giivenli - 2. Biraz guvenli — 3. Biraz
glvensiz — 4. Cok givensiz. )

Ayni rakami birden ¢ok kullanabilirsiniz

() Evimin 6nu

() Sokagimiz

() Okulunun bahcesi

() Evimize yakin bir park

21. Asagidaki maddeleri gocugunuz i¢in mahallenizde yeterli goriip gérmediginize
gore numaralandirin. ( 1. Cok yetersiz — 2. Biraz Yetersiz — 3. Biraz Yeterli — 4.
Cok yeterli)

Ayni rakami birden ¢ok kullanabilirsiniz.
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() Oyun alanlar1

( ) Kaldirimlar

() Yesil alanlar

() Mahallenin genel temizligi
( ) Etkinlikler

( ) Parklar

22. Asagidaki ciimlelerden hangileri cocugunuzu disar1 ¢ikarmama sebeplerinizi
ifade ediyor?
Birden fazla seg¢enegi isaretleyebilirsiniz.

Sokagimizdan ¢ok hizli araglar gegiyor

Parklarda ¢cocugumun ilgisini ¢geken oyuncaklar yok
Mahallemde/sokakta ¢cocuk yok

Gidebilecegi yerler ¢ok uzakta

Diger ( Liitfen belirtiniz ):

Pop o

23. Mahallenizde ne gibi degisiklikler yapilsa, cocugunuzun disarida oyun oynamasi
ve vakit gecirmesi konusunda daha giivenli hissederdiniz? Anlatiniz.

Bu kisim ¢ocugunuz ve sizinle/ailenizle ilgili genel sorular icermektedir.

24. Isminiz:

25. Aragtirmaya katilan ¢cocugunuzun yast:

26. Arastirmaya katilan ¢ocugunuzun cinsiyeti:
27. Sizin yasiniz:
28. Medeni durumunuz:

a. Evli/ Esiyle birlikte yasiyor

b. Bosanmig/Ayri yasiyor

c. Esini kaybetmis

29. Egitim durumunuz

a. Okumadi
b. Tlkokul
c. Ortaokul
d. Lise
e. Universite
f.  Yiksek Lisans
g. Doktora
30. Esinizin egitim durumu
a. Okumadi
b. Ilkokul
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c. Ortaokul
d. Lise
e. Universite
f. Yuksek Lisans
g. Doktora
31. Kendinizi ait hissettiginiz etnik kdkeni se¢iniz.
a. Turk
b. Kurt
c. Arap
d. Cerkez
e. Diger

32. Dini inanciniz

a. Sunni
b. Alevi
c. Yok
d. Diger

33. Evde kimler ticretli bir iste ¢aligtyor?

34. Eve giren aylik ortalama gelir miktarini se¢iniz.

a. 2.800 ve alt1
b. 2.801-5.000
c. 5.001-7.500
d. 7.500 ve usti

35. Evde kag kisi yastyor?

36. Arabaniz var m1?
() Evet ( ) Hayrr

37. Cocugunuzun telefonu var mi?
() Evet () Hayir

Bu ankete katilarak arasarmamiza koydugunuz katki icin tesekkiir ederiz.
Ankete veya calismaya dair herhangi bir sorunuz veya isteginiz olmast durumunda

+90xxx telefon numarasindan Gizem Sarager’e ulasabilirsiniz.



APPENDIX B

NEIGHBORHOOD OBSERVATION CHECKLIST

Table B. 1. Neighborhood Observation Checklist

Neighborhood
Features

Field Observation Questions
(1: features that increase children’s outdoor usage, 0:
decrease)

Mobility
Features

Is there any bicycle route?
Yes:1 No:0

Is condition of the sidewalk good?
Yes:1 No:0 (need of repair, width is less than 1.5m)

Is there any traffic calming implementation?
Yes:1 No:0

Aesthetic
Features

Are there trees along the Street?
Yes:1 No:0

Is maintaining of the buildings good?
Yes:1 No:0

Avre streets well kept?
Yes:1 No:0

Sense
of
Safety

Is window level of the building in the street level?
Yes:1 No:0

Avre there any damaged public and private property?
Yes:0 No:1

Are there vacant lots?
Yes:0 No:1

Land
Use

Avre there parks in close proximity?
Yes:1 No:0

Avre there sport facilities?
Yes:1 No:0

Is there only residential usage?
Yes:0 No:1

Play
Options

Is there any play equipment suitable for different age group?
Yes:1 No:0

Avre there children playing outside?
Yes:1 No:0

Are there open spaces for individual and group usage?
Yes:1 No:0
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APPENDIX D
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