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ABSTRACT

WOMEN’S SENSE OF SAFETY IN HIGH-RISE MASS HOUSING
ESTATES: THE CASE OF KUSUNLAR TOKI IN ANKARA, TURKEY

Temurer, Sena
Master of Science, Urban Design in City and Regional Planning
Supervisor : Assoc. Prof. Dr.Yiicel Can Severcan

September 2022, 133 pages

Designing and building high-rise housing estates have been a worldwide
phenomenon in recent years. A review of the literature shows that there are various
advantages and disadvantages of living in such settings. Most of the discussions
focus on the impact of these environments on the health and psychological wellbeing
of residents. Less is known about how high-rise environments affect individuals’ use
of public spaces related to their sense of safety, especially for women who live in
high-rise mass housing estates. This thesis asks: To what extent do the women
residents of high-rise mass housing estates perceive their public spaces safe? (2)
Which physical environmental factors affect women residents' sense of safety in the
public spaces of high-rise mass housing estates?

The most fundamental motivation for this study is to understand the relationship
between high-rise housing environments and sense of safety. It needs further analysis
in the context of Turkey, a country where the number of high-rise developments is
dramatically increasing so that better places that promote the sense of safety and
higher use of place of their residents can be designed. To answer the above-stated
research questions, the author used face-to-face questionnaire survey and follow-up

in-depth interviews (integrated with a mapping activity) with 45 women. Findings



show that the sense of safety of women change depending on their age, occupied
floor level and the age of their children. Socio-environmental factors such as social
disorders, familiriarity outweigh the physical-environmental factors in terms of their
effect on the sense of safety.

Keywords: High-rise Housing Estates, Sense of Safety, Public Spaces, Urban
Design, Built-Environment
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0z

YUKSEK KATLI KONUT ALANLARINDA KADINLARIN GUVENLIK
HiSSi: KUSUNLAR TOKi ORNEGIi, ANKARA, TURKIYE

Temurer, Sena
Yiiksek Lisans, Kensel Tasarim, Sehir Bolge Planlama
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Yiicel Can Severcan

Eyliil 2022, 133 sayfa

Diinya ¢apinda yiiksek katli konut alanlar1 tasarlamaya ve insa etmeye yonelik artan
bir egilim bulunmaktadir. Yiiksek katli binalarla ilgili literatiir, bu tiir ortamlarda
yasamanin bazi avantajlar1 ve dezavantajlar1 oldugunu gdstermektedir. Tartigmalarin
cogu, bu ortamlarin sakinlerin sagligi ve psikolojik iyiligi tizerindeki etkisine
odaklanmaktadir. Ozellikle yiiksek katli toplu konut alanlarinda yasayan kadinlar
olmak iizere, yiiksek katli konut ortamlarinin bireylerin gilivenlik hissiyle ilgili
kamusal alan kullanimini nasil etkiledigi hakkinda daha az bilinmektedir. Bu tez su
sorular1 sormaktadir: (1) Yiiksek katl toplu konut alanlarinda yasayan kadinlar
kamusal alanlarimi1 ne olgiide giivenli algilamaktadir? (2) Yiksek katli konut
alanlarinda yasayan kadinlarin, kamusal alanlarindaki glivenlik hissini hangi fiziksel

cevre faktorleri etkilemektedir?

Bu aragtirmanin arkasindaki en temel motivasyon, yiiksek katli konut ve giivenlik
hissi arasindaki iliskiyi anlamaktir. Yiiksek katli binalarin sayisinin énemli dlgiide
arttig1 bir lilke olan Tiirkiye baglaminda daha fazla analize ihtiya¢ bulunmaktadir,
boylece daha fazla giivenlik hissi saglayan ve sakinlerinin mekanlarin1 daha fazla

kullanmasini tesvik eden daha iy1 kentsel mekanlar tasarlanabilir. Yazar, yukarida

vii



belirtilen arastirma sorularini yanitlamak i¢in, 45 kadinla yiiz yiize anket ve bunu
takip eden haritalama etkinligiyle biitiinlestirilmis derinlemesine rdportajlar
yapmistir. Bulgular, kadimnlarin giivenlik hislerinin yaslarina, oturduklar kat
seviyesine ve c¢ocuklarinin yagina bagli olarak degistigini gostermektedir. Sosyal
diizensizlik, asinalik gibi sosyo-¢evresel faktorlerin, giivenlik hissine etkisi

acisindan fiziksel-¢evre faktorlerine gore daha agir bastigr goriilmiistiir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yiksek Katli Konut Alanlari, Giivenlik Hissi, Kamusal Alan,

Kentsel Tasarim, Fiziksel Cevre
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Context and Problem Definition

From the past to the present, there has been a search for creating the ideal form on
different scales from buildings to the cities. Professionals are examining the way
people live and the problems they have. They look for a structure so that people can
sustain their lives in better conditions and the ways to design healthy environments.
In recent times, much attention has been paid to the term “sustainable development”.
With the debates on sustainable development and increasing population, the interest
in building high-rise living is growing in many cities — a trend which we can now
see in all over the globe. In many cities around the world, the old city centers started
to lose interest and have been moved to new-built development areas with high-rise
living spaces. Some cities in the United States (like Detroit), Australia (like
Melbourne and Brisbane), England (like London), and Hong Kong are only a few of

these examples.

For more than fifty years, high-rise public housing has risen to prominence in terms
of building form in the development processes of the cities and so the lifestyles of
the majority of the population by constituting an extremely critical part of the future
city (Yuen et al., 2006). Turkey is inevitably affected by this tendency as well; from
Istanbul to Ankara, the cityscapes of the cities started to change. Mass housing
apartments built by the Mass Housing Authority of Turkey (usually called as TOKI
apartmets), are a typical example of high-rise living environments in Turkey. As a
part of the urban housing strategy, the tendency is towards building high-rise.
Belinda Yuen, a professor of environmental urban planning, summarizes the

development of high-rises in these words: “Traditional discourse of high-rise



housing is not always positive; on the other hand, new forces are redefining its place
in 21st-century urbanity” (Yuen et al., 2006, p.585).

The Economist (2006) reports that about 40 percent of the world’s tall buildings have
been completed since 2000. Beedle et al. (2007, p.33) attribute the rapid urbanization
of cities by stating that “by the year 2030, two-thirds of the world’s population will
be urbanized.” Designing the new cities of today and the future to accommodate
large populations while creating a higher quality of urban life will be a challenge.

Experience of high-rise living comes with some physical and social concerns. The
growth of high-rise housing estates across the globe implies that more and more
children are growing up in such environments. Yuen et al. (2006, p.597) state that
“there is a need (now more than ever) for urban scholarship to rekindle the issue of
liveability and give voice to the appreciation and concerns residents have of high-
rise living.” That’s why issues of livability and concerns of residents living in high-

rise housing environments need to be on the agenda.

Because of its new sets of relations in the scale of the building and its environment,
high-rise affects its environment in many aspects. In this regard, the safety notion
needs to be analyzed because of the negative image of the high-rise in the literature.
It is hypothesized that one of the reasons for suicides is dissatisfaction with high-rise
living. A study conducted in Singapore suggests that tall buildings encourage
suicides (Clarke & Lester, 1989; Lester, 1994). Moreover, Newman’s study (1975)
shows that the number of crimes is substantially higher within the public areas of
high-rise housing estates because of the increased anonymity by large number of

people and decreased surveillance.

The high-rise mass housing projects in Turkey are produced for different segments.
Since some of them are produced within the scope of squatter housing
transformation, some of the people living in TOKI’s mass housing estates (the high-
rise housing estates produced by the Mass Housing Administration of Turkey) can
be associated with crime — an issue which generates some problems about sense of

safety.



Severcan’s (2019) study reveals that several factors negatively influence children’s
appreciation and use of public open spaces in different high-rise mass housing
projects that are built in the context of squatter housing regeneration, and sense of
safety is one of the most influential ones. Having undesirable people in the
neighborhood of mass housing estates is seen as a problem for children since gangs
involved in racketeering, vandalism, and drug selling weaken sense of safety
(Severcan, 2019). Due to the lack of sense of safety in high-rise housing estates,
isolation is promoted. Severcan’s study also shows that greater conserns for safety
reduces the use of public spaces and social interaction among children. A review of
the literature shows that less is known how living in high-rise housing estates that
are specifically built for the poor affect other disadvantaged groups, such as low-

income women.

Due to its relation between social interaction and use of near surrounding areas, the
notion of public space; its definition, and factors affecting the use of public space
need to be discussed in the perspective of building form of future cities.

1.2 Aim of the Study and Research Questions

This thesis examines the high-rise development ethos in urbanism pointing out the
reasons behind the tendency towards vertical growth. It is also important to
comprehend the broader connection of urban design to social behavior and the ways
of the contribution of urban design to the urban experience. This research aims to
make inferences about the experience of low-income women residents living in high-
rise housing in terms of their sense of safety in public spaces. Examining this groups’
sense of safety in the public spaces of high-rise housing environments is important
because, arguably, together with children they are the most significant users of public
spaces in neighborhood environments. In this regard, this study mainly focuses on

the following research questions:



(1) To what extent do the women residents of high-rise mass housing estates
perceive their public spaces safe? Whether they perceive some public spaces
safer? If yes, which public spaces receive higher (and lower) sense of safety
scores?

(2) Which physical environmental factors affect women residents’ sense of

safety in the public spaces of high-rise mass housing estates?

The first focus of the thesis is on the sense of safety; its definition and measurement.
The second one is on public space; its definition, and its importance considering the
types of activities in public spaces, by mentioning theories affecting the use of public
spaces.

By answering the aforementioned questions, this thesis aims to contribute to the
design of safer mass housing environments in Turkey. Although there is ongoing
research on high-rise housing estates, especially in Australian, Canadian and Israeli
cities, which are rapidly urbanizing, Turkey's context offers a richness to the existing
knowledge due to the presence of various types of high-rise housing environments.

1.3  Gaps in Knowledge

In the last few decades, tall buildings and high-rise living is an architectural and
urban phenomenon, and given the worldwide increase in the number of tall
residential buildings, Robert Gifford, a professor of environmental and social
psychology, concludes the issue’s importance due to the considerably slowing
studies in this field (Gifford, 2007). However, the appeals and concerns of residing
in a high-rise have yet to be explored (Yuen et al., 1999), and there is still a need to
understand the issue of livability and experiences that the high-rise housing residents
have. The article by Ng (2017) entitled “Living and Working in Tall Buildings:
Satisfaction and Perceived Benefits and Concerns of Occupants” also states that few
studies are focusing on the perception, satisfaction and comfort, well-being of the
occupants in terms of physically and psychologically.



Urban designers must understand the dynamics of living in a high-rise and the
physical environmental factors affecting the ones who are living there. Smith et al.
(1998) attribute the importance of the experience of high-rise living with those
words: “This is why much of our built environment is so unsatisfactory. High-rise
flats were designed and built by those who do not have to live in them” (p. 8). Inthe
end, the cities of the future are designed for their citizens and so this study prioritizes

the perceptions and senses of residents of the high-rise.

The high-rise concept has many economic, social, and environmental dimensions
besides its technical dimensions to operate multi-story buildings. From an urban
design perspective, research on tall buildings mainly focuses on the unique form and
aesthetic value of buildings, as well as their impact on the city skyline (Heilbrun,
2000), since imposing heights not only symbolize the economic prosperity of the
country but also the natural pride, like in the case of Dubai (Beedle et al., 2007).
However, more attention should be paid to the integration of tall buildings in the
urban pattern, which represents the dimension of height (Frenkel, 2004). Most
researchers examined urban space in terms of size, density, and building intensity
(Lynch, 1991; Haughton & Hunter, 1994; Williams et al., 2000).

From the social and environmental psychological perspective, the consequences of
high-rise living started to be discussed in the late 1960s. The majority of these
debates were centered on the issues that resulted from social, criminal, mental health,
physical health effects and influence on families and children (Kearns et al., 2012).
Tall buildings are considered in urban design with safety notions both at the building
and urban scale since there are some safety concerns, and in particular, the safety of
children and the elderly in and out of high-rise buildings, height phobia, and lift
breakdown (Yuen, 2005; Gifford, 2007). Additionally, in the minds of a generation
of professionals in the areas of planning and architecture, the Pruitt-lgoe Project and
its demolition have been ingrained as a disaster. It was designed as 11 stories high
building in St. Louis in 1972 with the idea of preserving nature at the ground level
and having communal activities on the first floor of the building — a decision which
created an unsafe area and dangerous place to walk with high levels of criminal



activity (Newman et al., 1996). This led the Council on Tall Buildings and Urban
Habitat (CTBUH) to pay more attention to social issues related to tall buildings in
terms of urban design (Beedle et al., 2007). A report called “Roadmap on the Future
Research Needs of Tall Buildings” published in 2014 by the CTBUH aims to point
out areas of research that is significantly insufficient by suggesting research priorities
that require financial support and interest from the scientific community to advance
the typology of tall buildings in the next years. The top three highlighted findings in
the report consist of the subjects of social sustainability and safety in tall buildings.
An important research priority pointed out was the social impact of tall buildings
on the nearby neighborhoods and those who work and stay at height on a city and
building scale (Oldfield et al., 2014, p.11). Therefore, it is necessary to look into the
effects of the physical environment on the safety concerns of high-rise residents, and

some studies exist in different urban contexts (Rujibhong et al., 2005).

Moreover, the absence of urbanity around high-rise buildings at street level is one of
the problems concentrated on, and so further studies are essential on the urban part
of tall buildings. Since the physical environment at the street level and morphological
variables affect the perception and active use of areas in tall buildings’ lower public
spaces (Ye et al. 2020), urban design discipline shall examine these built-
environment factors and contribute to sustainable high-rise living. The subject is
examined in many cases with different groups, especially through women and
families with children (Ginsberg & Churchman, 1984; Gifford, 2007) in terms of
child supervision and safety related to playing activities. That is why the influence
of the high-rise on the use of public space is another research topic considering

multiple users and activities in these areas.

Another topic, that needs further research, is social interaction in high-rise housing
environments. In countries like Singapore, Australia and Israel some studies have
been conducted on the implication of high-rise residential buildings for the
adaptation of them as a living place for various demographic groups and the
interaction that exists among the residents (Yeung, 1977; Ginsberg & Churchman,
1984, 1985). It is also mentioned that forthcoming designs of high-rise housing



complexes offer suitable opportunities and spaces to encourage and support social
interaction in itself among inhabitants and some privacy and safety are important in
terms of spatial design interventions (Nguyen et al., 2020). Additionally, Lehrer and
March (2019) drew attention to the inadequacy of studies about the function of public
space in and around high-rise buildings since many studies concentrate on the themes
of isolation, abandonment, safety, security, and crime. In the context of Canada, there
is some research about vertical urbanism and public space suggesting that high-rise
housing estates have several spaces that can be called public when it is considered a
socially constructed issue. However, in the case of the Greater Toronto and
Hamilton, tall buildings featured as “tower in the park” design, which are surrounded
by shared, open green spaces, plazas, and parking lots. Studies refer to the need for
research about the forms of public space that might emerge from social interactions
and encounters in vertical spatial practices by revealing its complex relationship not
separating from the horizontal environment due to its verticality (Lehrer & March,
2019).

In the context of Turkey, high-rise development gets an attraction, especially in the
biggest cities, and there are studies on the historical development of high-rise
housing. In this respect, many studies focus on the change of the skylines of the cities
(Safaralipour, 2019; Ulutas Okan, 2018; Sar1 & Diilgeroglu, 2019). The image of
high-rises is discussed in terms of architectural-aesthetic relations, architectural-
urban relations, and architectural-presentation relations (Sar1 & Diilgeroglu, 2019)
and the branding of a city (Ulutas Okan, 2018). One recent study analyzed the
relationship between high-rise and urban public spaces in these areas by examining
the relationship between the physical form of the building and the function of public
space (Safaralipour, 2019). It is also highlighted that the development of high-rises
does not contribute to the production of urban space since they generally develop
suggestions based on parcels and buildings in the context of Turkey (Yolal
Bekmezci, 2019).

There are some studies about the sense of safety in the built environment, which

cover this notion in the campus environments of universities in Ankara and Istanbul



(Froughisaeid, 2018; Yorulmaz, 2017). A more detailed study of Cimnar’s (2012)
evaluates the elements influencing the perception of security related to crime in
Bogazici district, Istanbul, and focuses on demographic, social, and environmental
factors. Gergek and Giiven (2021) analyze perceived safety in a neighborhood of
Izmit, and factors affecting the safety with the aspects of criminal activity, public

order, and sense of social cohesion.

Public space is much more studied in different aspects. Inclusivity of public spaces
and the gender roles in public spaces are discussed in the use of public spaces (Inceis,
2006; Memliik, 2012). The impact of the physical environment on the use of public
spaces, and the affordances provided by urban open spaces is another research topic
(Yorulmaz, 2017)

In Turkey, there are not enough studies linking the design of high-rise housing estates
to the residents’ sense of place and use of public spaces (some exceptions include
Gokce & Chen, 2018; Severcan, 2019). Different from what is discussed in the
existing literature, this study gives information about the physical environmental
factors affecting the sense of safety in high-rise housing estates. Therefore, this thesis

aims to enrich the literature on this topic.

1.4 Assumptions of the Study

There is growing scientific study on the impacts of high-rise housing developments,
especially in countries like Australia, Israel, and Canada due to the intense pressure
of urbanization in those countries. However, this topic is still not explored enough
in the case of Turkey from the viewpoint of urban design aspects. This study seeks
the impacts of the physical environment of high-rise housing estates. Lack of urban
design, in other words, lack of adequate public open spaces and social spaces, lack
of greenery which gives people comfort and pleasure, lack of lighting elements and
poorly designed spaces with signs of disorder such as the presence of garbage,

vandalism, gangs in high-rise housing estates increases the sense of unsafety while



limiting the use of public spaces. Additionally, it is assumed that the increased
density of people affects the sense of safety negatively. Moreover, women’s sense
of safety is expected to be parallel with their children, and assumed to be affected by
the supervision of children. Referring to the disadvantages and advantages of high-
rise housing can lead a way for designers in terms of social sustainability in the
search for building form. The study will comment on the safety notion in high-rise
housing estates, pointing out that residents’ sense of safety is critical in the use of
public spaces. At the same time, there will be references to define the parameters of
safety. Effects of high-rise housing on the use of public space may give design

guidelines for better design ideas improving social and environmental dimensions.

This thesis suggests that giving voice to the residents of the building as a
methodology will give professionals an understanding of the built-environment
design parameters. Now, high-rise living seems like the future of the city, and so the

perceptions of users will be a guideline in this manner for better design solutions.

The challenge is differentiating the diverse factors that determine the perceptions of

residents. It also differs depending on the context; each context has its parameters.

15 Structure of Thesis

Two main notions structure this study: the notion of safety and the notion of public
space in high-rise housing estates. Therefore, these notions are covered in Chapter
2, of the Literature Review. Before going into detail about these notions, and
understanding them, it is important to create a framework by addressing the
definition of high-rise, and giving a brief explanation of the development of high-
rises in urban planning. The second part continues with the term safety by
categorizing factors affecting the sense of safety. Then the study explores on the
notion of public space and theories affecting the use of public spaces. Each notion is
also covered in the framework of the high-rise in the literature review. The literature

review aims to achieve an understanding of the historical background and parameters



of these notions. Factors affecting the sense of safety will be extracted from the
literature. An analysis will be formed based on a model incorporating the factors of

safety that people value while using public areas.

Chapter 3 focuses on the methodology of the study. In order to assess the context of
Turkey in terms of high-rise housing and the perception of residents who live in high-
rise housing estates, a qualitative study has been done. The residents of a high-rise
mass housing built in the context of a squatter housing regeneration participated in a
mapping activity and and in-depth interviews. Participants are low-income women
who live in high-rise mass housing estates in TOKI’s housing projects constructed
for low-income groups. A face-to-face interview is conducted to understand how
people truly see their environment. Since the definition of high-rise has changed in
the literature, it is necessary to define what a high-rise is. In the context of Turkey,
according to the Fire Regulation Standards, high-rise buildings are accepted as
buildings, which have 21.5m in height or higher than 7 floors, and while selecting
cases from buildings this definition is accepted and including residents living on

various floors seen as valuable.

Chapter 4 include the results of the case study. The the key findings of the factors
affecting the residents’ sense of safety and the use of open public spaces in high-rise
housing estates are highlighted. The thesis is concluded in Chapter 5 with a
discussion of the study’s findings, implications, limitations, and recommendations

for further research.
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Problem Definition

Increasing high-rise buildings with the lack of urban design

Research Questions

To what extent do women residents of high-rise mass estates perceive their public spaces
safe? (2) Which physical environmental factors affect women residents' sense of safety in
the public spaces of high-rise estates?

v

Aim of The Study

To assess the impacts of high-rise housing estates in terms of safety and the use of public

space through user experience

'

Literature Review

High-Rise Concept

Sense of Safety

Factors affecting Sense of Safety in High-Rise

Public Space

Factors that may affect the Use of Public Space of High-

’

Method

Rise

Site Analysis and Data Collection from Low-Income

Social Implementation Project of Ankara Kusunlar TOK1

'

Results and Discussion, Conclusion

Figure 1.Structure of Thesis
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter provides a literature review on high-rise buildings and high-rise housing
estates, a sense of safety and the use of public spaces in relation to residents’ sense
of safety. The aim is to clarify the related concepts, theories and factors that influence
the dependent variables of this study These discussions aim to guide the methods of

this thesis and help the author better interpret the results of this study.

2.1  High-rise Housing Estates

2.1.1 A Definition of The Term High-Rise

How many stories a building must have in order to be considered and designated as
“high” vary. One definition of high-rise could not be defined in the literature
(Gregoletto & Reis, 2012). According to the Council on Tall Buildings and Urban
Habitat (CTBUH) the definitions change depending on the context, proportion, and
embracing technologies in tall buildings. Gifford (2007) considers a building over
three stories as tall, while residential buildings over ten stories and commercial
buildings over fifteen stories are considered as tall in a study in San Francisco
(Dornsbusch & Gelb, 1977). What was considered as tall or high 50 years ago is not

considered as high anymore.

Meanwhile, local codes and regulations define high-rise buildings by the exact
heights. However, it should be acknowledged that there are different interpretations
in local jurisdictions that use different height and measurement criteria. United
States, as the place of the rise of high-rise, defines high-rise as “a building more than
22.5 m in height where the building height is measured from the lowest level of fire
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department vehicle access to the floor of the highest occupiable story” (see Life
Safety Code of the United States, NFPA 101 (Ed et al., 1981). According to the
Turkish Regulation Concerning Fire Protection of Buildings (2020, p.5247), in the
context of Turkey, the definition of high-rise buildings are given “as buildings whose
height is more than 21.50 m or higher than 7 floors or whose structure height is more

than 30.50 m or more than 10 floors.”

212 The Growth of High-rise Buildings

For centuries, humankind has symbolized the importance of particular buildings by
increasing their height. The origins of high-rise buildings can be traced back to
earlier periods when it is seen as a religious symbol, reaching higher seemed as a
way to reach the sky and God. In the genesis of tall buildings, tall buildings and
towers were built for defense and shelter, besides their prestige and social and
religious status. Examples of some early tall structures include the Egyptian
Pyramids and The Tower of Babel (Beedle et al., 2007). Except for Europe’s
medieval cathedrals and six/seven-story high Roman apartment buildings, tall
structures did not appear until the late 1600s (Gifford, 2007). With the construction
of the first modern tall building in Chicago in 1885, which is the Home Insurance
Building ten-story high, American cities became a pioneer and encouraged the world
to build higher (Gottmann, 1966). High-rise building was a symbol of advanced
Western society and became a model of 20"-century urban development,
additionally a symbol of the contemporary city; the effect of Le Corbusier’s
monumental towers is not negligible in the development of high-rise in the post-

urban renewal period (Yuen et al., 2006).

This urban development model is supported by technological developments, which
made it easier to build high-rise buildings, making it possible to reach higher. The
invention of the elevator with automatic brakes, steel, methods of fireproofing the
iron, and the development of deep foundation systems are significant in this manner
(Beedle et al., 2007).
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There are many reasons why cities are growing high. These reasons are related to
population density and land consumption, economics and use of resources with the
sustainability idea, social and cultural factors, and symbolism and prestige. Carol
Willis (1995), an architectural and urban historian, in her book Form Follows
Finance mentions the notions of economic dominance and power behind the
tendency of high-rise buildings. Especially investors approach tall buildings as
businesses since space, location and image have value, and urban planning and

design processes are closely related to these notions.

According to Beedle et al. (2007), one of the fundamental reasons behind the rise of
tall buildings is the growth of the urban population by creating a growing demand
for tall buildings:

“The ever-increasing population and growing economies in major cities of
the world mean increasing urbanization globally and the continuing rise in
population density in urban areas. Arable land areas are constantly being
eaten away by urban spreading through suburban developments. The tall
building can accommodate many more people on a smaller land than would
be the case with low-rise buildings on the same land. A tall building is in

effect a vertical transformation of horizontal expansion ” (p. 13-14).

Sustainability and quality of life are considered as the second fundamental reason,
and some scholars draw attention to the need for improvement of the public
realm by planning authorities while mentioning the impact of tall buildings not only

on the horizon of the city but also on the urban fabric at ground level:

“The outward expansion of cities into the suburbs has resulted in increased
travel time and traffic gridlock. The prospect of traveling for a long time, to
and from work, is detrimental to the social well-being of the commuter and
results in losses of fuel and productivity. Clustering of buildings in the form
of tall buildings in densely built-up areas is the opportunity for creating open
spaces like playgrounds, plazas, parks, and other community spaces by

freeing up space at the ground level” (Beedle et al., 2007, p.13-14).
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In recent decades, tall buildings are designed in a way that include multiple
functions, both residential and non-residential. The advantages of them lead
designers to build high-rise buildings, and so high-rise living becomes part of our
lifestyles. With the increase in the number of high-rise buildings across the globe,

their impacts have been questioned by various scholars.

213 Concerns About High-rise Buildings

Constantine Doxiadis (1974, p.86) states his opinions about high-rise buildings in
the following sentences:

“High-rise buildings work against man himself because they isolate him from
others, and this isolation is an important factor in the rising crime rate.
Children suffer even more because they lose their direct contact with nature,

and with other children.

High-rise buildings work against society because they prevent the units of
social importance-the family, the neighborhood, etc. from functioning as

naturally and as normally as before.”

According to some studies, the advantages of high-rises include the economical use
of space, ease of architectural design and services, whereas, disadvantages are
waiting for elevators, the absence of green spaces, fear of fire, and designs that lead

to being impersonal or monotonous (Beedle et al. 2007, as cited in Haber 1977).

As Ginsberg and Churchman (1984) categorize, there are two main characteristics
of a high-rise: one of them is height, and the other one is the number of people. The
advantages related to height include light, sun, fresh air, a view, and silence;
meanwhile, the advantages related to density are a broader range of adults and
children from which to pick friends or acquaintances. The disadvantages of height
are usually regarded to be the limitations put on children's outdoor play, whereas the
disadvantages of higher density are noise, loneliness due to difficulties in making
a contact, and loss of control over children (Cooper Marcus & Hogue, 1976).
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In addition to the advantages of tall buildings, many research show that the

characteristics and limitations of tall buildings somehow cause concern for residents.

Robert Gifford (2007) identifies at least six fears in high-rise dwellers, referring to
the influence of personal  attributes  and physical  environmental  features

on provoking fears:

e fear of falling from high levels,

e fear of emergencies and having no escape chance,

o fear of earthquake and collapsing of the building,

o fear of terrorist attack on the tall building,

o fear of sharing space with a stranger or experiencing crime incidence,

e fear of contamination via air- and touch-borne.

Challinger (2008, p.5), in the Report on Connecting Research in Security to Practice
(CRISP), concludes the risks and safety concerns of living in a high-rise in three

groups:

e Crimes, examples include theft and robbery, property damage, an offense
against person, unauthorized access

e Behavioral disorders, examples include drug dealing, protesting, hostage-
taking, suicide risk, etc.

e Emergency situations and natural disasters, examples include fire, terrorist

attacks, elevator malfunction, power outages, etc.

The relationship between high-rise living and children’s development, and mental
health are some of the major concerns of impacts of high-rise buildings (Beedle et
al. 2007; Gifford, 2007; Fujiwara et al., 2014). Conway & Adams (1977) emphasize
the difference in social groups and differentiation in their satisfactions and concerns
due to the activity in the physical environment. Newman (1972) suggests that high-

rise living is more favorable among middle-and high-income groups:

“Middle- and upper-income families who choose to live in high-rise

buildings in cities rather than in single family suburban houses, are able to
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compensate in a variety of ways not open to the poor, they get away for
vacations, send the kids to camp or recreation clubs, and take off by subway
or car to the large regional parks serving the city. Most of these options are

simply beyond the means of low-income families” (p. 24)

From the perspective of the neighborhood and urban development, buildings must
be considered not only in their own right, but also as vital aspects of the urban
environment, using ecological thinking as a framework.
Therefore, the issue of placing tall buildings in the existing urban fabric and its
surrounding is generally a challenging discourse (Ruchelman, as cited in Second

Century of the Skyscraper, 1988).

Open space, the skyline, vistas, cultural and historical landmarks, or transportation
patterns are some ecological traits that citizens may perceive as the impacts of tall
buildings. Beedle et al. (2007) mention the influence of tall buildings on the city
block in which it is located, in terms of public spaces and street life. They state that
its large size and dense human population have clear implications for the massing of
city blocks, pedestrians on the street, and the streetscape itself. Place making is
substantial to give the tall building some sense of civic use and to form linkages with
the surroundings to reinforce the city’s urban fabric (Beedle et al., 2007). Ruchelman
(as cited in Second Century of the Skyscraper, 1988) supports the concern over street
effects, by mentioning the evaluation of residents’ quality of life, and stating that
present-day high-rise buildings have made neighboring streets impersonal and
constrained places. Furthermore, many high-rise structures prioritize the vehicle as
a mode of transit by neglecting the pedestrians and therefore essentially walking

neighborhoods.

According to Downs (1981), other factors that local citizens are concerned about

the impacts of tall buildings include:

-“The withdrawal of a key local institution such as a hospital, a school, a
church, a park, or a shopping center,

-The transition to either higher-income or lower-income occupancy,
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-Negative effects on the street level such as too much shadow, wind currents,
or increased congestion

-An increase in transient uses

-A decline in mixed uses

-An increase in automobile traffic

-The quality of building maintenance and appearance

-The adequacy of public and private services” (Ruchelman, 1988, p.82 as
cited in Downs, 1981).

Access to key institutions is important for a sustainable neighborhood, it needs to
have its own health, education, mercantile, and spare time activity opportunities. For
example, in Turkey, new development high-rise housing estates are generally
planned far away from the city center and so these institutions, show a lack of urban
design and a decrease in mixed uses. Moreover, high-rise office blocks are another
example causing a decrease in mixed uses. These places lose their vitality outside of
working hours, which becomes a concern with safety issues at night. Prioritizing the
vehicle as a mode of transit and locating different functions far away from each other

also cause an increase in traffic due to the high amount of people in these areas.

Additionally, gentrification is one of the problems of mega projects or slum
transition projects. Some people are excluded from their living environments, and a
new group of people starts to use these new-developed areas, which leads to
sociodemographic homogenization. For economic purposes, the excluded people,
who were once living in one- or two-storey housing environments are often forced

to live in tall buildings, which are usually built in the urban periphery.

The aforementioned impacts of tall buildings made some believe that tall buildings
have passed the red line when it has become damaging, especially with personal,
social, ecological, and environmental concerns. However, vertical urbanism seems

inevitable tendency in future cities, which needs further studies.

This thesis is concerned with the residents’ sense of safety in high-rise housing

estates. It is anticipated that in some places in high-rise housing environments,
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residents feel less secure than the way they feel in other places, and accordingly use
these areas much less frequently. As mentioned before, the thesis aims to understand

the reasons for these differences from the perspective of urban design.

2.2  Sense of Safety: Its Definition and Measurement

People's sense of safety can affect their lives in a variety of ways. The ways to define
and measure the sense of safety have been critically discussed in the literature.
According to Price (2007, p. 120), a “sense of safety refers to the participant’s
physical and emotional comfort.” Zou and Meng (2020) related this concept to an
individual’s emotional experience. They state that each needs to feel safe in their
environment; the safety conditions of an environment affect the way individuals feel
safe, and that sense of safety is connected with the individual’s subjective assessment
of the threats in the environment and how they feel at the end of this assessment
process. Different terms are relatively close and used interchangeably in the

99, ¢

literature, such as “safety” and “security”; “perception of safety” and "fear of crime”.

Firstly, despite the differentiation in definitions, the terms ‘safety’ and ‘security’ are
used interchangeably. Spencer Coursen (2014) explains the difference between

safety and security as follows:

“Safety has both emotional and physical attributes; Think of security as a tool
and physical means to insure the physical aspect of safety. Therefore, security is the

process of ensuring our safety.”

Secondly, an individual’s sense of safety is highly associated with the way they
perceive the safety of an environment (perceived safety of a place). According to
Hinkle (2014), there is not a consensus in research on how to define and assess the

notions of “perceived safety” and “fear of crime”.

Some define “perceived safety” as “an individual’s experience of the risk of
becoming a victim of crime and disturbance of public order” (Jansson, 2019, as cited

in Uittenbogaard et al., 2018, p. 60), whereas “fear of crime” is referred to as “an
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emotional response of dread or anxiety to crime or symbols that a person associates
with the crime” (Ferraro, 1995, p.4). Ferraro (1995) states that it is a psychological
condition, which is caused by physical elements as well as the interpretations of
people on the basis of their socio-cultural backgrounds. From the perspective of
urban planning and design, the influence of the environment on individuals’ sense of
safety is discussed in many studies. In most of these studies, the perception of safety
(or individuals’ sense of safety) is considered with fear of crime (Austin et al., 2002;
Baba & Austin, 1989; Newman & Frank, 1982; Rollwagen, 2014).

Perception of safety and fear of crime in urban spaces have environmental,
sociocultural, psychological, physiological and political dimensions, while factors
affecting them are based on two theoretical perspectives of environmental design and

socio-cultural variables (Ratnayake, 2014).

Cmar (2012) categorizes the factors affecting the sense of safety into three
categories: the personal attributes of the individual, the attributes of the social
structure of the environment, and the features of the physical environmental

conditions.

In this thesis, factors affecting the sense of safety are discussed in three main
categories as demographic factors, socio-environmental factors, and physical

environmental factors.

2.2.1 Socio-demographic Factors

Individual demographic attributes like age, gender, and ethnicity affect people’s
sense of safety in public settings to a great extent. Some researchers believe that
sociocultural and demographic variables have an impact on people’s fear of crime in
the public realm (Bennett et al., 2007; Byrne & Wolch, 2009; Garafalo, 1981).

According to Skogan and Maxfield (1981), sociodemographic features can be
classified into two key categories that are in line with fear/risk perception: physical

vulnerability, and social vulnerability. Physical vulnerability refers to perceptions
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of the situation of being open to attack including factors of gender and age, whereas
social vulnerability refers to greater exposure to the risk of victimization including

ethnicity and socio-economical status.

2211 Gender

Many studies regarding urban safety indicate that gender is one of the drivers having
an effect on the sense of safety and women’s personal and social activities are limited

by heightened fear of crime (Keane, 1998).

The National Survey for Wales finds out people’s experience of safety in their local
environments at night time and the Report claims that the sex of participants changes
the sense of safety since women were discovered to have a tendency to feel less safe
in their neighborhood at night (at home, when walking alone, and when traveling)
compared to men (Hafferty, 2020). The study conducted in a social housing renewal
neighborhood in Sydney reveals that the feeling of unsafe increases at night for the
female residents by a significant amount, in comparison with daytime, but this
pattern cannot be observed significantly for the males (Arashteh, 2020). Another
study in Australia, Bendigo, which examines the sense of safety of university
students in public spaces, determines some differences in perceived safety at night
in compliance with gender, and women in the general sense feel less safe than men
(Ratnayake, 2017). In Turkey's context, studies also show that perceived safety
changes depending on gender as well, where females feel less safe (Gergek & Giiven,
2021).

Mehta (2014) assessed public spaces in terms of their level of safety, finding out that
women perceived public areas to be more welcoming and enjoyable but less safe
than men did. By comparing men and women, it is suggested that women claim
public spaces to be more open and accessible, as well as more appealing and
intriguing, but they also think that the design and layout of places are inappropriate
to use because they were concerned about their safety in urban public areas,

especially at night.

22



According to Bloobaum and Hunecke (2005), males' and females' perceptions of risk
in public spaces are related to distinct types of occurrences. When going alone in a
park after dark, males are more likely to expect a fight, while females are more likely
to dread rape or sexual assault.

Studies highlight demographic inequalities in the perception of safety as mentioned
before. Rollwagen (2014) indicates that women are much more prone to be afraid as
his study finds out that women are five times more likely than men to be fearful in
their neighborhood, and they are roughly three times more likely to be fearful at

home.

According to Gillis (1977), functional demand on dwellings may differ depending
on gender, which is related to the traditional sex roles imposing different activities.
Increasing the height of the building increases the strain on the woman, whereas a
shared floor, which allows socializing and playing for children, decreases the
psychological strain on women because they are generally the ones who watch over
children, in turn, have more concerns in tall buildings because of the safety of

children.

2212  Age

Another demographic factor affecting perceived safety is the age factor. Residents'
perceptions of their neighborhood's condition and attitudes toward crime appeared
to be influenced by neighborhood social dynamics. Rountree and Land (1996)
underline the heterogeneity of the neighborhood with the link between local
conditions and perceived safety, which is stronger. Having different groups of people
of heterogeneous race and age composition in the neighborhood cause higher levels

of fear.

Many researchers have found that women and elders have similar levels of fear of
crime, and hence they can be the two predictors of crime fear that are related to

vulnerability (Hale, 1996). The safety perceptions of elderly people do not go parallel
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with the younger people, they usually tend to perceive areas and situations as less
safe compared to younger ones (Bra, 2014; Mehta, 2014; Australian Bureau of
Statistics, 2010). Younger people spend most of their time outside the home and
therefore are exposed to more danger than the elderly. Despite this, elderly people
are more afraid of crime (Hale, 1996). The National Survey for Wales also examines
the relationship between feeling safe in the local area and age, revealing that People
aged 75 and up were the least likely to feel safe in their living environment (Hafferty,
2020).

On contrary, some other studies examining the tie between fear of crime and age
state that the relationship between fear of crime is not as clear as the relationship
between gender and fear of crime. That is to say, some claim that there is no linear
correlation among age and crime fear (Bloobaum & Hunecke, 2005; Braungart et al.,
1980; Clarke, 1984).

Besides the young children, another group much more affected by high-rise living is
elderly people. When the studies of the elderly people in high rises and the studies
of elderly in low rises are compared, it has contradictory deductions. As Conway and
Adams (1977) find out elderly people appreciates privacy, and views and become
more neighborly when living off the ground, even though they tend to prefer lower
floors of the block due to the lack of elevator, and a sense of isolation. This situation
is explained by the disturbance and feeling of unsafe at ground floor dwellings. On
contrary, Newman and Frank (1982) argue that elderly individuals may consider
themselves safer in a large building compared to a single-family house. Gifford
(2007) gives reference to research in India, stating that although comparisons with
other housing types were not done, he indicates that the elderly are largely displeased

with high-rise living.
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2.2.1.3 Ethnicity/Race

A significant amount of research has also been conducted on race as a factor in
affecting residents’ sense of safety. According to a research conducted in Sydney
and Melbourne, minority people such as Arabs, Asians, and Jews are particularly
vulnerable to racial violence (Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission,
1991).

According to Rountree and Land's (1996) study in a white-dominant neighborhood
in the United States, blacks felt less fear of crime than whites despite their racial
minority. Clemente and Kleiman (1976), on the contrary, argue that blacks and other

racial groups have higher levels of fear than whites.

In studies focused on the relationship between fear of crime and race, individuals in
the ethnic minority class in the community have a higher level of fear (Liska et al.,
1982).

In this regard, people’s race and/or ethnicity becomes important depending on the

context where they live.

2214 Level of Education and Income

A noticeable positive correlation between education and increased feelings of sense
of safety is identified (Austin et al., 1994), whereas Skogan, and Maxfield (1981)
identified a link between higher social status and lower levels of fear. In Ramsay’s
study (1989), it is claimed that people with low social status have a higher amount
of fear, despite the similar crime rates of people with high social status and those
with low social status. Similarly, Sundeen and Mathieu (1976) reveal that when race,

age, and gender are kept constant, income level is inversely related to fear of crime.

However, the findings of Baba and Austin (1989) in a multivariate study do not show
an influence of socioeconomic status (i.e., home ownership/personal property) on

perceived levels of neighborhood safety.
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222 Socio-environmental Factors

2.2.2.1  Social Integration/ Community Cohesion

One of the other defining elements affecting the sense of safety is linked to social
integration in the neighborhood. It can be categorized as social/natural surveillance,

familiarity, belonging and social networks.

2.2.2.1.1 Social Surveillance

The effect of social or natural surveillance on fear of crime/perception of safety has
been discussed by various scholars (Borooah & Carcach, 1997; Greene, 2003).
According to Murray et al. (1980), social surveillance is the situation in which
residents observe criminal acts or suspicious characters of strangers. Similarly,
according to Newman (1972), natural surveillance allows the neighbors to be
observed, thus enabling the observing of foreigners' criminal activities and reducing

the potential to commit crimes.

Surveillance is a significant element that many designers have relied on it as a way
to increase the sense of safety and decrease fear. Newman’s (1972) and Jacob’s
(1961) analysis shows that when individuals are observed by others, it enables
natural surveillance, and those bystanders may assist in unsafe situations. That is
why people are more comfortable acting in urban areas in the case of not being
isolated from a contact with the larger urban realm. Hillier and Hanson (1984)
explain surveillance in these words “strangers police the space, while inhabitants
police the strangers” as a factor affecting the perception of safety (p. 18). The
presence of other individuals may affect people's fear of crime in public places.
Studies suggest that the presence of appropriate others and additional social signs
have a positive influence on the environment by giving people a clue about a safe
place (Warr, 1990; Whyte, 1980).
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According to Newman (1972), high-rise buildings invite criminal activities since it
is impossible to recognize who is a neighbor and who is an intruder due to a large
number of people, which limits citizens' opportunity to execute informal

surveillance.

2.2.2.1.2 Familiarity

Kanan and Pruitt (2002) believe that social integration includes indicators such as if
occupants identify outsiders in their neighborhoods or have relatives or
acquaintances in their communities. In his study, Greene (2003) states that the
familiar neighbor criterion is one of the factors most related to the sense of safety
depending on trust and claims that it increases with the increase in the number of
familiar neighbors. Hale et al. (1994) found that an individual's fear of crime in their

environment increases with the absence of friends in the neighborhood.

The study of Ginsberg and Churchman (1984) indicates that the presence of too
many people is seen as a disadvantage for high-rise residents because there exists a
large number of people in semipublic areas, who are unfamiliar and it makes the area
less safe and it is also more difficult to make friends. In other words, as the building
height increases, the number of neighbors known decreases resulting in a decrease

in familiarity and perception of safety.

Rollwagen’s study (2014) reveals that the effect of familiarity based on the number
of neighbors a person knows is not significantly important by implying that social
links mediate the connection between the type of housing and fear of neighborhood
crime. As a matter of fact, it shows that social relations have a significant influence
on the sense of safety: When compared to individuals who know many or most of
their neighbors, those who do not know any neighbors are 2.5 times more likely to

feel unsafe in their area.
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2.2.2.1.3 Belonging

One viewpoint on social integration variables is neighborhood or being as apart of
community, which refers to the level of emotional commitment or attitude that
persons have for their living estates. According to Taylor (1996), the perceptions of
residents towards their area as a "real home" vs a "simply a place to live," depends
largely on whether they would miss and lose their neighborhood if they have to

move, are correlated with increased levels of fear.

In some studies, the link between a sense of belonging and fear of crime has been
examined and it has been claimed that as the level of belonging increases, the fear of
crime decreases (Ferguson & Mindel, 2007; Gibson et al. 2002).

Borooah and Carcach (2009) examined the neighborhood relationship related to
belonging under the title of “social cohesion” and measured it according to the high
level of people in one place coming together to help one another, or whether they did

not help one another and went on their way.

Place attachment can be related to belonging to the environment. In this sense,
Hidalgo and Hernandez (2001) assert that the strength of the social and physical
levels of place attachment differs depending on spatial scales. Their study showed
that at the home and city scale, place attachment is at higher levels than for the
neighborhood level. The physical dimension of the place attachments was not as
strong as the social dimension. Moreover, Brown et. al. (2003) state that, fear of
neighborhood crime is less and the attachment to one’s neighborhood is associated

with fewer perceived incivilities on one’s block on a smaller scale.

2.2.2.1.4 Social Interaction

Another set of integration variables uses social cohesion indicators, such as local
social networks or connections among residents of a community (Kanan & Pruitt,

2002). However, the conducted study analyzed the relation between fear of crime
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and social networks has contradictory outcomes. Several researchers come up with
that social relations considerably reduce levels of fear (Skogan & Maxfield, 1981;
Taylor et al. 1984), whereas others find that social bonds may contribute to
enhancing the impacts of local victimization, or fear of crime (Skogan 1986;
Covington & Taylor 1991). Meanwhile, Liska et al. (1988) underline that fear of
crime and sense of safety has a two-way relationship by being both a result and a

reason for weaker levels of social bonds.

Newman (1982) claims that because of the increasing privacy among building
occupants, in other words, social isolation, residents of multifamily buildings are
more afraid of crime. Studies show that high-rise buildings may create a fortress
effect, which means that individuals are isolated in physical space by high-rise
structures, which provide safety in the home but also create isolation physically and
socially from the rest of the community (Rollwagen, 2014). Residents' sense of
safety at home is increased in tall buildings by recent security upgrades but may have
negative consequences for residents' sense of safety in the neighborhood: "turning
tower blocks into fortresses may increase residents' alienation from the typically poor
landscape which surrounds them™ (Green et al., 2002, p.14-15). As a result, feeling
safe in one's own house can cause the loss of one's opportunity to interact in public
(Rollwagen, 2014).

Children are seen as the most vulnerable group in high-rise living which are exposed
to social isolation as Stewart (1970) reviews that accommodating in a high-rise
restricts the child’s surroundings and practice at an early age. Little children have
challenges keeping in contact with their parents in outdoor spaces of the high-rise
building and as a result, they do not feel safe because the caretaker of the child loses
visual contact and the environment around the high-rise generally does not afford a
playground (Bjorklid, 1982).

Moreover, in high-rise housing, the elderly and the handicapped occupants might
have a stronger tendency to become inactive and isolated in comparison to other

groups since high-rise housing restricts their daily activities to socialize. Solitude is

29



especially found among the elderly in high-rises and the absence of safety in high-
rise buildings and their surrounding is one of the limitations for elderly people, which

is concluded from a study conducted in Hong Kong (Ekblad & Werne, 1990).

2.2.3 Physical Environmental Factors

Some claim that the physical features of a place might influence our senses and direct
our behavior in regards to the way we use space, related to environmental factors.
Sociologist Anthony Giddens (1984) also states that with the attributes of enabling

and constraining, built form structures social behavior of individuals.

Jacobs (1961) stated that spatial design and architectural form might deactivate
social cohesions and undermine unofficial social control. According to Jacobs
(1961), we should be concerned about how planning and design might decrease or
increase people's sense of safety. Oscar Newman (1972) underlines the relation
between physical environment and crime, and his theory of “Defensible space” offers
a strategy for reducing crime in urban environments. This idea focuses on the
importance of spatial settings in designing environments that are less likely to attract
potential criminals, such as those with surveillance, physical barriers, and difficulties

in escaping.

Similarly, Kim Dovey (1998) in his conference speech highlights that land use, the
design of public space, and access to public places can contribute to safety and
danger in the urban areas, additionally stating that physical intervention cannot solve
social problems itself. On the other hand, some argue that although urban design has
a catalyst effect, there isn’t a straight connection between environment and
avoidance behavior and the sense of safety. They believe that a sense of community
can not be established by the environment itself deterministically by just bringing
people together (Crenshaw & John, 1989; Talen, 1996).

Many studies analyzing the physical environment factors affecting fear of crime

focus on different physical properties (Appleton, 1975; Fisher & Nasar, 1992;
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Greene, 2003; Bloobaum & Hunecke, 2005; Nasar & Jones, 1997; Newman &
Franck, 1982).

Height, and so the building size is one of the physical attributes of tall buildings that
causes some advantages and disadvantages. Studies show that building height is
correlated with the sense of safety with the concern of kids falling out of windows.
Especially, the ones with infants not older than 6 years are the ones who are the most
negatively reacting to high-rise living in that manner (Ginsberg & Churchman,
1984).

The greater building size causes a lack of territory and some occasions for natural
surveillance. Newman and Franck (1982) explore the effects of building size on
crime fear, suggesting that occupants of larger buildings are more likely to fear
crime, which may be based on partially by the belief of the residents” minimal impact
on public spaces and outdoor areas. They correlate this relationship with the
frequency of residents’ usage of the space outside their apartments. They expect that
as the building grows in size, the frequency of use of common spaces decreases and
so control over the spaces of residents decreases. The increase in the rate of personal

crime and so a high level of fear resulted, in a turn of low use and control.

2.2.3.1  Prospect (Open View) and Refuge (Protection)

The Prospect-Refuge theory proposed by Appleton (1975) describes human
preferences towards the environment and places an emphasis on two environmental
elements that are considered to be the key indicators of safety. It explains that
individuals benefited from living in an environment that provided them prospect
(open views) as well as refuge (protection). Regarding this matter, humans select
locations that offer both open view and protection because doing so makes it possible
to observe potential offenders, react to and defend against potential threats, so a
defensible space prevents oneself from being harmed (Ratnayake, 2014).
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Similarly, Jacobs (1961), Jeffery (1971) and Newman (1972) also state that people
feel safer on the streets with an open view because of the chance to observe and
prevent dangers when necessary. Bloobaum and Hunecke’s studies (2005) on the
campus environment concerning the relation of prospect and fear of crime, reveal
the inverse relationship between the prospect for the victim and the fear of crime,
and the fear of crime increases as the open view decreases, thus people feel less safe
in this condition. Individuals are surrounded by barriers in the physical environment,
like walls, floors, ceilings, fences, high and dense bushes, and entry points such as
gates, and passages to these barriers. Trees, tall bushes, high walls, and tall buildings
or pillars along the road are defined as physical elements that obstruct the view and
provide hiding opportunities in the public space (Blobaum & Hunecke, 2005; Nasar
& Jones, 1997).

The relationship between the height of the buildings on both sides of the street, the
presence, location, and dimensions of elements such as walls, fences, trees that form
the facade along the street, and the building opening consisting of the front garden,
pavement, and road trace are indicators of the level of enclosure in a place. Warr
(1990) argues that these lines mark the boundaries of regions, providing a hiding
place for a potential attacker and at the same time obstructing his view. Open view
and movement are obstructed by solid surfaces such as tree groups and walls, thus

providing a high level of enclosure in the space (Stamps & Smith, 2002).

Fisher and Nasar (1992) typology for measuring people's perceptions depending on
how much prospect and refuge they have in their surroundings, claims that areas with
a high refuge and low prospect would evoke the most fear. In other words, 'Blind

spots' decrease the perception of safety for individuals.

Public stairwells and elevators may have the same effect and can be considered blind
spots in high-rise buildings. Studies suggest that many people who live in high-rise
buildings are afraid of crime, related to the possibility of exposed to criminal activity
in the elevators (Yuen et al., 2006). Moreover, Jacobs’ (1961) criticism of high-rise

public housing architecture included long, unwatched corridors, unwatched
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elevators, stairwells, and courtyards that became targets for rape, robbery, and

vandalism by creating an unsafe environment.

2.2.3.2 Escape Route

Apart from open view and protection, Fisher and Nasar (1992) claim that
individuals’ sense of safety is affected by the degree to which space allows escape.
They discovered that when the chances of escaping were low, the fear of crime was
significantly greater. Provided escape route from a potential hazard or reaching out
a way to others who can react in the event of an attack are some ways of the escape
possibilities (Newman, 1972). In other words, having routes in the neighborhood
where criminals can easily escape (maybe without being seen by anyone) increases

the likelihood of crime, and therefore reduces the sense of safety.

2.2.3.3  Quality of Physical Surrounding

People interpret visual objects subjectively based on their social context. Buildings,
streets, vistas, and parks, for example, serve as visual landscape or environment

features in this setting, carrying meaning to people (Gottdiener, 2010).

Regarding the relationship between environmental elements and sense of safety in
terms of fear of crime, the Broken Windows Theory was introduced by Wilson and
Kelling (1982). It suggests that disorder have an influence on people's sense of
safety. It is related to environmental elements and assumes that people if a building
has a broken window, which is not repaired, people will believe that no one cares.
Disorder brings disorder and the other part of the building will be harmed. In other
words, environmental factors influence people’s perceptions of disorder, and so
safety (Jiang et al., 2018).

Community “‘incivilities’” like deteriorating buildings, trash, and the presence of

unsupervised youth create disorder affecting the sense of safety (Austin et al, 2002).
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Many researchers mention that objective indicators such as graffiti, poor
landscaping, rubbish, poor illumination, and vandalism influence people's
perceptions of disorder (Osgood et al., 1996; Sampson & Raudenbush,
2004; Seymour et al., 2010).

Some researchers (Nasar & Jones, 1997; LaGrange et al., 1992) have grouped
incivilities in two conceptual categories as “disorderly physical surrounding” and
“disruptive social behavior”. Signs such as garbage, vandalism, abandoned
buildings, and houses in physical collapse are physical ones; where, features such as
gangs, prostitution, the presence of street beggars and substance abuse, stray dogs,

and drug use in public spaces were defined as social ones.

Moreover, as many studies claim (Lang, 1987; Bell et al., 1990; Rapoport, 1990;
Whyte, 1980) the sensory experience of the public space is enriched by the factors
such as lights, noises, scents, touches, colors, forms, patterns, and semi-fixed, and
mobile components. At the same time, other people and activities, and architectural
characteristics in public areas stimulate the senses as well (Grey et al., 1970; Whyte
1980). In other words, smell and sound are important indicators in sense of safety.

For example, bad smells, gunfire, shouting, and swearing make people feel unsafe.

Additionally, declining investment in the neighborhood economy leads to the
gradual aging of sidewalks and other structures undermining the sense of safety by
weakening trust among members and withdrawing residents from using outdoor
spaces. Physical features of the neighborhood environment can be modified to
optimize older adults’ social and physical engagement and thus encourage older
adults to participate in activities such as socializing in public spaces and taking

neighborhood walks (Velasquez, 2021).

2234 Urban Form and Land Use

The discourse over the connection among spatial form and urban vitality and

livability is focused on the issue of public safety. The notion of the neighborhood
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unit has been related to the issue of public safety from its earliest spatial
conceptualizations through their development and lived experience. The mediators
of the sense of safety include patterns of natural surveillance, co-presence of people
and mixing of residents and outsiders, which may be supported and formed by the

arrangement of urban structures (Novakovic & Djukic, 2015).

During the increasing number of vehicle domination in American cities, streets were
still a popular spot for socializing, walking, and children's games, but started to
become dangerous for everyday use. The issue of the pedestrian is one of the key
issues Perry (1998) examined while formulating the concept of the Neighborhood
Unit. The concepts of the spatial unit include clearly defined spatial borders, self-
sufficiency, functional autonomy, and blind streets which reduce the speed of traffic.
Nevertheless, the neighborhood unit's practical application didn't succeed
in forming a sense of community and, on the opposite, made a contribution to social
fragmentation at the city level. Perry (1998) approaches streets as high-traffic areas
that pose a significant risk to children, whereas Jacobs (1961) considers streets to be
the primary spot of socialization out of the family and the first encounter with urban

diversity.

Jacobs (1961) argues that the physical and functional diversity in the neighborhood
and the coexistence of different forms of use make a place safer. She argues that
land-use type is a factor, affecting how much the user of the place can be seen by
other users in the environment, therefore a combination of different functional areas
reduces the fear of crime. Similarly, in case of a possible attack, it is thought that
the use and intensity of the area increase the chance of obtaining help from the
environment. It is claimed that the existence of commercial activities such as kiosks
and markets, the distribution of social reinforcement areas, and the existence of
public transport stops and routes make people feel safe.
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2.2.3.5  Physical Proximity

Physical proximity can be considered in two ways, being close to people or being
close to functions. In high-density areas people may feel unsafe due to the lack of
private areas and the proximity of unfamiliar people may discomfort them. Living in
close proximity to the people who are associated with a crime may increase the
perceived crime risk by undermining the sense of safety in the home territory
(Zahnow et.al., 2021)

Proximity is also one of the factors that affect the use of open spaces in the
neighborhood. Silbaugh (2007) mentions the importance of proximity in urban
design considering the traditional urban neighborhoods that have closer proximity
between land uses, between the private realm and public realms such as parks, retail,
and workplaces. It results in an increase in urban vitality and less car-dependent
regions due to the high pedestrian activity. Cuthbert (2006) adds that dense urban
spaces empowering effect on women since suburban developments cause exclusion
of social networks and urban facilities for women. Silbaugh (2007, p.1818) also
draws attention to the characteristics of suburban communities that lead lack of
vitality and urban design as follows: “lower density development, meaning the
consumption of greater and greater amounts of land for the same uses that are
effectuated with far less land in urban neighborhoods” and “single-use zoning,
meaning residential areas are separated from retail areas, creating a nearly complete
reliance on cars for commuting to work as well as for small local errands such as

retail shopping, school drop-offs and social and civic activities”.

2.3 Public Space

2.3.1 Definition of Public Space

A review of the literature shows that the term "public space” has so many different

meanings and types of uses associated with such settings. Thus, in a study that
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focuses on the impacts of high-rise housing estates on residents’ sense of safety in

public spaces, it is required to, first of all, contextualize and define this term.

Public space, like the concept of place, exists at many scales ranging from the small
physical scale of a street, square, or park to the neighborhood, city, and country, and
levels of understanding, including the media, local and national governing bodies
(Relph, 1976; Smith & Low 2006). Urban designers and architects view public space
primarily as a physical space as they are mainly focused on the interactions of people
and space; whilst urban sociologists explain public space in the context of social
dynamics; political scientists and geographers study public space in the context of

civil society and individual and collective rights. (Mehta, 2014).

Public places provide a range of roles including social, physical, psychological,
political, economic, and aesthetic functions. Concerns of ownership, control, access,
and usage separate distinct interpretations of public space in literature. For this thesis,
the focus is on the issues of the use of the space by the public, not on the ownership
of the space (since there is assumed to be a direct link between decreased levels of
sense of safety and decreased levels of use of public spaces in high-rise housing

estates).

Carr et al. (1992) proposed a definition of public space, stating that in addition to
being “meaningful” and “democratic”, public spaces should also be “responsive”. In
other words, they should enable people to build strong bonds between the place, and
their personal lives, allow being free to act and protect the rights of users, and at the
same time, should meet the needs of their user groups. According to them, there
exists five characteristics of public spaces which are: being supportive, being
democratic and meaningful, tackling fundamental needs of people like comfort,
passive and active engagement, and discovery. They define it as "publicly accessible
areas where people go for group or individual activities" (p. 50), highlighting space

accessibility along with activities in public areas (Carr et al., 1992).

Arendt (1958) defines public spaces as “the space of appearance” pointing out the

“self-expression” and “actualization of the individuals™ in these spaces.
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According to Lynch (1992), public spaces are open spaces; they are open to freely
chosen and spontaneous activities. In the Article, The Openness of Open Space,
Lynch (1992) addresses the issues of access, control, and equity, as well as

stimulation and social contact.

Some describe public space as "space that is not controlled by private individuals or
groups, and hence is available to the general public”, addressing the control issues
(Madanipour, 1996, p.144). According to Parkinson (2009), public spaces are areas
where everyone has an unrestricted right to enter or access information, as contrasted

to settings with control methods that restrict access to and utilization of space.

The most important aspects of open public spaces, according to Cunningham (2009),
are openness and anonymity. Being non-exclusive and demographically open make
a public space accessible to the all community with the coexistence of different

groups and available for communal acts.

Public spaces were previously used to meet basic survival, communication, and
amusement needs, as well as an array of social and civic, political, religious and
commercial functions (Mehta, 2014). It is also viewed as a forum for existing
community values and attitudes, together with zones that add value to urban social
life (Jacobs, 1961; Low, 2000; Whyte, 1980).

One of the functions of public space is to create arenas for 'social interaction," or
areas where people can engage in active and social interactions with one another
(Carr et al., 1992; Lynch, 1992). According to Thomas (1991, p.222), “public space
IS an essential arena which provides opportunities for individuals and communities
to develop and enrich their lives”. Thomas (1991) highlights the social role of public
space by identifying four points showing how important public spaces are to self-
expression as a society:
“-an arena for public life,
-a meeting place for different social groups to interact and coexist,
-a space for the display of symbols and images in society,

-a part of the communication system between urban activities.” (p.210)
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Public spaces provide a social platform for individuals to meet and exchange
information, being an essential characteristic of articulating democracy (Mehta,
2014; Arendt, 1958). As Madanipour (1996) states, encouraging everyone and
enabling one another to interact socially support the coexistence of diverse groups
of people regardless of their sociodemographic qualities including class, ethnic
origin, gender, or age. Jacobs (1961) evaluates public space as a place where urbanity
is formed. Where urbanity is defined as the combination of urban sociability and
urban space, which involves multiple features such as the mix of indoor and outdoor

uses, diversity of building form, appearance, and age.

Sennett (1991) evaluates public space “as a place of coexistence and mixing of
individual differences”. Several personal reinvention possibilities are offered by

public space since it is "the cultures of city” (Sennett, 1991).

These definitions of public space highlight the attributes of public spaces with the
notions of openness and access, in other words, its inclusiveness is a significant
factor to create a space for democracy, self-actualization, and social interaction by
allowing different types of users and activities. As Mehta (2014) proposed, a good

public space provides high levels of sense of safety to its users.

2.3.2 Type of Activities

The extent to which public spaces are perceived as safe also affects the activities in
the public space and the places of these activities (Jacobs, 1961). She mentions how
the safety notion is a significant part of a livable urban environment with the mixed
type of activities that attract people at all hours of the day. In high-rise residential
areas where the sense of safety is weak, public space is a place to pass through,
whereas in residential areas that are seen as safer by the residents, thus people engage

in many activities in public open spaces.
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Public spaces provide places for a ‘variety’ and ‘diversity’ of activities. The debate
and discussion over public space frequently revolve around whether activities and
behaviors are regarded suitable within this place. It is also discussed that activities
which are provided by the place make it public, differentiating it from others. Each
activity needs its own place, the absence of these facilities affects the use of open
spaces and thus the feeling of safety. The type of activities in public spaces is
significant since it is a determinant of the quality and use of space that provides urban
vitality or dangerous urban spaces that undermines the sense of safety.

That is one more point to discuss since the public space is not generally seen as a
safe space in studies carried out in high-rise residential areas, for example, because
families do not allow their children to play outside in studies with children, children
meet their play needs in the corridors of high-rise buildings instead of meeting their
needs in open spaces (in the corridor of the apartment, like skipping rope) (Tezel,
2011).

Jan Gehl (1987), an architect and urban designer, in his book Life Between Buildings:
Using Public Spaces, suggests three categories of outdoor activities in public spaces
by giving a basic structure to explain the usage and sociability of public space:

“necessary activities, optional activities, and social activities ” (p. 9-14).

Necessary activities- include those that are more or less compulsory.
Examples include daily routines, for example, walking to school or to work,
shopping, waiting for something — in other words, all activities in which those
involved are to a greater or lesser degree required to participate. Gehl (1987)
claims that these activities are more or less independent of the exterior
environment, and it is a requirement. Accordingly, it is very essential that
individuals feel safe while doing them. As these are daily activities, it greatly
influences their perspectives and feelings about the environment they live in.

Optional activities- occur when there is a desire to participate in these
activities and a time and a place favorable to participating in these activities.

Examples include sitting outside or playing catch. These activities are
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especially dependent on exterior physical conditions. In dense urban settings
of low quality, optional activities exist at a minimum level. However, in a
good physical environment, optional activities occur with high frequency
since the place invites people to stop, sit, eat, play, and so on. These
opportunities may be the factors that increase the sense of safety due to the

surveillance

Social activities- are all activities that depend on the presence of others in
public spaces. Examples include children playing, friends coming together to
converse, and passershy briefly acknowledging each other. Such activities

emerge when people congregate in a place and socialize.

As a result, a specific physical set-up is needed for every sort of activity for it to
happen in the spaces, and the physical environments necessary for various types of
activity differ markedly (Huang, 2006). Mehta (2014) approaches meaningfulness in
terms of a space's potential to encourage activity and sociability, as well as the
resultant place attachment. Public spaces provide meaningful activities; their
usefulness refers to the ability of the environment to meet necessities such as eating,
shopping, entertainment, and so on. In addition, other needs of gathering, displaying,
expressing, discussing, demanding, and protesting should be met by good public

spaces.

According to Seamon (1980), familiarity with the environment is encouraged by the
recurring visits and increased frequency of usage to meet daily demands since it
becomes a daily ritual, creating a sense of place by declaring a place meaningful as

Mehta (2014) refers, and sense of safety in the neighborhood increases.

2.3.3 Gender Roles

Gender started to be considered in urban studies since 1960s with the introduction of

feminist thought in urban studies (Bondi & Rose, 2003). According to Mcdowell
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(1983), space is segregated into two as public and private because of its social and

gender roles, and women are excluded from public spheres.

Brenner (1998) suggests that entering the public sphere by leaving domestic realms
threatens the masculinity of public realms and the traditional approach to women’s
femininity. In the urban space, some argue that disempowering women is a
consequence of the distinction between home and work in the suburban built
environments by isolating women (Hayden, 1980; Madanipour, 2003).

Besides the isolation of women due to the residential zoning and layouts of
dwellings, public spaces also isolate women because they are insensitive to the needs
of women and designed for men by men (Jarvis et al., 2009). Numerous studies in
feminist literature focus on gendered use of public space and fear of crime to design
more safer and inclusive environments (Pain, 2000; Whitzman, 2007; Valentine,
1990). Public spaces have never been completely inclusive since certain groups have
been excluded from public spaces in history. Women, young people, and the
homeless were never completely included in public spaces, and their rights to use
those spaces were rarely recognized on the basis of customs and economics
(Memliik, 2012). Cuthbert (2006) also points out that there is limited research in the
literature considering urban spaces with their physical characteristic from the

perspective of women.

According to Cuthbert (2006), although, open public spaces such as parks are
opportunities for leisure time activities, women do not perceive these spaces with the
same enthusiasm compared to men because these open spaces are perceived as male
dominant spaces. Cuthbert (2006, p.145) adds while using public space, women’s
sense of safety changes depending on different variables, but “physically designed
environment is also deterministic of psychological content as to which spaces are
perceived as ‘safe, ‘dangerous’, ’welcoming’, ’threatening’, or other qualities.”
Furthermore, the masculinity of space is reinforced by the physical quality of the
space; isolated areas, poor lighting, limited visibility, and lack of escape routes give

cues to women about threats by causing fear (Hayden, 1984).
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The feminist approach also argues about the public realm in the context of children
and their caregivers (Weisman, 1994). Open public spaces have a significant role,
especially for certain groups of users such as mothers with children (Lestan et al.,
2014) since for many people one of the main reasons for visiting open spaces is
taking children to play (Dunnett et. al., 2002). Accessibility and availability of public
spaces in the neighborhood such as parks, gardens, pedestrian pathways, and streets
provide activities for women with children (Relph, 1976). Besides, women’s anxiety
and fears are parallel with their children while using public spaces, since children are
seen as vulnerable and incompetent (Valentine, 1990). Additionally, parents’
decisions on the use of outdoor areas are dependent on the young children’s mobility
since the age of their children is a significant force that guided their activities (Wolf
etal., 2017). In line with this, older children expand parents' activity while younger
children are seen as barriers to limiting mothers’ activities. Parents take children to

school, lessons, or playdates for the older ones (Wolf et al., 2017).

2.34 Safety

Safety is considered one of the most important factors to determine the quality of
open spaces since the perceived safety of a place by its users is an important indicator
of the decision to make use of or avoid it. Safety in public places refers to the
condition in which an individual is protected from dangers, harms, and risks, such as
crime and traffic (Mehta, 2014). It is generally believed that “perceptions and
feelings of personal safety are prerequisites for a vital and viable city” (Oc &
Tiesdell, 1999, p.265). As broadly mentioned before, social and environmental

factors have a straight effect on creating a sense of safety.

A sense of safety can be obtained through explicit means and controls or simply
through the constant presence of people and “eyes on the street”, where the
environment becomes self-policing. Individuals' perceptions of safety in public areas
are influenced by a variety of elements. Schroeder and Anderson (1984) and Mehta

(2014) refer to the perceived safety, maintenance of the area, prospect and refuge,
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the presence of green areas, the presence of water, streetlights, the number of visitors,

and the time of day and season as these elements.

People's presence may sustain safe feelings in urban parks and public places or
promote others to use these places (Warr, 1990; Whyte, 1980). According to Whyte
(1980), the way people use open spaces affects users’ perceptions since it is a social
or a safe cue for others to use the places if individuals observe others engaging in

approved usage.

Another factor affecting the use of public space is becoming far away from traffic
which makes it a safe area. Appleyard (1981) points out the negative link between
the density of traffic and neighboring behaviors. Lack of pedestrian walkways while
accessing gathering areas may decrease the motivation for people to use these spaces,

meanwhile decreasing their sense of safety.

2.35 Theories Affecting the Use of Public Space

2.3.5.1  Affordance Theory

In his book The Ecological Approach to Visual Perception, James J. Gibson (1979,
p. 127) put forth the Theory of Affordances, in which he suggests, “The affordances
of the environment are what it offers the animal, what it provides or furnishes, either
for good or ill.” According to Gibson (1979), micro-environments, including
elements and features of outdoor spaces afford people possibilities. All features such
as people, animals, objects, surfaces, and so on provide micro-environmental spaces
within their affordances. In other words, affordances are the possibilities and threats
that people face due to physical, social, and psychological characteristics.

Lang (1987) analyzes the environment’s affordances concerning an individual’s
environmental experience. According to Lang (1987), individuals may alter the
affordances that the designed environments provide them in order to fit their

preferred behaviors. An environment provides a set of affordances, including
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possible environmental activities for individuals and aesthetics that might draw
people’'s attention to activities that are meaningful to them in their active environment
(Lang, 1987).

Besides the attributes of the environment, the attributes of the individual including
his/her needs, intentions, and characteristics define affordances as well (Clark &
Uzzell, 2006). Similarly, Yilmaz et al. (2007) evaluate the affordances of public
space based on two categories. One of them is objective affordances- “which are the
potential possibilities created by the space components, which the designer brings to
the environment for the activities designed for the users.” The other one is subjective
affordances- “which are the ones that are formed together with users’ creativity and

skills to use for the spatial components.” (Yilmaz et al., 2007, p.3)

An opportunity for access and exposure is provided by the activities in public spaces,
and being an activity node supports this opportunity (Archea, 1977). Common spaces
between houses have been identified to be an essential element that contributes to
the social activities of the neighborhood (Cooper Marcus & Sarkissian, 1986).
Hadavi et al. (2015)’s study highlighted the residents' sensitivity to attributes that
might have a positive impact on the beauty and functionality of outdoor spaces,
especially when it comes to the importance of small greenery that allows important
actions like socializing and gardening. Residents appreciate adjacent natural
environments for many reasons, considering the interaction within and between the
affordance and attribute categories.

All in all, studies show that affordances affect the use of public spaces significantly.

2.3.5.2  Eyes On the Street Theory

Jane Jacobs (1961), in her book The Death and Life of Great American Cities, put
forth the Theory of Eyes On The Street, which highlights the essential contribution
of surveillance in the use of public spaces. She believes that to make a city safe

and livable, it is essential to keep an eye on the streets, with a sense of connection to
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the environment that comes from an environment where private and public spaces

are well separated.

“There must be eyes upon the street, eyes belonging to those we might call

the natural proprietors of the street. The buildings on a street equipped to
handle strangers and to ensure the safety of both residents and strangers must
be oriented to the street.” (p.45)

Additionally, Jacobs (1961) also states that the main function of city streets and
sidewalks is to keep the city safe and to encourage its use for a variety of activities.
Eyes on the street come from public spaces, such as stores, bars and restaurants, and
people there such as street vendors and pedestrians. She suggests three indicators

that define a good, safe city environment:

“a clear demarcation between what is public space and what is private space,
- eyes upon the street, eyes belonging to those we might call the natural
proprietors of the street,
- the users on it fairly continuously, both to add to the number of effective eyes
on the street and to induce the people in buildings along the street to watch

the sidewalks in sufficient numbers.” (p. 35)

Due to the surveillance, Jacobs (1961) opposes additional open spaces in cities if
they result in neglected and dangerous parks, therefore she claims that “crowded
neighborhood sidewalks are the safest places for children to play” (p.106). It has

been accepted as successful when parks offer a wide range of activities and users.

The debate for safety focuses on the range of street life and the proximity of buildings
to the street ensured 'passive surveillance' or ‘eyes on the street,” thus effectively
monitoring antisocial behavior, while also opposing the installation of fences and

security guards.
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2.3.5.3 Broken Window Theory

Wilson and Kelling's (1982) Broken Window Theory addresses the effect of
environmental disorder on crime rates and people's perception of the environment. It
states that obvious indicators of disorder and disobedience in the surroundings
stimulate even more disorder and disobedience. The effects of signs include graffiti,
poorly maintained landscapes, poor lighting, and vandalism on the sense of safety
are revealed by several studies (Osgood et al., 1996; Sampson & Raudenbush,
2004; Seymour et al., 2010). This approach suggests improving perceived safety by
changing the environment's physical appearance by providing a more welcoming

social image.

Moreover, it explains the interactions between people and space. Foster
et al (2014) claim that the sense of safety influences the use of public spaces, based
on Wilson and Kelling's theory. They add that the relationship between sense of
safety and disorder is bilateral by explaining that the more disorder in the
environment exists, the more people’s sense of safety decreases in turn. It results in
avoidance of the environment with a lowered perceived safety thus leading to an
increased number of disorders (Foster et al., 2014). In other words, a decrease in

disorder in the built environment may cause an increase in the use of public spaces.

Similarly, Ross and Mirowsky (1999) state that residents withdraw themselves from
public spaces because of the disorder that compromises perceived neighborhood

safety.

2.3.5.4  Defensible Space Theory

Theory of Defensible Space (1982) by Oscar Newman claims that the design of
physical space has an impact on how inhabitants and visitors interact with it,
particularly in urban settings. When residents of a building may extend their control
into a place within or outside of the structure, it is termed defensible space.
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He defines “defensible space” as “a space that has territorial markers, opportunities

for surveillance, and clear indications of activity and ownership.” (Newman, 1982,

p.70)

Territorial features- include visible boundaries such as walls, hedges, and
fences to create private yards; and privatization of public services so that
residents must take greater personal responsibility and ownership.

Common surveillance features- include external lighting; windows and doors
that open directly to the outside of first-floor dwellings; mailboxes located in
open and well-trafficked areas; and well-maintained courtyards,
playgrounds, and walkways that increase pedestrian activity and casual

surveillance.

Common symbolic barriers- include picnic tables, swings, flowers, and lawn
furniture—any symbol that conveys that the owner of the property is actively

involved in using and maintaining the property.

These features improve the safety in the neighborhood, thus enabling the use of

public spaces.

2.4 Factors Affecting the Use of Public Spaces in High-rise Estates

For high-rise buildings, public spaces can be considered as various forms of common
indoor and outdoor areas. Examples of indoor spaces include the entrance to the
building (a lobby or a short way to the elevators and staircases), the hallways, the
elevators and examples of outdoor open spaces include resting areas with benches,
playgrounds, car parks, etc. (Lehrer & March, 2019). One of the challenges of tall
buildings is the conflict between creating and maintaining accessible spaces for all
and expanding privatized spaces that limit access and activity. It shall be noted that
high-rise buildings’ lower spaces may be clustered with physical barriers and
isolated from the neighborhood as gated communities, or maybe integrated directly
into the structure of the city depending on the design.
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Furthermore, the clustering of tall buildings creates semi-private outdoor spaces for
the residents of these buildings somehow limiting the use of these open spaces by
strangers. Meanwhile, these spaces create buffer zones between residential blocks
and their surrounding areas. Therefore, the greatest opportunity for access and
exposure is offered by beinga hub of activity, while having the quality of
“defensible space” (Huang, 2006 as cited in Archea, 1977).

The factors affecting the use of public space have been mentioned and much more
discussed in the previous section. Considering the high-rise buildings and their
relationship with their surrounding environment, it is assumed that a change in the
use of public spaces in high-rise urban estates is inevitable. In this section, the factors
affecting the use of public spaces in high-rise housing areas in the literature are

discussed.

24.1 Floor Level Which Residents Occupy

The relationship between the environment and individuals is affected by the floor
level, which residents occupy.

The results of a height preference survey show that the proximity to the ground level
makes it more preferable because of the comfort for children, and the lack of elevator
dependency. On contrary, peace and solitude are seen as the advantages of the upper
floors (Conway & Adam, 1977). Their statistical data also shows that more than 30%
of floor choices of residents for a 24-story building were selected from floors 1 to 2,
15% from floors 3 to 5, and 20% or more from the 21st floor up to the 23rd floor
(Conway & Adams, 1977). Choice of the floor depends on various reasons, but Cook
and Morgan (1982) mention that “Living in a high-rise flat seems hazardous and

stressful for certain vulnerable disadvantaged groups” (p. 846).
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2411  Supervision of Children

It is a factor affecting the choice of floor level which families with young children
and the use of public space. It becomes more difficult in highly dense environments,
and from the top floors of a high-rise building, supervision of children who are
playing outside is more difficult (Gillis, 1977, as cited in Wallace 1952). Therefore,
due to the problems of supervision, Kumove (1966) states that preschoolers who live
in high-rises spend less time outside compared to their lower living counterparts,

resulting in a decrease in social interaction.

In high-rise buildings, there are few opportunities for those with young children due
to the lack of activities such as outdoor play and safety. According to Ginsberg and
Churchman's (1984) research, parents of small children under the age of six years
have the most unpleasant reactions to high-rise living. Conway and Adams (1977)
state that children prefer being close to home while playing, but high-rise
apartments’ physical features provide long distances, thus enabling spaces for
children’s play at a certain amount of distance. At the same time, height increases
the anxieties of families, especially mothers’, and their concerns about the safety of
their children. Therefore, families with children prefer houses with lower floors or
gardens (Conway & Adams, 1977).

24.2 Environmental Affordances

Residents in public housing have fewer options for where they spend their time
and, as a result, for the social experiences they have, and are related to the

affordances they have.

24.2.1 Design of Semi-private Spaces

Newman (1982) argues that the design of semiprivate social spaces because of their

characteristics of them are very often lacking in public residential houses. Coley et
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al. (1997) contribute that semi-private social spaces are lacking in high-rise
buildings because large buildings with relatively small external spaces result in a

lack of private space outside individual dwellings.

Semiprivate spaces allow people to have a sense of ownership and territory, to
control and care for the place, and to monitor what is happening. As Newman
suggested in his Defensible Space Theory, and as Yancey (1971) asserted that the
physical design of Pruitt-lgoe public housing project affected the sense of safety of
people. The lack of semiprivate spaces was a problem that caused the issues of safety
since it reduced the social interaction opportunities significantly, which is found in
densely populated and underprivileged urban areas. As a result, there was a lack of
neighborliness, a high level of apathy, and criminality. Because these factors affect
the use of public space, the location and design of semi-private spaces have a

relative influence on the use of near public spaces of high-rise estates.

Moreover, Coley et al. (1997) argue that open spaces between high-rise blocks are
often unsupervised and unused and so they criticize external areas of high-rise

buildings.

2.4.2.2  Design of Physical Outdoor Environment

Certain landscape elements in public outdoor spaces encourage individuals to
communicate informally, which leads to social interaction (Huang, 2006). According
to Coley and colleagues (1997), being satisfied with one's surroundings may lead to
increased usage and enjoyment of outdoor places. As a result, landscaping, especially
the presence of greenery in outdoor areas of housing estates affects the way how
people use these spaces. The more residents use common open spaces, the more
neighborliness and territoriality increase since it enhances the interaction between
residents. Therefore, the design of elements in the high-rise housing's exterior areas
becomes critical in the production of socially desirable living environments. The

presence of a natural environment may increase the attraction of residents to a
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shared open space, thereby resulting in more frequent communication The healing
aspects of nature may appeal to occupants of public housing in cities with limited
options (Coley et al, 1997). In addition, in high-density residential neighborhoods,
landscape elements and open spaces are significant in reducing perceptions of

crowdedness (Rapoport, 1975).

2.4.2.3  Lack of Opportunities

According to Ginsberg and Churchman (1985), the lack of meeting places inside and
outside the building is another problem within high-rise buildings. Casual interaction
in public places in and around the building is discouraged by strong norms in high-
rise buildings (Michelson, 1977, p.192). In Singapore; family residents express
worries about high-rise living, mostly concerning limited neighborhood amenities in
dense areas (Yuen et al.2006). The findings of Nguyen et al.’s study (2020) conclude
that it is important to develop interventions to create opportunities and common
spaces in buildings for social interaction amongst residents. The need for a common
space close to the houses comes up with the frequent use of corridors for multiple
purposes instead of the use of common spaces which are far away from the houses
of residents. The rare use of common public spaces due to the distance also becomes

a factor that decreases the sense of safety.

Furthermore, the lack of play opportunities in high-rise blocks is generally discussed
by considering children who grow up in these buildings. There is a positive
relationship between the playing opportunities of children and social contact
between children and caregivers. If one of them increases, so does the other one. Due
to the lack of space, as Coley et al. (1997) reveal that facilities for children’s play
are unsatisfactory at very high densities, social isolation in high-rises increases with

less use of public spaces (Cooper Marcus & Sarkissian, 1986).
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2.4.2.4  Physical Barriers

Gated communities enhance another layer of safety between public and private
spaces by having shared and controlled access through limited entrances and
sometimes access under the surveillance of security guards or cameras. The added
level of protection imposed by apartment buildings further isolates people from
public spaces. Rollwagen (2014) and Low (2004) suggest that the isolation of
individuals from the rest of the area comes from the lifestyles of gated communities.
Additionally, Blakely and Snyder (1997) also mention that constant reminder of the
perceived dangers around the living environment reduces the sense of safety in
outdoor open spaces. The presence of security in different forms such as physical
barriers like gates, fences, or security personnel, all reminds outside risks

unconsciously.

2.4.3 Safety

2.4.3.1 Lack of Defensible Space

Gifford (2007) states that high-rise apartment buildings have less defensive spatial
properties. Recognizing strangers is more difficult so they move more easily,
visibility is poor, and there are more hiding places. That is why having controlled
access and the design of integration with the public open spaces change the fear of
crime in high-rise buildings. In a survey of 29 medium- and high-rise residential
areas in Europe, the lack of safety, architecture, and urbanism that promotes
personalization and anonymity was highlighted as the problems for residents
(Musterd & Van Kempen, 2005, p. 21). Personal crime and fear of crime change
depending on building size by affecting the residents’ use of space. Therefore, the
size of common public areas in large buildings and the presence of more than one
escape route have the effects of encouraging and increasing crime and vandalism

(Newman & Franck, 1982). Huang (2006) emphasizes the importance of design in
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creating defensible spaces and mentions that designing enclosed central courtyards
within and between high-rise blocks creates defensible spaces. Meanwhile, if they
maintain scenic spaces with the landscaping elements like fountains and sculptures,
which have visual focal points, they support greater social interactions. On the other
hand, Lowry (1990) points out that the lack of defensible space leads to the

degradation of public space in high-rise estates.

Research shows that parents who raise young children in high-rise apartments are
more likely than other parents to leave their children at home due to safety concerns
and the difficulty of remote supervision (Kearns et al., 2012). Additionally, Kearns
et al.’s (2012) study find out that poor area reputation is much more highlighted in
high-rise buildings, and therefore, residents of high-rises because of feeling unsafe
do not prefer the use of public spaces and walking alone after dark. Lehrer and March
(2019) state that safety concerns limit the use of common spaces in high-rise housing
estates and have led to the increase in the installation of cameras, security guards,
and occasionally self-policing by residents. In other words, the number of gated
communities has increased with the securitization of these estates in order to create

defensible spaces through additional installations.

2.4.4 Spatial and Physical Characteristics

2441 Decrease in Social Interaction

Proximity characteristics such as the density of people in a block, the number of units
sharing a common entrance, and the configuration of plan schemes of floors are
thought to be major determinants of social interaction success (Gehl, 1987).
According to Glaeser and Sacerdote (2000), large apartment buildings minimize the
distance between inhabitants while increasing the distance between residents and
streets. As a result, residents who live closer together feel more connected to their
neighbors. On the contrary, some argue that an uncontrolled level of privacy and

involuntarily encounters decrease the social cohesion in the neighborhood and are
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seen as negative effects of density and proximity because residents' social contact is
reduced in high-density residential areas due to a lack of private space (Altman,
1977; Gifford, 2007; Thompson, 2018).

According to Kearns et al. (2012), the sense of community is poor among high-rise
residents with decreased social cohesion and increased anti-social behaviors. Living
in high-rise estates leads to less social interaction and social support networks,
altering everyday life. Evans and others (2003) also reveal that residents are not
capable of regulating their social interaction within high-rise environments, which
results in social isolation. Successful high-rise housing public areas can create
possibilities for residents to have considerable interaction, fostering a sense of
neighborhood. The diversity, quality, accessibility, and visibility of public
spaces can be considered fundamental design characteristics that influence
social interaction. As a result, it is critical to think about how to build a community
such that residents are encouraged to leave their homes and venture into the public

realm.

2.4.5 Segregation of Land Use

Jacobs (1961) concerns with the impacts of the removal of dense street networks and
mix-use areas, which provides social control, in the ‘rebuilt parts of cities’. She
argues the effects of land use segregation into large blocks which result in reduced
pedestrian traffic, and circles of acquaintance and eliminated casual visual

surveillance.

In regenerated urban areas, reducing or even removing mix-use functions and
decreasing the density in street networks raise concerns about surveillance and so the
safety of sidewalks (Jacobs,1961). According to Jacobs (1961), the segregation of
land use is a factor affecting the sense of safety due to the natural surveillance since

it reduces pedestrian traffic and circles of acquaintance in public open spaces.
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Considering that today, the newly built areas in cities are going towards high-rise,

these results can be considered with high-rise residential estates.

2.5  Concluding Remarks

Before the initiation of the study, the notions of high-rise and sense of safety were
discussed and defined. The motivation behind this thesis is to understand the relation
between high-rise housing estates and the sense of safety in the public spaces of these
housing environments. As CTBUH suggests the definition of high-rise changes
depending on the context and proportion. In this thesis, a high-rise building is defined
as a block that has higher than 7 stories, which is defined in the context of Turkey

according to the regulations.
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Figure 2. Development of the Notions and Relations

In the literature review, it is found that factors affecting the sense of safety can be

categorized into three main factors: demographic factors, socio-environmental
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factors, and physical environmental factors. Age, gender, ethnicity/race, and level of
education/income are the factors affecting the sense of safety regarding a
vulnerability in society. Vulnerable groups with elder people, women and children,
and low-income groups are affected by the built environment in different ways,
which change their perceptions. Social integration and the social quality of the
neighborhood have a great impact on levels of sense of safety and the use of public
spaces. As social integration decreases, the sense of safety is generally affected
negatively. Physical environmental factors affecting the sense of safety include
prospect and refuge, escape routes, physical quality of the environment, urban form

and land use, and physical proximity.

Moreover, individuals’ perceptions about the built environment shape their use of
these spaces. Their use of public open spaces is dependent on the basis of theories
of “Affordance”, “Eyes on the Street”, “Broken Window”, and “Defensible Space”
that emphasizes the presence of people, activities, opportunities, natural surveillance,
social relations, and safety.

In high-rise housing estates, it is generally observed lack of affordances and weak
relations with their surroundings in terms of urban design, which weakens social
relations, safety, and use of public spaces. A high density of people and large
building forms affect their environment as well due to the surveillance, familiarity,

and supervision of children.

Therefore, in light of these criteria and explanations, the Ankara TOKI Kusunlar
Mass Housing Project area is considered a high-rise housing estate and is an example
of low-income high-rise housing implementation in Turkey. The method of the study
will be discussed in the next chapter of the thesis.
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Housing Estates Derived from Literature Review
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

This chapter focuses on the method of the present research study. It consists of three
parts. First, a general information is given about the “Social Affordable Housing”
concept in the context of Turkey with the implementation of the Mass Housing
Administration of Turkey (TOKI). Second, the focus is on the site selection with the
spatial characteristics of the chosen high-rise housing estate in Ankara. Low-Income
Implementation of Kusunlar TOKI is selected as a case for high-rise mass housing

development. In the third part, the data collection process is discussed.
The author posed the following research questions:

(1) To what extent do the women residents of high-rise mass housing estates
perceive their public spaces safe? Whether they perceive some public spaces
more safe? If yes, which public spaces receive higher (and lower) sense of
safety scores?

(2) Which physical environmental factors affect women residents’ sense of
safety in the public spaces of high-rise mass housing estates?

To answer these research questions, the author conducted in-depth interviews in a

selected case study area.

3.1 A Social Housing Implementation in Turkey: TOKI

As a housing policy for low-income and middle-income households, the concept of
“Social Affordable Housing” has emerged as an important implementation in many
countries. In the context of Turkey, the Mass Housing Development Administration

of Turkey (TOKI) is the leader in social housing implementations. Its mission is to
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assume a leading and supportive role in ensuring that everyone has adequate and

livable housing in urban and rural areas.

A framework law, called The Mass Housing law (1984), defines the fundamental
principles and gives direction to the housing problem in Turkey, especially in terms
of organization and funding. For that purpose, in 1984, TOKI was established and it
became an advantage, especially for the ones who are unable to own houses within
the current economical conditions. In other words, the first target group of TOKI was
low and middle-income families in order to provide social housing implementations
(TOKI, 2019).

One can observe urban transformation projects in collaboration with TOKI across

the country at a growing rate in many cities of Turkey.

One of the most criticized parts of social housing implementations of TOKI is social
integration. Since they serve the vulnerable side of society, it is important to prevent
social exclusion through planning and urban design. However, Giilcan (2020)
mentions that, in Turkey, social houses are generally built out of the city center where
the public lands are located because of financial concerns. Being outside of the city
has a detrimental impact on social integration. In addition, some of them are
constructed in areas where infrastructure is incomplete, thus provoking a sense of

exclusion and causing problems.

3.2  Selection of the Site and Participants

Site Selection

TOKI Kusunlar Project area is selected in the scope of this study. Considering the
high-rise residential areas in Ankara, a choice was made between Karacaéren TOKI
and Kusunlar TOKI. The physical environmental conditions of Karacaéren TOKI
were relatively better. This character of Karacaéren TOKI made this case quite
distinct from many of the mass housing projects that are built for low-income people.

In order to increase the generalizability of the findings, the author focused on
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Kusunlar TOKI case — a high-rise housing area that is located in the periphery of the

city, surrounded by barren lands.

Kusunlar TOKI Social Housing Project appeals to the lowest income group in
Ankara. The residents of Kusunlar TOKI settled here as a consequence of the
squatter housing transformation projects that have been ongoing in the city (mostly
in around the citadel). Thus, it can be assumed that many of the residents of this area
do not have the economic power to buy a house in Kusunlar TOKI. Most of them
were forced to leave their former dwellings in squatter settlements so that these areas

can be opened up for the accumulation of capital.
Selection of the Participants

Sense of safety changes depending on demographic inequalities, and gender is one
of them (Bloobaum & Hunecke, 2005; Mehta, 2014; Rollwagen, 2014). In order to
control and compare the results, it is focused on only women in the scope of this
study. Focusing on one gender group provides a better understanding of the factors
affecting the sense of safety by eliminating the differences in gender roles. More
importantly, women (especially low-income women) can be considered the most
significant users of public spaces. They rely highly on these places for socialization
and increasing their level of economic self-sufficiency. In addition, it is known that
if women have children, they may adopt the safety of their children as their own.
Supervision of children in high-rise estates affects their sense of safety concerns
(Gillis, 1977). Children's age and its relation to the sense of safety of women are also
examined. Interviews were conducted with 45 women, all of whom were of different
ages, with different numbers of children, and who lived in this neighborhood for
different periods of time. They also live on different floors and blocks, so a general
idea is collected for the whole neighborhood without concentrating on just one area.
Women participants were selected haphazardly by using non-probability sampling

techniques (both by using convenience sampling and snowball sampling techniques).
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3.3 Low-income Mass Housing Implementations of TOKI: Ankara

Kusunlar Case

TOKI Kusunlar Project area is in the outer city of Ankara, which is approximately
12 km away from Mamak Town Center, away from urban areas. It is located in the
South part of the city in Mamak and also close to the southern ring road. The selected

suburban development is surrounded by vast open spaces (see Figure 8).

The Kusunlar project area is on the border of the Eastern and Southern Planning
Regions; it is located within the Eastern Planning Region. East Planning Region,
which includes the chosen TOKI project area, includes the least developed areas.
The chosen area is newly developed and experiences a variety of problems related
to transportation, infrastructure, and safety.

Although it was reserved as an area to be afforested in the 1/25000 scale Master Plan
dated 2007, it was transformed into a "Medium Density Housing Development Area™
with the revision made in 3 parcels belonging to TOKI in 2008. After the revision of
the Master Plan, the Implementation Development Plans were prepared and the
social housing project in the region was implemented (Savran, 2014). Savran (2014)
argues that this is an approach that disrupts the integrity of the plan, and states that
as a result of the revision, a higher amount of population was assigned to the region

that was not foreseen in the upper-scale plan.
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Figure 4. Location of the Study Area
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LI

@ Kusunlar Urban Regeneration @ 2nd Part > Low-income Social Housing
- 1374 units -1472 units -1176 units

Figure 5. The parts of the Study Area

In Kusunlar TOKI, one can see different stages (or parts) of development: (1) the 1st
Part of the Kusunlar TOKI Urban Regeneration Project (part of which also contains
a project area called Liderkent), (2) the 2nd Part of the development, and (3) Low-
income Social Housing (see Figure 5). The number of mass housing units is 1374,
1472, and 1176 respectively, which can be seen in Figure 5. The heights of the

apartment building vary from 6 floors to 14 floors in the region (see Figure 6).

In addition to the residential apartments, the chosen mass housing area includes a
trade, a marketplace (bazaar), a religious facility area, education facilities (a

kindergarten, and a primary and secondary school), and a socio-cultural facility area.
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14-story Gated Community
11-12 story Residential

8-9 story Residential

7-8 story Residential

6 story Residential

Social Housing 1 (4-6 story)
Social Housing 2 (4-5 story)
Shopping Area & Kiosk
Marketplace

School

Mosque

Library

Gendarme

Park

Sport Facility

Figure 6. Diagram of the Land-use of The Study Area

Severcan (2019) mentions the physical characteristics of TOKI’s mass housing
estates throughout Turkey with the following points, and the study area’s properties
are in line with those properties. “Buildings are looked alike and are designed only
for residential purposes; high-rise apartment buildings are arranged in superblocks
separated by wide roads. While some apartments are clustered around small parks

and playgrounds, others are grouped around large parking lots. Parks and
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playgrounds, located together, are places with few standard play equipment and
sitting furniture. They rarely contain outdoor gym equipment and none have sports
fields. Supermarkets exist only in the outer-city mass housing developments,” (p.65-
66)

However, different from some other TOKI projects that can be observed across the
country, Mamak Kusunlar TOKI includes apartments in different heights.

PR =] 5 ::::::I-----

Figure 7. Views from the Study Area
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1. 7-8 story residential block area 2. A park between the blocks 3. 6 story residential block area

4. 14 story gated community (Liderkent) 5. Social Housing Area 1 6. 11-12 story residential block area

7. Social Housing Area 2 8. Mehmet Akif Ersoy Park 9. Shopping Area

10. 14-story gated community 11. Marketplace and 12. Social Housing Area 1,

and park area and Gendarme Station and Library
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3.4 Data Collection

This study is done based on a face-to-face questionnaire survey and follow-up in-
depth face-to-face interviews (integrated with a mapping activity) with the target
group of women who have been residing in the low-income high-rise housing estate
of Kusunlar TOKI. Participants in face-to-face questionnaire survey and interviews
were the same women. This process took place in open areas of the neighborhood,
especially in the evening time, it was seen that women came out in front of their
apartments to socialize. So, it was held with women sitting in front of their
apartments, with women encountered in parks and gazebos. After the participants
were interviewed, they called other neighbors they knew and had them interviewed
as well. Some of the women did not want to participate because they were illiterate.
Some found the issue of safety meaningless and mentioned that there were other
issues to be discussed, such as management issues. However, it was not difficult to
invite the participants to the study; they were generally very helpful when it is asked
for their ideas for a research project. The time allotted to one participant was
approximately 20 minutes. To ensure that they could talk about anything openly
without fear, no audio was recorded, but notes were taken so that they could also see

them.

The survey and interviews were anonymous and consisted of a few questions that
asked participants their age, number of children, age of children, and year of
residency in the neighborhood. In addition, the floor level they occupy was important
regarding their proximity to public spaces. To understand their senses and attitudes,
the author aimed to develop a simple instrument that is easily understood, so the
Likert-scale ranging method was preferred as a data collection method. The Likert
scale is a 3- or more-point ordinal scale to measure the attitudes of respondents by
rating the degree to which they agree or disagree with a statement (Likert, 1932). In
this study, a 5-point Likert scale was used; the scores refer to the following

Statements:
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1: I feel not safe at all (least safe)
2: | feel not safe

3: | feel neither unsafe nor safe
4: | feel safe

5: | feel very safe (most safe)

That is why, during the interview process, an A3 satellite map of the study area from
Yandex and an unlimited amount of labeling stickers from 1 to 5 were given to the
participants. The author guided participants so that they could understand and
interpret the map. They were asked to label and rate each location (public space in
the high-rise housing environment) from 1 to 5 points to what extent they feel safe
while using the open spaces in their living environment. In this way, they were asked

to indicate how safe or unsafe they felt in each area that they have been using.

%7y ; B e o
Image © 2018 DigitalGlobe, Inc. © 0 UTI KAH3KC» Image @ 2020 DigitalGlobe, Inc. © Akgexc Hak sahipleri © Yandex

Figure 8. A3 satellite map of the study area from Yandex
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In the next step, the participants were asked some further questions about these
points. The interviews include questions about the respondents’ feelings toward their
surroundings and the built environment. First, open-ended questions were asked
about the places where they feel safe (4-5 points). The questions were as follows:
Why do you feel safe here? You gave 4 or 5 points to both of these areas, is it for the
same reason or are there any different reasons why you call them both safe? Second,
open-ended questions were asked about the places where they feel unsafe (1,2,3
point). Here, if the participant indicated something, the author asked participants to
open and elaborate on what they meant. The aim was to obtain information about the
area which people felt (and perceived) safe or unsafe and the reasons of their
responses. It especially focused on the physical factors affecting the women
residents’ sense of safety in the open spaces. In order to understand the effect of this
from their perspectives, if the participant mentioned only social problems and did
not state anything about the physical environment, the following question was asked:
You always talked about social problems, do you think that the physical environment
does not affect whether you feel safe or not, or did you not mention the physical
environment because social problems outweigh? Thence, an assessment of their level
of sense of safety depending on different variables was done. Moreover, after talking
about their ideas at first, they were asked the survey questions to go over, and
information was obtained about the extent and factors affecting their sense of safety

and use of public space.

The last step focused on women’s assessment of their level of safety and comments
considering future generations. Women respondents were asked to rate their overall
sense of safety in the area on a five-point Likert scale from one (not safe at all) to

five (very safe).

3.5  Data Analysis

As it is mentioned above, the Likert Scale ranging was used for the data collection

method which is an ordinal scale. Participants stated their responses with exact
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numbers from 1 to 5. Itcannotbe assumed thateven though there are
numbers, the distance between the answers is the same assigned to that answer. For
example, the senses of individuals may not be defined with exact numbers, sense of

pain or sense of safety continuously increase or decrease in an interval.

As an alternative to the Likert scale, continuous measure scales that provide interval
responses can be designed. Additionally, Sullivan and Artino (2013) state that “there
has been a longstanding controversy regarding whether ordinal data converted to

numbers, can be treated as interval data” (p.541).

Some believe that while analyzing Likert scale responses, descriptive statistics, such
as means and standard deviations have unclear meanings. For that reason, for Likert
scale data, experts have preferred to use the calculation of the median instead of the
mean as the measure of central tendency. Parametric tests such as t-tests, analysis of
variance, Pearson correlations, and regression require interval data, so experts
similarly have preferred non-parametric tests such as the Spearman rho assessment,
or the Mann-Whitney U test for analysis of Likert scale data (Jamieson, 2004).
Numerous methodologists have cautioned that a small sample size implies low
statistical power, that is, a high probability of Type Il error (Cohen, 1970; Rossi,
1990). According to Siegel (1956), traditional parametric tests should not be used
with extremely small samples. On contrary, another belief is that parametric tests
give stronger statistical results in studies with fewer participants (smaller sample
size; n value) and that the results of parametric tests and non-parametric tests give
similar results in finding differences between groups (Sullivan & Artino, 2013).

In the analysis process of data, at first, the dataset found in a study is summarized
and the data sample is described in the part of characteristics of participants, in other
words, descriptive statistics, which helps to a better understanding of the data. A
dataset consists of a distribution of scores or values, graphs, and tables are used to
summarize the frequency of each possible value of avariable expressed as a
percentage or number. Dataset’s average or center is estimated with the measures of

central tendency (three methods of mean, mode, and median). The total score of
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sense of safety in different places was calculated by the addition of all the points
given to one place, then divided by the total number of samples to find the mean
score of sense of safety in this place since the number of samples of each place
changed. Thus, the difference between the places can be discussed. The scoring rate

of the participants was taken into account.

Second, motivation is understanding the relationship between different variables and
sense of safety. The statistical relationship between two continuous variables or the
association between variables of interest is measured by the method of Pearson’s
correlation test which gives information about the direction and magnitude of the
correlation. In the scope of the study, the correlation between floor level which
residents occupy and sense of safety, the correlation between age of women’s
children and sense of safety, and the correlation between age of women and sense of
safety were explored, arguing that sense of safety changes depending on these
factors. The correlation measurement was calculated with 45 women and it can be

accepted as a study with small sample size that tests the hypothesis.

-1<r<1

The correlation coefficient (r) is defined within the range of -1 and +1. A positive
relationship is interpreted in the values between O and 1, whereas a negative
relationship is interpreted in the values between 0 and -1. In the positive relationship,
two variables are proportional and if one of them increases/decreases, the other one
operates in the same way. In the negative relationship, two variables are inversely
proportional, and if one of them increases, the other one decreases. There does not
exist a relationship and the two variables are independent in the case of the
coefficient value being 0. The degree of a correlation and its interpretation are seen
below in Table 1:
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Table 1.The correlation coefficient (r) and its interpretation

The magnitude of the The degree of the correlation
correlation coefficient between two datasets
r<o0.2 no relation or very weak
relation
0.2<r<0.39 weak relation
0.40<r<0.59 moderate relation
0.60<r<0.79 strong relation
0.80<r very strong relation

Another method of analysis is the two-tailed t-test, which hinges on hypothesis
testing (P-Value approach). The extent to of two factors move together is measured
with a correlation test while t-tests focus on only one factor by comparing means in

different samples.

Hayes (2022) explains two-tailed test methods in these words, “a method in which
the critical area of a distribution is two-sided and tests whether a sample is greater or
less than a certain range of values. It is used in null hypothesis testing and testing
for statistical significance. If the sample being tested falls into either of the critical
areas, the alternative hypothesis is accepted instead of the null hypothesis” (parag.1,

as cited in San Jose State University)

A p-value (probability value) describes the level of statistical significance that is
expressed between zero and one. The larger the p-value, the weaker the

evidence for rejecting the null hypothesis.

The research question needs to be articulated before starting this process and it is
converted into null and alternative hypotheses.

The null hypothesis, Ho is a statement of “no difference,” “no association,”

or “no treatment effect.”
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The alternative hypothesis, Ha is a statement of “difference,” “association,”

or “treatment effect.”

Ho is assumed to be true until proven otherwise. However, Ha is the hypothesis

that the researcher wants to strengthen.

Hypothesis testing was used in order to compare the results of the two groups. In
the scope of this study, two comparisons were made. The definition of a high-rise
building in the context of Turkey is a building that is higher than 7 floors (Turkish
Regulation Concerning Fire Protection of Buildings (2020, p.5247). So, the first one
is about determining the difference in the values of the sense of safety between the
women residents who live on up to 7 floors and the women residents who live on

above 7 floors.

The other one compares the results of the sense of safety of women residents who
have children aged between 0-12 and above 12. Due to child development, attention
is drawn to women who have children between the ages of 0-3, but the number of
samples in the interviews was not enough. For this reason, the range of age of
children has been determined according to the age group depending on education

level.

In the scope of this thesis study, hypotheses of comparison of two data sets are as

below:
First Hypothesis:

Null hypothesis (Ho): The mean sense of safety of women who live on up to 8 floors
and the mean sense of safety of women who live on above 7 floors do not change

depending on the occupied floor.

The alternative hypothesis (Ha): The mean sense of safety of women who live on
up to 8 floors is higher than the mean sense of safety the women who live on above

7 floors.

Second Hypothesis:
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Null hypothesis (Ho): The mean sense of safety of women who have children aged
between 0-12 and the mean sense of safety of women who have children aged above

12 do not change depending on the age of children.

The alternative hypothesis (Ha): The mean sense of safety of women who have
children aged between 0-12 is lower than the women who have children aged above
12.

The program Microsoft Excel is used in the calculations of values of the tests. It shall
be noted that a significance threshold for the P-Value in this study is taken as 0.05.
While interpreting results, if P-Value between two data set is higher than 0.05, it
means that there is no or weak relationship between the two datasets. However, if
the opposite is the case for P-Value, the two datasets are associated with a strong

relation.

A dataset with more observations, in other words, a greater number of samples,
would have resulted in a different conclusion. A statistically significant result
cannot validate the research hypothesis (as it implies 100% certainty). A slight
probability of 5% or less than 5% that the results occurred by chance exists, which
means that the null hypothesis was correct. Therefore, the results “provide support

for” or “give evidence for” the research hypothesis (McLeod, 2019).

Besides the analysis of the correlation between variables, to understand how
women’s sense Of safety changed (negatively/positively) the responses to the open-
ended questions were content analyzed. To this end, the author began by reviewing
the data closely. Segments of text were coded and then grouped into similar subjects,
which were later grouped into larger categories depending on the factors affecting
the sense of safety and use of public spaces, which are discussed in the literature
review. To increase the validity of the results, these factors were compared with the

survey responses.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of the study. In the first part, general statistical
information of the research about the socio-demographic properties of participants
and their sense of safety scores are presented. Thereafter, the correlation between
different variables and sense of safety of women in mass housing estates has been
illustrated in detail.

4.1  Characteristics of the Participants

Socio-demographic properties of the participants have an effect on their sense of
safety in their environment (Bennett et al., 2007; Byrne & Wolch, 2009; Garafalo,
1981). Studies highlight socio-demographic inequalities in the perception of safety
as mentioned before. Age (Hale, 1996; Mehta, 2014), gender (Bloobaum & Hunecke,
2005; Rollwagen, 2014), ethnicity and race (Liska et al., 1982), and level of
education and income (Sundeen & Mathieu, 1976) have effects on individual’s sense
of safety. Information about the population in the area and then the participants are

given in the following part.

According to the statistical information obtained from Zirvekent Neighborhood
Headmanship (muhtar of the Kusunlar TOKI), 3111 females and 3390 males were
registered in the region. The total population of the area was 6501 people. While men
constituted 52.15 percent of the population, women constituted 47.81 percent (Figure
9).

Immigrants consisted of about 10% of the population. The Headmen of the region

stated that there is mostly migration from Arab countries to the region. There exist
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different ethnicity and racial groups such as Kyrgyz, Afghan, Arab and Black groups
in the region.

Women
47.9%

Figure 9. Percentages of Male and Female Population in the Region

This study represents 1.45% of the women population (N=3111) in this region. The
mean age of women participants was 46.69 (SD=11.07). The age range of women
was from 30 to 71. 35.6% of the participants were 30-40 years old, 31.1% were 41-
50 years old, 17.8% were 51-60 years old, 13.3% were 61-70 years old, and 2.2%

were older than 70 years.

Figure 10. Distribution of the Participants’ Ages
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While the number of high-rise blocks is higher than the low-rise blocks in the region,
the occupied floor level of participants changed from the ground (zero) level to the

maximum 14" floor, but the median of occupied floor level was 7th floor.

More than half of the participants occupied the 7th floor or higher than the 7th floor.
In other words, 57.8% of the participants occupied floors that are considered high
according to the definition of a high-rise in Turkish Regulations. The distribution of

participants’ floor levels which they occupied can be seen in Figure 11.

7-14th Floors
57.8%

4-6th Floors
22.2%

0-3 Floors
[ 20.0% »

Figure 11. Distribution of the Participants’ Floor levels which they occupied

The population in Kusunlar TOKI, a low-income group who moved to this area in
the context of squatter housing regeneration projects of the government, received
their flats as of May 2013. Therefore, by the time this study was conducted, the year
of residency for most of the participants was 9 years, but the mean year of residency
of participants was 7.24 (SD=2.33).

Moreover, while some women had no children (n=3), the maximum number of
children they had was 5 (n=1), and the median number of children that the
participants had was 2. The mean age of children was 17.86 (SD=9.76).
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The summary of descriptive statistics; the number of samples(n), mean/median (M)
depending on the sub-group variables, and their standard deviations( SD) can be seen
in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics: Demographic characteristics of research participants

Women (N=3111)

n M (SD) min. max.
Age 45 46.69 (11.07)
Occupied Floor level 45 7 0 14
Number of Children 45 2 0 5
Age of Children 17.78 (9.76)
Years of Residency 45 7.24 (2.33)

4.2  Sense of Safety in Kusunlar TOKI

The overall score of mean sense of safety of women who lived in Kusunlar TOKI
area was 2.33 (SD=1.17) out of 5 (Table 3.). It means that the majority of the women

in this interview found the area not safe.

While none of the participants gave 5 points, which refers to “I feel very safe in the

area”, 35.6% of them gave 1 point, which refers to “I feel not safe at all” (Figure 12.)

Table 3. Mean sense of safety scores of women in Kusunlar TOKI mass housing area

Women (N=3111)

>

M (SD)

Overall Sense of Safety 45 2.33(1.17)
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Figure 12. Percentages of participants’ sense of safety scores in the mass housing estate of
Kusunlar TOKI

The sense of safety from the perspective of women was very low in the neighborhood
(M=2.33, SD=1.17, n=45) and they were generally not satisfied because of this

reason. One woman expressed her feeling about her neighborhood in these words:

“There is nothing to rate here. Not a place to live for our children. If we could
afford it, believe me, 1 wouldn't stay here for a second. But how will you take
it, how will you go? My daughter just got married, it was very good for her.”

(Subject 18, age 42, occupied floor level 10)

While the mean sense of safety score was 2.33 (SD=1.17), the scores they gave
varied according to the regions. Some people rated an area high in terms of feeling
safe, while others gave it a low score. Some people rated some regions, while others
did not refer to those regions at all. It shall be noted that they did not draw attention
to a specific point, they interpreted it regionally. Therefore, these areas are divided

into 16 categories.

The total score of sense of safety in mentioned area by participants and their
percentages over the total score of sense of safety are given below, in Table 5. The

number of samples, in other words, the frequency of mention and ranking of each
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area is different. It would be misleading to evaluate by looking only at percentages.
Therefore, the ratio between the number of samples and the score of the sense of
safety should be considered while interpreting results. Additionally, the Likert scales
given by participants to the different areas can be seen in Table 4 as well.

The total score of sense of safety of the mosque is the highest with a mean of 4.75,
but only 8.89% of the participants rated the mosque (n=4). This means that it is not
enough to evaluate this area as the safest place. The place with the 2nd highest mean
sense of safety score with 4.33 points is the 14-story gated community area, which
is known as Liderkent, and 15 people have rated this score. In other words, 33.33%
of the participants found Liderkent as a safe place. The marketplace follows the
Liderkent, with a mean sense of safety score of 4.07 and 33.33 % of participants in
the same ratio as Liderkent (n=15). This shows that Liderkent was found safer than

the marketplace.

Table 4. Likert Scale Ranging Values of Different Regions

1 2 3 4 5
14-story gated community 3 4 8
11-story residential area 1 3 5 5 3
8-9 story residential area 2 4 1 2
7-8 story residential area 2 2 4 1
6-story residential area (pink blocks) 1 2 3 5 3
Social housing area 1 32
Social housing area 2 26 1
Market place 2 1 6 6
Shopping area 13 1 2 4
Mehmet Akif Ersoy Park 2 2 2
Mosque 1 3
School Area 5
Kiosk 1 1
Kiosk 2 1 1
Library 1
Streets 17 4
Parks between blocks 3 8 5 2
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Table 5. Sense of safety scores of women in different areas of TOKI mass housing area

Total Score Mean

of Sense of Score of

n %
Safety Safety

14-story Gated
Community 15 | 33.33 65 4.33
11-story Residential
Blocks 17 37.78 57 3.35
8-9 Residential Blocks 9 20.00 30 3.33
7-8 story Residential 20.00 3.44
Blocks 9 31
6 story Residential Blocks 15 33.33 51 3.40
Social Housing Area 1 32 71.11 32 1.00
Social Housing Area 2 27 60.00 28 1.04
Market place 15 33.33 61 4.07
Shopping Area 20 44.44 37 1.85
Mehmet Akif Ersoy Park 6 13.33 18 3.00
Mosque 4 8.89 19 4.75
School Area 5 11.11 20 4.00
Kiosk 1 1 2.22 1 1.00
Kiosk 2 2 4.44 4 2.00
Streets 21 46.67 25 1.19
Parks Between Blocks 18 40.00 44 2.44
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On contrary, Kiosk 1, which is located at the entrance of social housing, and near the
library, and Social Housing Area 1( have the lowest mean score of sense of safety
with 1.00 points. However, a sample size of 1 does not represent validity for this
result of Kiosk 1 (2.22%). Nevertheless, the top three areas with the highest number
of samples were as follows; social housing area 1 (n=32), social housing area 2
(n=27), and streets (21) respectively. %71.11 of the participants have rated Social
Housing 1 (n=32). It was the most rated area of the neighborhood and was found as
the least safe place. It was followed by the Social Housing Area 2 and streets with
the mean scores of 1.04, and 1.19 respectively. They were also claimed as unsafe
areas. Thereafter, parks between the blocks (M=2.44, 40.00%, n=18) and shopping

areas (M=1.85, 44.44%, n=20) were found as unsafe places in the neighborhood.

4.3  Variables of Women’s Sense of Safety and Use of Open Public Spaces

Before the initiation of this study, it was assumed that there is a correlation between
the age of women, the age of their children and occupied floor level, and their sense
of safety. Their relationship is analyzed with the Hypothesis test and Pearson

correlation method.

Table 6. Independent T-test (t) and Pearson Correlation Values

P(T<=t) r
Age of Women 0.25
Age of Children(0-12 vs. 12>)| 0.000000037 0.29
Floor Level (0-7 vs. 7>) 0.000084 -0.18

Note.  * Statistically significant difference between the two variables if (p< .05).

** Statistically not a significant difference between the two variables if (p> .05).
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First, the relation between the age of women and the sense of safety is analyzed. The
correlation coefficient is found 0.25. It is between the values of 0.2 and 0.39 (0.2 <
r < 0.39 which refers that the correlation is weak. There is also a positive relationship;

as the age of the woman increased, the feeling of safety also increased.

Second, the relation between the age of children and the sense of safety is analyzed.
As mentioned in the previous chapter, the sample size of the age group between 0-3
was not enough since the mean age of children is 17.78 (SD=9.76). Therefore, the

results for the age group of 0-12 and 12+ were compared.

Null hypothesis (Ho): The mean sense of safety of women who have children
aged between 0-12 and the mean sense of safety of women who have

children aged above 12 do not change depending on the age of children.

The alternative hypothesis (Ha): The mean sense of safety of women who
have children aged between 0-12 is lower than the women who have children

aged above 12.

The P-Value for these two datasets is 0.000000037, in other words, p< .05. There
was a statistically significant difference between the sense of safety of women who
have children in the age group 0-12 and above 12. Thus, the alternative hypothesis

is accepted.

Moreover, the correlation coefficient is 0.29, which indicates that there is a weak
relation, and the variables are proportional. As the age of children increased,

women’s sense of safety increased as well.

Third, the relation between the occupied floor level and the sense of safety is
analyzed. The median occupied level of participants was 7(min=0, max=14), and the
mean sense of safety scores of the women who occupied levels 0-7 and above the 7™

floor were compared.

Null hypothesis (Ho): The mean sense of safety of women who live on up to
8 floors and the mean sense of safety of women who live on above 7 floors

do not change depending on the occupied floor.
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The alternative hypothesis (Ha): The mean sense of safety of women who
live on up to 8 floors is higher than the mean sense of safety the women who

live on above 7 floors.

The P-Value for these two datasets is 0.000084, in other words, p< .05. The
results of this study show that the alternative hypothesis is true.

Moreover, the correlation coefficient is -0.18 which indicates that there is a very
weak relation where r < 0.2. There is a negative relationship between the increase in
height and the sense of safety, two variables are inversely proportional. An increase
in the occupation level reduced the sense of safety of women.

4.3.1 Factors Affecting Use of Open Public Spaces in Project Area

Besides the factors affecting sense of safety, the aim is to understand which factors

women care about when using open spaces and their importance.

Table 7. Factors Affecting Use of Public Open Spaces in the Neighborhood

Women (N=3111)

n M (SD)

Safety Concerns 45 4.24 (1.05)
Number of Trusted People who can 45

help/supervise children 4.20 (0.97)
Care Taken by Neighbors to 45

environment 2.76 (1.26)
Proximity to home 45 3.80 (1.29)
Lack of opportunities 45 4.13 (1.04)
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Amongst five factors, which can be seen in Table 7, the most influential factor
affecting the use of open public spaces was pointed out as safety (M=4.24, SD=1.05).
Findings reveal that safety-related concerns seriously affect women’s use of open
space in Kusunlar TOKI region. However, it cannot be said that physical properties
do not affect the use of open spaces. Proximity to home (M=4.24, SD=1.05), lack of
opportunities such as greenery, activities, and variable facilities (M=4.13, SD=1.04)

also have a considerable effect on the use of public spaces in the neighborhood.

4.3.2 Factors Affecting Sense of Safety in Kusunlar TOKI

4.3.2.1  Survey Results

To examine the factors that affect the sense of safety of women and to understand to
what extent and how these factors affect the sense of safety, 10 questions were asked
to rate from 1 to 5 (where;1: Not at all, 2: A little, 3: Partially, 4: Mostly, 5:
Completely). The results as listed below in Table 8.

As it is the most frequently mentioned reason in the interviews, the presence of drug
dealers and burglars is found as the most frightening reason which reduces the sense
of safety (M=4.60, SD=0.65). Familiarity with people is found as the second reason
that affects the sense of safety levels (M=4.44, SD=0.81).

In high-rise housing estates, the density of people is high which is a factor that comes
as a consequence of the building size and it resulted in a decrease in the sense of
safety (M=3.58, SD=1.31). However, when the effect of building form on the sense
of safety is directly asked, participants found it as the least contributing factor
affecting the sense of safety (M=2.71, SD=1.01).

All in all, the findings show that socio-environmental factors, social quality of the
neighborhood and familiarity between neighbors have a strong effect on the sense of

safety of women who reside in Kusunlar TOKI. Increase in social disorder results in
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a decrease in sense of safety. Meanwhile, an increase in familiarity results in an

increase in the levels of sense of safety.

Table 8. Reasons for Feeling Unsafe in the Neighborhood

Women (N=3111)

n M (SD)

Absence of people 45 3.33(1.35)
Decrease in Familiar People 45 4.44 (0.81)
Decrease in Social Interaction 45 2.60 (1.37)
High Density of People 45 3.58 (1.31)
Presence of Drug Dealers/Burglars 45 4.60 (0.65)
Presence of Physical Disorder 45 2.80 (0.97)
Lack of Lighting At Night 45 2.76 (1.43)
Lack of Well Designed 45

Greenery/Playgrounds 2.96 (1.00)
Building Form 45 2.71 (1.01)
Occupied Floor Level 45 3.33(1.11)

4.3.2.2  Results from the Interviews with the Women Participants

Neighborhoods are defined as “social constructions named and bounded differently
by different individuals” (Lee et al., 1994). In line with this definition, it is noted that
residents usually consider social relationship ties while defining their neighborhood
rather than its physical qualities such as form (Burton & Price-Spratlen, 1999). In

this study, it is observed that women also define their sense of safety in the
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neighborhood by the level of social relationships at a higher rate than physical
qualities. Socio-environmental factors affecting the sense of safety were mentioned
in the percent of 54.2, while physical factors affecting the sense of safety were
mentioned in the percent of 44.7.

Physical
44.7%

Figure 13. Factors Affecting Sense of Safety of Participants’

The interview results revealed that numerous factors negatively influenced women’s
sense of safety in the open spaces of the mass housing estate. The frequency and
percentages of mentioning vary, but the factors listed in Table 9 were mentioned as

factors affecting the sense of safety by the participant, albeit slightly.
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Table 9. Percentages of Mentioned factors affecting women’s sense of safety

n p %

Social Surveillance 32 0.11 10.85
Familiarity 28 0.09 9.49
Belonging 12 0.04 4.07
Social Interaction 10 0.03 3.39
The Social Quality of

the Surrounding 78 0.26 26.44
Prospect and Refuge 10 0.03 3.39
Escape Route 4 0.01 1.36
Quality of physical

surrounding 9 0.03 3.05
Urban form and Land

use 3 0.01 1.02
Physical proximity 24 0.08 8.14
Supervision of children 21 0.07 7.12
Design of semiprivate

spaces 8 0.03 2.71
Design of Physical

Outdoor Environment 22 0.07 7.46
Lack of Opportunities 12 0.04 4.07
Physical Barriers 19 0.06 6.44
Others 3 0.01 1.02
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Table 10. Percentages of Mentioned factors affecting women’s sense of safety depend on
the women who live on up to 8 floors or who live on above 7 floors

Low-rise (n) p (%) High-rise(n) p (%)

Social Surveillance 11 34.38 21 65.63
Familiarity 13 46.43 15 53.57
Belonging 6 50.00 6 50.00
Social Interaction 4 40.00 6 60.00
The Social Quality of 30 38.46 48 61.54

Surrounding

Prospect and Refuge 4 40.00 6 60.00
Escape Route 1 25.00 3 75.00
Quality of Pyhsical 3 33.33 6 66.67

Surrounding

Urban form and Land Use 0 0.00 3 100.00
Physical Proximity 9 37.50 15 62.50
Supervision of Children 9 42.86 12 57.14
Design of Semi-private 3 37.50 5 62.50
Spaces

Design of Physical Outdoor 13 59.09 9 40.91

Environment

Lack of Opportunities 10 83.33 2 16.67
Physical Barriers 9 47.37 10 52.63
Others 2 66.67 1 33.33
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Quality of the surrounding in terms of social features was the most influential one
with a percentage of 26.44 (n=78). Many researchers (Austin et al, 2002; Jiang et al.,
2018; Wilson & Kelling, 1982) state that the sense of safety of women residents’
were influenced negatively by disorder, in other words, incivilities in the
environment. However, with the categorization of incivilities as “disorderly physical
surrounding” and “disruptive social behavior” (Nasar & Jones, 1997; LaGrange et
al., 1992), results show that disruptive social behavior poses a more significant
problem than “disorderly physical surrounding”. Disruptive social behavior
identified with the presence of gangs, prostitution, street beggars and substance
abuse, drug use, and stray dogs in public spaces define as social ones (Nasar & Jones,
1997; LaGrange et al., 1992), and all of these disorders were stated as the factors
affecting residents’ sense of safety in Kusunlar TOKI mass housing estate. For
example, in the interviews, when asked about the reason why they felt not safe at all

in their housing estate, a woman responded:

“In the area where there is social housing when it's evening, a drunkard
comes, other people come, you don't know. There are a lot of people from a
wide variety of places. There are also some other people [emphasis added],
there are people who use drugs, there are also prostitutes, excuse me, there
are people who rent houses and use this place. Some use drugs. That's why
we call it unsafe. For example, he uses drugs and gets on the bus. We saw it
this year too. We got him off the bus. You get on that bus smartly and get off
crazy. We are happy inside the house, but we feel it when we go out. When
we go out, we get scared of those kinds of people.” (Subject 11, age 40,
occupied floor level 6)

The fact that the environment is physically disordered (3.05%, n=9) was often
associated with these people who have disruptive social behaviors. It is expressed

as:
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“A: This place wasn't this dirty until 5 years ago. Our building is good, but I

cannot say it is completely safe.
B: What do you mean by dirty?

A: People... nasty, unreliable. They fight, they swear, they make trouble. As
they are dirty themselves, they also pollute the environment, harm them and
throw their garbage away. They're breaking the order.” (Subject 26, age 49,

occupied floor level 7)

As Wilson and Kelling (1982) state, mentioned disorders in the neighborhood
(presence of drug dealers, prostitutes, garbage, sounds) had a negative effect on the
sense of safety of women. Interviews also support the view that the sensory
experience of the public space is affected by the factors such as noises, sounds, other
people, and activities (Rapoport, 1990; Whyte, 1980). Shouting and swearing people
were some of the indicators that make people feel unsafe in their living environment.

In support of this statement, another woman also added:
“A: How do you feel walking in open spaces and streets?

B: There is a madman, there is a thief... We are afraid. He travels here
every day. We leave immediately by looking at the ground without looking

into his eyes. Or he curses and shouts.

A: Well, is there anything that prevents you from walking at night, is
lighting enough?

B: People. Otherwise, there is lighting, it is good. We used to sit outside.

Now you can't go out.” (Subject 5, age 35, occupied floor level 7)

The second most mentioned point contributing to women’s sense of safety was social

surveillance with a ratio of 10.85% (n=32). This result supports Jacobs's (1961) and
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Newman’s (1972) argument that surveillance affects people’s sense of safety and the
“eyes on the street” increase their sense of safety. In this context, the presence of
other people in places such as shopping areas, market place, headmen's offices, and
bus stops creates a sense of safety against the possibility of a possible crime. In
addition, the presence of a gendarme in that area appears as a factor that increases
the sense of safety of women. Most women stated that the arrival of the gendarmerie
in the region, the presence of the gendarmerie in the market place and the
construction of a police station increased safety. The surveillance of security guards

or cameras also has a significant effect on the sense of safety in the area.

“When we first came, there were a lot of naughty young people around the
bazaar. They installed cameras around the market, they put the gendarmerie,
and the gendarmerie walk around the streets. It became safer. The
gendarmerie is around here 24 hours a day. Now the police station is under
construction, and it will be a little more safer. But there are ... , there are
those who sell weed.” (Subject 26, age 49, occupied floor level 7)

The factor mentioned affecting the sense of safety of women in the third place is
familiarity with 9.49 percent (n=28). A sense of safety is related to familiarity and
social relations (Greene, 2003). Some women mentioned their relationships with
other neighbors. As Jacobs (1961) states, the main function of city streets and
sidewalks is to keep the city safe and to encourage its use for a variety of activities,
it is observed that meeting with neighbors and sitting in front of the door on the street
was a way of socializing for women. In particular, women gather outside at certain
times, even though she is going to cook, she picks up her vegetables and picks them
up while she's sitting outside. Familiarity was parallel with social interaction, and it
reduced levels of fear in the near environment as several researchers argue (Skogan
& Maxfield, 1981; Taylor et al. 1984). A woman mentions the importance of

familiarity in these statements:
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“I know people in our building and the next building. Therefore, this is the
safest place. Our building has good neighborly relations, so we feel safer near
our building. However, we would not know about other buildings. Some of
them are good and some of them bad. It was very good when we first came.
We would make our tea and coffee at night and sit until 2 am. We used to do
something outside in the gazebo.” (Subject 21, age 45, occupied floor level
4)

Another one mention the change in the neighborhood and decrease in the familiar
people:

“Better the devil you know. After 5 years, they gave it to unfamiliar people.
That old order has been broken. There are people from different ethnic groups

[emphasis added]. Nasty people! They give the houses to the people from
different ethnic groups [emphasis added], they let them rent. Our building is

in disarray. Those tall buildings were beautiful before. ... nasty people were
not in our buildings. They were around, but not in our buildings. Now the
house owners either sold it to unstable people or rented it out. They do not
care if the tenant is good or bad. Too crowded, so unsafe. For example, they
fight, argue, and disturb. We collect signatures for the removal of tenants
from the building and give them to the site manager.” (Subject 31, age 55,
occupied floor level 9)

Overall, these findings supported Ginsberg and Churchman’s (1984) as they indicate
that higher density is a disadvantage for high-rises because of the existence of large

numbers of unfamiliar people that makes the neighborhood less safe.

Moreover, familiarity, surveillance and escape route notions are in a nested state and

parallel since the lack of surveillance and the presence of escape routes support the
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coming of more unfamiliar people to certain parts. It is said that it affects the number

of people who rent daily and enter the neighborhood for different purposes:

“It stays in the back. The person entering and leaving is a little different.
Unknown people come and go. Prostitutes come in and out, and for other
confidential business... Without entering the neighborhood, they can enter
the lower road and exit immediately. If something happens, they can run
away immediately. Nobody sees it, it's out of sight.” (Subject 41, age 32,

occupied floor level 11)

On contrary, the other issue mentioned with at least a percentage of 1.02 was about
religious factors, which are not included in the scope of this study. Quite a few
participants (n=3) stated that they see the mosque as a safe place and this is entirely

due to their personal religious beliefs.

Other notable issues mentioned were, respectively, physical proximity (8.14%,
n=24), design of physical outdoor environment (7.46%, n=22), supervision of
children (7.12%, n=21), and physical barriers (6.44%, n=19).

Women interpreted proximity in three meanings: proximity to home, proximity to
other people, and proximity to the city. The most prominent point in terms of
physical proximity was that people perceived their home/living areas as safer
because it was closer to their home, so they often gave the highest score here, while
rating the region. As Zahnow et al. (2021) state perceived risk in the home territory
increases due to the close proximity to the people who are associated with a crime,
resulting decrease in sense of safety. The physical proximity of the buildings and so
being close to others, and unfamiliar people were one of the reasons that make

women feel unsafe:

“A: Do you think the physical environment has an impact on your feeling of
safety?
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B: The buildings are fine. High-rise, open front. It is good to have an open
space. For example, the buildings below are considered stuck, bottom-to-
bottom. You go out to the balcony and look at the window of the building
opposite. They ask, what are you looking at? The other person can also

interfere with you.
A: Well, are there any nooks and crannies in the buildings that bother you?

B: No, there are no such places. It's nice to have the buildings spaced out,

that's our only advantage.” (Subject 43 , age 71, occupied floor level 9)

As mentioned in the interviews, the design of a physical outdoor environment
(7.46%, n=22) has an important role in the use of open public spaces and sense of
safety. Many researchers suggest that greeneries and landscape elements encourage
people positively (Huang, 2006; Coley et al, 1997), and open spaces are significant
in reducing perceptions of crowdedness in high-density environments (Rapoport,
1975). Women mention the lack of well-designed green spaces to socialize, and
playgrounds for children. The urban design, in terms of land-uses, streets, street

elements, and landscaping affect the user’s sense of safety:

“Depending on the location, the physical environment also affects sense of
safety. If it were nicer, if there were more places, it would be safer for us to
go. If only the parks were beautifully designed. For example, they wrapped
the tarpaulins up, it does not look very nice, look at those benches, and they
nailed two wooden as a gazebo. It can be more appealing to the eye or create
a space for young people to use. There should be walking paths, you cannot
walk on the streets, and there are cars in the side streets.” (Subject 12, age 40,

occupied floor level 9)

Considering women with children (n=42), supervision of children (7.12%, n=21)

was a significant factor that decreases their sense of safety. Similar to the argument
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of Valentine (1990), women’s sense of safety was affected negatively considering
their children vulnerable and incompetent. Some women stated that they do not find
this neighborhood safe for their children because they think that the social
environment will affect their children badly or that something will happen to them.

“A: I don’t send the child to the market alone. 5 years old can't go anyway,
| don't send the older ones either. | don't send them to the parks near the house
either. How can | follow the child, and watch over them from home? Some

allow them, their mother is watching from afar, but I cannot.

B: You are sitting on a high floor, not within sight. Well, if you could see the
park from your home, if you lived on the lower floors and you could watch

the children from the balcony, would you send them to the park alone?

A: Impossible. You know, if I go to talk on the phone at that moment, what
if something happens to the child. No, these are not such safe places. You
cannot leave them alone. Even to the parks between the blocks, | would not
send the child alone. Even a man cannot go there alone.” (Subject 18, age 42,

occupied floor level 10)

Moreover, it is found that physical barriers were important features that shape the
sense of safety. The areas that have physical barriers such as gates, walls, and fences
with controlled entrance, which also provides a defensible space, had a higher level
of sense of safety. As mentioned before, see Table 5, the mean score of sense of
safety of the 14-story gated community area, which is known as Liderkent, was the
safest place mentioned (M=4.33, 33.33%). This place had not been rated below 3
points and had been rated highly. In the interviews, all participants commented on
the physical barriers that surround the living environment. This result sympathizes
with the study of Lehrer and March (2019) that reveals that in high-rise housing
estates the idea of creating defensible spaces has led to an increase in the physical

barriers such as the installation of cameras, and security guards. In addition, the result
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supports the view of Blakely and Snyder (1997) who state that physical barriers
reduce the sense of safety in outdoor open spaces, which are outside of the barriers
while increasing the sense of safety in the semi-private areas of the gated community.
A woman made a point about the importance of “defensible space” with surveillance,

and controlled entrances as follows:

“Schools are safe; I don't think there will be a problem in schools since they
are surrounded by walls and wires. There is a camera around it at some point.
A wall surrounds Liderkent, there are security cameras inside and they are
followed. It is safe since it is a closed-site, gated community. The
administration has its own camera system. There is only one entrance and
exit door to the site; it is controlled when entering and exiting from the inside.
There are even cameras in the elevator.” (Subject 26, age 49, occupied floor

level 7)

Furthermore, the relationship between the factors affecting the sense of safety and
the height of the occupied floor level was emphasized. The frequency of the factors
mentioned by the residents who live on the high floor and the frequency of the factors
mentioned by the residents who live on the low floor can be seen in Table 10. Women
living in high-rises generally emphasized socio-environmental and physical factors
more while talking about the factors affecting their sense of safety.

Decrease in social surveillance (high-rise 65.63%), decrease in familiarity/increase
in anonymity (high-rise 53.57%), and decrease in social interaction (high-rise
60.00%) are some of the socio-environmental disadvantages of high-rise buildings,
meanwhile, an increase in view distance and physical proximity (high-rise 62.50%),
decrease in the supervision of children (high-rise 57.14%), and the lack of design of
semi-private spaces (high-rise 62.50%) are some of the physical environmental
disadvantages of high-rise buildings. These attributes of high-rise buildings are more

frequently highlighted by the women who live on above 7 floors.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

The increase in high-rise buildings (Yuen et al., 2006) and the mass housing in
developing countries (Urban, 2012) are constituting an extremely critical part of the
future city by posing different concerns. Little is known about the factors affecting
the sense of safety and use of public open spaces in high-rise mass housing estates.
This thesis aims to contribute to the design of safer mass housing environments in

Turkey in two ways.

First, it provides a theoretical framework to understand how high-rise housing estates
might affect the sense of safety and use of readily accessible public open spaces. To
provide it, a comprehensive theoretical framework is presented. Factors affecting a
sense of safety are categorized into three: socio-demographic factors, socio-
environmental, and physical environmental factors. Later, public spaces and the
parameters which define a well-designed public space are discussed with the theories

affecting the use of public space.

Second, it questioned to what extent women’s sense of safety is affected, in which
places, and how and why it changed by focusing on the low-income mass housing
area of TOKI, in Turkey. In this way, a study has been advanced specifically on
women and the low-income group which both are seen as disadvantaged groups. The
relations between the levels of sense of safety and the age of women and also the
supervision of children are examined. The effect of increased occupy level due to the
high-rises is discussed. While questioning the notion of the sense of safety, its effect
on the use of public open space is also questioned. The thesis contributes to a

quantitative evaluation of the relations.
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5.1  Discussion of the Study Findings

Sociodemographic factors of the age of women and the age of children of women
were analyzed, in the literature review, it is found that they are related to the sense
of safety, and it is important to understand their perceptions while evaluating the
results in the context of high-rise environments. High-rise buildings may give some
advantages and disadvantages to different age groups in terms of proximity,
familiarity, supervision of children, and so on. Moreover, a physical factor of
occupied floor level was analyzed considering the sense of safety which is the direct

attribute of high-rise buildings.

511 Effect of Age of Women on Sense of Safety

Findings show a proportional relationship between the age and the sense of safety of
women (where 0 < r). The increase in the age of women resulted in an increase in
the level of sense of safety. In literature, some studies show that the safety
perceptions of elderly people do not go parallel with the younger people, supporting
the result of this study. However, the results of this study do not support the view of
some researchers (Brd, 2014; Mehta, 2014) claiming that older people usually tend
to perceive areas and situations as less safe compared to younger ones, in other
words, as the age increases, sense of safety decreases. On contrary, some (Bloobaum
& Hunecke, 2005; Braungart et al., 1980; Clarke, 1984) claim that there is no linear
correlation between age and crime fear, but the results showed that there is a
correlation between the age of women and their level of sense of safety, although the

relationship is weak.

512 Effect of Age of Children of Women on Sense of Safety

There was a difference between the sense of safety of women who have children in
the age group 0-12 or above 12 (t=0.000000037, p< .05). As Valentine (1990) stated
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that women’s anxiety and fears are parallel with their children while using public
spaces since children are seen as vulnerable and incompetent. As the age of children
decreased, women'’s sense of safety decreased as well. The results also sympathize
with the argument of Gifford (2007) that high-rises located in crime-prone
neighborhoods affect parents' sense of safety and parents living in such environments
tend to keep their children indoors more. Women also stated in the interviews that it
IS not possible to leave children outside the park or bazaar alone because of safety

concerns.

Additionally, amongst the participants, it is observed that as the age of the women
increases, the age of their children also increases. This may be due to the fact that
women's having children at younger ages is linked to their sense of safety since
children are under their supervision. It may also explain why the sense of safety

increases as women’s age increases.

5.1.3 Effect of Floor Level That Residents Occupy on Sense of Safety

It was assumed that the occupied floor of the residents affects women’s sense of
safety. The findings of the study revealed that there is a very weak negative
correlation between the occupied floor level and the sense of safety of women (r=-
0.18). The ones who live above 7 floors feel less safe than the ones who live between
0-8 floors (t=.000084, p< .05). It also has an effect on the relationship between the

environment and individuals, especially mothers.

As Gillis (1977) mentions from the top floors of a high-rise building, supervision of
children who are playing outside is more difficult in highly dense environments.
Cook and Morgan (1982) strengthen this argument by mentioning the vulnerable

disadvantaged groups perceive living in a high-rise flat as hazardous and stressful.

In high-rise buildings, physical proximity becomes a problem enabling spaces for
children’s play at a certain amount of distance, so height increases the anxieties of

families, especially mothers’, and their concerns about the safety of their children
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(Conway & Adams, 1977). Additionally, the question asked in the survey, “Do you
think the floor level you occupied is a reason that affects your sense of safety when
using the public space?” The results show that it affects the level of sense of safety
at a moderate level (M= 3.33, SD=1.11).

5.2 Main Findings of Research

The findings revealed that the overall sense of safety of women in the low-income
high-rise housing estate of Kusunlar TOKI is severely low ( M= 2.33, SD=1.17). In
fact, one of the most affecting factors of the use of open public spaces was pointed
out as safety concerns (M=4.24, SD=1.05) which contributes to the findings of
Kearns et al. (2012) and Lehrer and March (2019) in high-rise estates.

This study contributed to the existing literature by showing that variables such as the
age of women (Bra, 2014; Hale, 1996; Mehta, 2014), age of women’s children
(Churchman,1984; Conway & Adams, 1977), and occupied floor level (Cook &

Morgan, 1982) had an impact on the sense of safety in high-rise mass housing estate.

While, a proportional correlation exists for both two variables; the age of women,
the age of children, and the sense of safety, on contrary, the occupied level of women
was indirectly proportional. It shall be noted that weak associations were observed,
but this may be due to the small sample size (n=45), so it cannot be claimed that

there is no relationship between them.

Moreover, many socio-environmental factors including social quality of the
environment (26.44%), social surveillance (10.85%), familiarity (9.49%), belonging
(4.07%), and social interaction (3.39%), were mentioned in open-ended questions of
the interviews as a factor affecting the sense of safety of women. Besides, physical
proximity (8.14%), design of outdoor environment (7.46%), supervision of children
(7.12%), physical barriers (6.44%), lack of opportunities (4.07%), prospect and
refuge (3.39%), physical quality (3.05%), design of semi-private areas (2.71%),
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escape route (1.36%), urban form and land-use (1.02%), and others (1.02%) were

the physical environmental factors mentioned.

Survey results also show that the presence of drug dealers/burglars (M=4.60,
SD=0.65), a decrease in familiar people (M=4.44, SD=0.81), absence of people
(M=3.33, SD=1.35), and decrease in social interaction (M=2.60, SD=1.37) cause
increase in levels of the sense of safety. As physical environmental factors, high
density of people (M=3.58, SD=1.31), lack of a well-designed environment
(M=2.96, SD=1.00), and lack of lighting at night (M=2.76, SD=1.43) also decrease
the sense of safety. Occupied floor level (M=3.33, SD=1.11) and building form
(M=2.71, SD=1.01) have an impact on the sense of safety. The results show that
socio-environmental factors are dominant over physical environmental factors
depending on the perceptions of women. Nevertheless, some of the mentioned socio-
environmental factors, such as familiarity and social interaction, come as a

consequence of the notion of the high-rise.

Results showed that the most significant factor affecting women’s sense of safety in
the area is the social quality of the physical environment. Heterogeneity of people,
presence of people who are associated with a crime such as drug dealing, burglary,
presence of a different group of race and ethnicity and people who behave
disruptively by swearing and damaging the environment, all affect the sense of safety
of women negatively. In line with the finding of Zahnow et al. (2021), living close
to the people who are associated with a crime increased women’s perceived crime

risk and undermined their sense of safety while using open public spaces.

In this sense, this study sympathizes with many studies (LaGrange et al., 1992; Nasar
& Jones, 1997; Osgood et al., 1996; Sampson & Raudenbush, 2004; Seymour et al.,
2010) that reveal the negative effect of disorder in the neighborhood which is
categorized as “disorderly physical surrounding” and “disruptive social behavior”.
Additionally, findings indicate that the claim of Foster et al (2014) on the sense of
safety and the use of public spaces, based on Wilson and Kelling's theory (1982), is

also valid in Kusunlar TOKI since the increase in disorder in the built environment
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caused a decrease in the use of public spaces. Similarly, this study contributes to
Ross and Mirowsky’s (1999) statement, which is that residents withdraw themselves
from public spaces because of the disorder that compromises perceived
neighborhood safety. It is a crime-prone neighborhood, drug dealers, burglars and
prostitutes exist, and then it is told that a woman was stabbed before, these are some
examples mentioned as reasons for the reduced level of safety. Moreover, results
support Rountree and Land’s (1996) argument underlining the heterogeneity of the
neighborhood in terms of race and age composition with the link between local
conditions and decreased sense of safety which is caused by high levels of fear since
the presence of different ethnic groups and also “young naughty boys” have often

been mentioned as a reason for disrupting the order.

Familiarity is another important factor that shapes the sense of safety of women
(M=4.44, SD=0.81). Findings indicate that the familiar neighbor criterion is one of
the factors most related to the sense of safety depending on trust as Greene (2003)
and Rollwagen (2014) claimed there is a positive relationship between the familiar
neighbors and the sense of safety. High-rise mass housing estates have a
disadvantage in familiarity due to the high-density people limiting social interaction.
As a result, people who are unfamiliar make the area perceived as less safe, but it
also revealed that residents who live closer together feel more connected to their
neighbors, in line with the findings of Glaeser and Sacerdote (2000), it was observed
that women generally made friends with people from the same building or the next
building, so they found their near-home environment safer than the other places. As
Ginsberg and Churchman (1984) categorized the main characteristics of a high-rise
which are height and the number of people, the study suggests that a high density of
people has an impact on the sense of safety (M=3.58, SD=1.31). In the high-density
housing estate, women stated that they feel unsafe due to the lack of private areas
and the proximity of unfamiliar people.

As it is discussed with gender roles that are assigned to women, supervision of

children is one of the issues, considering their sense of safety and the use of open
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public spaces, that has a significant role, especially in high-rise mass housing estates
(Dunnett et. al., 2002; Lestan et al., 2014)

In line with the claims of Conway & Adams (1977), Gillis (1977) and Wallace
(1952), women suggested that supervision of children who are playing outside is
very difficult in highly dense environments and from the top floors of a high-rise
building. This situation results in increased safety concerns affecting the use of open
public spaces for children, supporting the studies of Kearns et al. (2012), that show
parents who raise young children in high-rise apartments are more likely than other
parents to leave their children at home due to safety concerns and the difficulty of

supervision.

Contributing to Severcan’s (2019) study, findings of this study also support that the
way of TOKI’s property-led redevelopment contributes to the growth of social
problems in the neighborhood. Locating the residents of squatters in the mass
housing estates is not enough by itself; the design of the physical environment needs
to be considered to minimize social problems, especially in high-density high-rise

housing estates.
It is beneficial to point out the following points:

1. High-rise residential areas should not be evaluated in a uniform typology. The
study area in this research is a residential area with only residences, but there are also
high-rise buildings on the scale of a single building, where residences and offices are
intertwined, as well as commercial areas. In addition, there are site designs that
appeal to higher income groups and provide all kinds of social facilities and
landscaping. The sense of safety of women living in these areas will not be the same

in this study area and the influencing factors will also change.

2. While women living in this area consider the presence of security cameras and the
constant presence of police in the area as safe, the constant precense of police will
not be perceived in the same way from the ones who do not live under these

conditions.
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The effects of these factors on the sense of safety should be investigated on different

high-rise building typologies in further studies.

5.3 Limitations and Further Studies

In the scope of this thesis, factors affecting the sense of safety of women and their
use of open public spaces were studied, considering the demographic, socio-
environmental, and physical environmental factors. While examining the
correlations between demographic properties such as the age of women, the age of
children, and physical environmental factors of occupied floor level, very weak or

weak relations were found.

Cohen (1988) emphasizes that although the issue of deciding how large the effect
size should be is one of the most difficult issues for researchers to decide, it is also
one of the least thought of. In contrast, the effect size is difficult to estimate
accurately, at least in research in the social sciences, due to insufficient information
for the following reasons. These reasons are:

a. Theories in the field of social sciences rarely give clues about the estimation of
the effect size,

b. The knowledge required for statistical power analysis is often insufficient in the

research being conducted.

In order to overcome the difficulties arising from these shortcomings, Sawyer and
Ball (1981) suggest that the effect size be estimated by making a preliminary study
on a subset to be obtained from the population before the study, in order to make an
accurate estimation of effect size for the researchers. Therefore, this thesis study does
not represent the women population living in the entire area, which is one of the

limitations of the study.

One of the important issues in the design phase of the research is to know what the

required sample size should be in order to obtain the determined power level
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(MacCallum et al., 1996). As the number of observations related to the researched
subjects increase, the reliability of the data obtained from the sample will also
increase. As a result of this increased reliability, the researcher can correctly reject
the null hypothesis that is highly likely to be false. In this case, the increase in sample
size affects the statistical power positively. Ideally, a researcher can reach the
optimum sample size for his/her study by using alpha, effect size, and desired power
level (Cashen & Geiger, 2004). While the probability of obtaining meaningful results
in studies increases with large sample numbers, this probability decreases with
smaller sample numbers. Because a larger sample allows for clearer estimates of

target population parameters (Balkin & Sheperis, 2011).

As the sample size increases, the statistical power increases because the standard
error will decrease. In studies with small sample sizes, although the effect size is
actually large, the researcher may fail to reject the null hypothesis and fail to identify
significant differences that exist. Conversely, in studies with large sample sizes,
actually insignificant effects may be falsely found to be significant because the
sample size is too large. Therefore, the optimum sample size should be studied
(Mazen et al., 1987).

Due to the above-mentioned reasons, the small number of the sample group is seen
as a limitation in this study. Some additional methods may need to be proposed to

find correlations more profoundly in future studies.

Additionally, it has been revealed that the form of the building affects the sense of
safety, but it is not known which form causes what. It is not known what participants

mean when considering the form of the building.

Relationships between the sense of safety and the affecting factors could have been
analyzed in a more detailed way, in other words, some factors could be guantified
numerically. For example, a decrease or increase in familiarity could have been

determined by the number of familiar people.
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5.4  Contribution to Urban Design

Since similar high-rise mass housing estates are still being constructed all
over Turkey, the results of this study could guide urban planners and
designers in their efforts to build more attractive and safer communities which are
socially sustainable. Inclusivity of disadvantaged groups of children, women, and
the elderly needs to be emphasized in high-rise housing estates and their near public
spaces. An inclusive design approach is also essential for the coexistence of
segments of different ethnic and racial groups. High-quality and well-designed open
spaces with social amenities need to be provided by designers, and more emphasis
needs to be put by planners on the issues of slum transformation projects and the

planning of new rural development zones.

Many studies in the literature discuss the ways of designing safer neighborhoods
considering disadvantaged groups such as children (Hillier, 2004; Nasar et al., 2015;
Severcan, 2018). Importantly, designers need to consider ways to increase women’s
sense of safety in such environments with high densities. Decreasing the building
height, improving the quality of open spaces, providing more opportunities such as
greeneries, playgrounds, and shopping facilities, increasing the surveillance, and
creating more defensible spaces are some of the strategies that may increase the sense
of safety in the neighborhood based on the data obtained from women.

Here are some alternative strategies to reconsider on different scales that may affect

the sense of safety while designing new environments. (see table 11.)
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Table 11. Strategies to Build Safer Evironment in Different Scales

SCALES

STRATEGIES

DISTRICT

Easy access to the city center with the
transportation system

Pre-planned implementation of infrastructure
facilities

Providing adequate social facilities (both for
considering natural surveillance and different
groups of women and children)

NEIGHBORHOOD

Redesigning internal street system (cul-de-sacs
etc., parks)

Controlling access by providing physical and
perceived barriers to entrances and access ways
(fences, hedges other landscaping features show
boundaries with pathways and gardens)
Creating safe routes to walk (school or bazaar)
Using design elements to create a sense of
belonging and ownership to ensure maintenance
(public art, gardens)

Organize neighborhood residents in a block
watch program to provide surveillance

BUILDING SCALE

Living in high-rise housing estates for women comes with some consequences of a
decrease in physical proximity and familiarity, in return a decrease in the use of
public spaces considering the supervision of their children. Especially when
designing buildings higher than 7 floors, sense of safety for disadvantaged groups
should be considered. Designing enclosed areas by different forms of buildings, for
example with the design of courtyards, semiprivate areas by considering the site

building adjustment, an encountering area can be created to socialize. While

Creating semi-private areas within and near the
building, especially with the building form
Creating courtyards or common spaces to
socialize within the buildings

Specific placement of front doors, bay windows
and balconies from main living rooms

The choice of high quality of materials

increasing safety, it will also increase familiarity.
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Suburban development areas, as in the case of Kusunlar TOKI, needs to be designed
in a self-sufficient way in order to sustain sustainability. Necessary social facilities
should be provided to prevent them from feeling excluded. Mercantile areas where
women can do their shopping when necessary, hairdressers where they can do their
care, playgrounds, sports facilities, or streets where they can safely leave their
children have a significant effect on their sense of safety. Open spaces and the
activities provided in the neighborhood are women’s greatest socializing platforms.
It has been observed that they prefer to be in areas close to home and it is easier to
access these areas for them. In large areas, it is beneficial to create well-designed,
illuminated green spaces with adequate seating between each block. The existence

of mix-used designed spaces also enhances natural surveillance.

Living in low buildings may make women feel safer, especially as it reduces the
density of people and facilitates the supervision of children. Furthermore, high-rise
estates with higher densities may support an increase in criminal activity such as
drug dealing. Thus, designing defensible spaces with controlled entrances and mix-
used areas providing natural surveillance may decrease these activities; in this case,
reliable shopkeepers have also an important role in these mix-used areas since the
role of the shopkeepers draws attention in the examples where safe routes are created
so that children can go to school alone. So, if necessary, projects in cooperation with

shopkeepers should be developed.

All in all, it is necessary to improve the design of high-rise mass housing of TOKI
developments, and urban designers should be involved in this process considering
the sense of safety notion. A design approach should be developed according to the
characteristics of the site and the sociodemographic qualities of the people who will
live on that site, and the uniform design approach should be abandoned to design
more sustainable neighborhoods.
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APPENDICES

A. In-depth Interview and Survey Questions

PART I- Personal Characteristics

What is your age?
How long have you been living here?
On which floor, do you occupy?

Do you have children? If any, how old are they?

PART I1- General Sense of Safety and Use of Public Spaces

How do you feel in your neighborhood while using open public spaces? In
which space do you feel safer/ or do not feel safer in your neighborhood?
Would you please select and rate from 1 to 5 where; 1: | feel not safe at all
(least safe), 2: I feel not safe, 3: | feel neither unsafe nor safe, 4: | feel safe,
5: | feel very safe (most safe)

First talk about the places which you feel safe, (you gave 4-5 points) What
do you think about the safety in these areas, and which factors do you think
contribute the most to the feeling safe ?

Second talk about the places which you do not feel safe, (you gave 1,2,3
points) What do you think about the safety in these areas, and which factors

do you think contribute the most to the feeling unsafe ?

PART I11- Feeling Safe/Unsafe In the Neighborhood

For below rate from 1 to 5; where 1: Not at all, 2: A little, 3: Partially, 4:
Mostly, 5: Completely
1. To what extent do you think the absence of people is a reason that

affects your sense of safety when using the public space?
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2. To what extent do you think the decrease in the number of people
with that you are familiar is a reason that affects your sense of safety
when using the public space?

3. To what extent do you think the decrease in social interaction in the
neighborhood is a reason that affects your sense of safety when using
the public space?

4. To what extent do you think the high density of people in the
neighborhood is a reason that affects your sense of safety when using
the public space?

5. To what extent do you think the presence of drug dealers/burglars (if
any) is a reason that affects your sense of safety when using the public
space?

6. To what extent do you think the presence of physical
disorder/trash/graffiti is a reason that affects your sense of safety
when using the public space?

7. To what extent do you think lack of lighting at night is a reason that
affects your sense of safety when using the public space?

8. To what extent do you think the lack of well-designed
greenery/playgrounds for children is a reason that affects your sense
of safety when using the public space?

9. To what extent do you think building form is a reason that affects your
sense of safety when using the public space?

10. To what extent do you think the floor level you occupied is a reason
that affects your sense of safety when using the public space?

PART IV- Use of Public Open Spaces In the Neighborhood

11. To what extent do you think safety concerns in the neighborhood affect

the use of open spaces?
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12. To what extent do you think the number of trusted people in the
neighborhood who can help or protect children affects the use of
outdoor open spaces?

13. To what extent do you think care taken by neighbors to protect
environmental quality affects the use of outdoor open spaces?

14. To what extent do you think proximity to home affects the use of
outdoor open spaces?

15. To what extent do you think the lack of opportunities (greenery

activities/facilities) affects the use of outdoor open spaces?

PART V- General Sense of Safety

Considering you and future generations that will live here, what score

would you give the entire region in general in terms of the sense of safety?

where; 1: | feel not safe at all (least safe), 2: | feel not safe, 3: | feel neither

unsafe nor safe, 4: | feel safe, 5: | feel very safe (most safe)
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