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  Abstract 
Public spaces in urban areas were affected from neoliberal policies in terms of their 
management and ownership. Accordingly, several researchers handled public spaces 
from different perspectives considering on advantages or disadvantages of neoliberal 
policies. Four key attributes of successful places: accessibility, comfort, socialization, 
and activity are accepted as quality indicators of today’s urban spaces and they be-
came an outline for this study. The aim of this study is to evaluate the quality of dif-
ferent type public spaces and to determine the reason why these differences. There-
fore, quality differences resulting from management and ownership were evaluated in 
scope of public space literature. Our findings put forward that ownership of spaces is 
not a significant factor perceiving the quality of spaces. Besides, publicly owned ur-
ban spaces were found as not always preferable and the ownership was not a basis 
factor for quality perception. 
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1. Introduction 

The “public” term is originated from the Latin and it refers to a relationship between 
people, society, and the state. Public is defined as the opposite of private, and so public 
space is often defined in terms of its distinction from the private realm of the household 
(Madanipur, 2010). Public space relates to all parts of built and natural environment, 
public and private, internal and external, urban and rural, where people access without 
any restriction. All streets, open spaces, parks, open countryside, squares, shopping 
malls, rail or bus stations, libraries, town halls, religious buildings, and other rights of 
way whether predominantly in residential, commercial or community/civic uses are in-
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cluded in public spaces (Carmona et al., 2008). 
According to UN Habitat (2015), there is a remarkable increase in the number of ci-

ties that have managed to use public space as a key for urban development. Especially 
city governors have used public space to improve mobility and access to basic services, 
making the environment safer, stimulating economic activity, preserving historical and 
cultural assets or facilitating urban renewal and inclusiveness. UN Habitat has pro-
moted the use of public space for more than a decade as an implementation strategy for 
projects on urban planning, housing and slum upgrading, urban safety, and basic ser-
vices.  

Together with neoliberal policies that accelerated after the 1980’s, public spaces have 
differentiated in terms of management and ownership. Whereas several researchers see 
the privatization of public spaces as a normal process (Loukaitou-Sideris & Banerjee, 
1998), others claim that privatization of public spaces could be a disadvantage for social 
sustainability since leading some exclusions (Sennett, 1996; Low & Smith, 2013). How-
ever, there are few studies about how the quality of public spaces is affected by man-
agement or ownership issues. The aim of this study is to evaluate the quality of different 
type public spaces and to determine reason why these differences. In this context, the 
quality of public space types which were publicly or privately owned was rated by urban 
design experts and what kind of reasons would be led to these results were discussed. 

2. Quality Indicators of Public Spaces 

Jacobs (1961) as one of the first to focused on the urban quality subject, and she em-
phasized activity as the quality indicator of urban environment. In recent years, Gehl 
(2011) claim that successful built environment arisen from ordinary daily street life 
where several activity occurs and people may interact. Montgomery (1998), idealized 
successful urban places by combining activity, meaning and physical setting. In follow-
ing years, indicators of idealized places were redefined as depending on the change of 
social life. According to Carmona et al. (2003), the key attributes of successful places 
are; accessible that people are engaged in activities; comfortable and has a good image; 
and sociable place where people meet each other and take people when they come to 
visit. These four key attributes are accepted as quality indicators of today’s urban spaces 
and they became an outline for this study. 

2.1. Accessibility 

Accessibility of public spaces is discussed under the physical and visual access terms in 
the literature. Physical accessibility refers to the proximity and ease with which build-
ings or places can be reached (Lotfi and Koohsari, 2009a), and visual accessibility refers 
to the places can be seen by people. It is expected from public spaces that their access 
should be provided for all groups in the society. As noticed by Madanipour (2010), ac-
cessibility is seen as a key feature of public space. The places which are not accessible 
can not be considered as truly public. So their inclusiveness is developed with their 
access. Therefore, publicness and access of urban places which are invisible from the 
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outside or could not be passed through inside are declined. Public spaces which are 
physically surrounded and accessed after surveillance by security systems and the ones 
that closed to the living area of a specific social groups are controversial. Besides, Lotfi 
& Koohsari (2009b) emphasize that urban designers should create urban spaces that 
everybody has easy access to urban services since accessibility reflects the quality of ur-
ban environment. Gender, income level, age, ethnicity plays an important role in acces-
sibility. Women, low-income people, children and ethnic minorities are disadvantaged 
for using public spaces in most of societies. This case could resulted from inability to 
driving car, insufficient public transport services or political reasons. Physical access to 
spaces is also associated with the proximity of public transportation and presence of 
walkable streets. Public spaces which are served by transport has a significant effect on 
the quality, usability and viability of it (Williams and Green, 2001). 

2.2. Comfort 

As suggested by Holland et al. (2007), people want to stay and spend more time in pub-
lic spaces that offer a degree of comfort. Special events draw attention and make places 
more interesting and charming. People are more likely to play around if there is some-
where comfortable to sit, especially if there is also some protection from the weather. 
Perceptions about safety and cleanliness, are often prominent in people’s minds as 
more tangible issues such as having a comfortable place to sit (Placemaking Chicago, 
2016). Crime perception and fear of crime influence people’s patterns of use of public 
spaces (Lloyd and Auld, 2003). Outdoor human comfort in an urban climate is another 
important comfort element that affects public space preferences and usages. Outdoor 
human comfort may be affected by several parameters such as wind speed, air temper-
ature, relative humidity, solar radiation, air quality, human activity, clothing level, etc. 
(Stathopoulos et al., 2004). In addition, the perception of sounds is an important com-
fort element in public spaces. A lower background sound level makes people feel quie-
ter. Lower background sound level is important to create a comfortable acoustic envi-
ronment in public spaces (Yang and Kang, 2005). Comfortable public spaces should be 
designed as pedestrian focused, and motorized vehicles should draw back for safety 
needs. Therefore, it is important how pedestrian movement is achieved. 

2.3. Socialization 

People are unable to develop without human interactions, and those interactions re-
quire venues. Only family members and colleagues are not enough to accomplish a 
larger, vital, and functional community. Therefore, public spaces are needed for con-
tact, knowledge, and stimulation (Efroymson et al., 2009; Gehl, 2011). Public spaces 
play an important role in the social life of urban inhabitants that bring together differ-
ent social groups, contribute to the development of social memory, and develop com-
munication in the society. All these developments trigger democracy, mutual under-
standing, and tolerance. According to PPS (2016), when people see friends, meet their 
neighbors, and communicate with strangers, they tend to feel a stronger sense of place 



E. Kutay Karacor, E. Akcam 
 

260 

or attachment to their community—and to the place. Public spaces possess special 
meanings that accumulate over time and these meanings contribute to meeting diverse 
needs. Users of public spaces acquire a sense of wellbeing for different reasons (Cattell 
et al., 2008). According to Carmona et al. (2008), public spaces can help to reduce crime 
and anti-social behavior, provides a venue for social events and foster neighborliness.  

Besides, public spaces provide opportunities for people to perform their public roles. 
This means that public space is multi-functional, and also, by implication, that there are 
different types of space to which it can be put. This includes, of course, meeting places 
and spaces which symbolize shared memories, which leads us to consider the role of 
meaning in place making (Montgomery, 1998). 

2.4. Activity 

Activities can be seen as the basic building blocks of public spaces. Public spaces that 
having something to do gives people a reason to come to a place. If there was nothing 
to do, public spaces would be empty and it means that something is wrong (PPS, 2016). 
Group activities could increase socialization in public spaces by encouraging physical 
activity, and healthy living by recreational opportunities. According to Gehl (2011), 
people activities attract other people, and public spaces which have things to do could 
attract other people as well. If there are things to do people want to spend time in pub-
lic spaces. Opportunities to act, things to do, and activities to be involved in should be 
considered more than walking and sitting opportunities. 

The activities are needed to address different age and gender groups, and the spaces 
should be held by taking into consideration of disabled and elderly people. Further-
more, public spaces should be designed as to be used throughout the day and in differ-
ent seasons. Empty public spaces would create a domino effect on the people, and 
people could not desire to visit such places that not preferred by others. 

3. Study Area and Method 
3.1. Study Area 

Duzce city, our study area, is located between two metropolitan cities—Ankara and Is-
tanbul—and its population increases due to migration from other cities depending on 
its strategic location. We selected this city as our study area because of its spatial trans-
formation, especially after the 1999 earthquakes. After the earthquakes, management 
and ownership of several public spaces have changed. The government incentivized the 
private sector to create job opportunities for inhabitants of the city. After that, the city 
was rapidly migrated from both other cities and its surrounding rural areas. Together 
with new residential areas, several urban services, shopping malls, and recreational fa-
cilities emerged in the city center; on the other hand, some public spaces turned into 
neglected vacant areas and they were visited by less people. 

Public space types of this study were selected from urban space classification of 
Carmona (2010) that considering management and ownership of spaces. Carmona 
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(2010) criticized several urban space classification since public and private realms are 
increasingly intertwined, and identified twenty urban space types in four categories 
(positive, negative, ambiguous and private), representing a continuum from clearly 
public to clearly private space. In this study, three positive spaces which are considered 
as high in publicity and three ambiguous spaces which are unclear in terms of publicity 
have been evaluated. Anit Park, Asar Riverside, and Inonu Park are considered as posi-
tive spaces; and Krempark Shopping Mall, Public Market, and Spor Street as ambiguous 
spaces in Duzce city. The reason why the selection of public spaces from positive and 
ambiguous spaces is that questioning the influence of management and ownership on 
the quality of these spaces, and only these two categories include public space types. 
Asar River is flowing through the city and it led to a flood in 1998, after that, most of 
the residences and work spaces were damaged. Since from the 2000’s several improve-
ments were employed and several public spaces were created along this riverside by the 
local authorities. Spor Street is that one of the oldest pedestrianized streets has a vibrant 
street life with a row of shops. There are several cafes, passages and boutiques on the 
street which are located in the heart of the city. Similar to other city parks, Inonu Park 
was built in 1940s to support modernization project in The Republic of Turkey that in-
volved especially women into public life. This park that connected with Spor Street is 
the biggest green public area of the city. Anit Park which can be qualified as civic space 
is used for the celebration of national days or public protests by several activist groups. 
This civic space that located between the Duzce City Governorship and Inonu Park is 
the biggest gathering and meeting area in the city center. Krempark Shopping Mall is 
the only shopping mall in the city was opened in 2012. Before the opening of this mall, 
the inhabitants of the city fulfilled their shopping needs in the local shops which are lo-
cated on the main streets. The public market is located out of the city center compared 
to other public spaces, and it was actively worked at least two days in a week. The pub-
lic market that bringing together local producers and buyers is the biggest public mar-
ket in the city and it is important for agriculture-based economy for sustainable devel-
opment (Figure 1). 

3.2. Method 

This study attempts to measure and compare qualities of the urban public spaces. We 
applied to expert panel method to measure six public space types in terms of four quali-
ties: accessibility, comfort, socialization, and activity. The items of four quality indica-
tors were drawn from PPS (2016) to measure the quality of urban spaces (see Appen-
dix). A panel of 41 urban design experts who have been living in Duzce city was assem-
bled to rate different public spaces with respect to these qualities. After that, descriptive 
statistics was applied to learn differences between public spaces in terms of quality in-
dicators. These four quality indicators of public spaces were modeled by using a pie 
chart (Figure 1). In this model, each of the four indicators has an equal part of the cir-
cle. The concentric rings allow each of the four indicators to be measured on an ordin-
al, five-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly insufficient) to 5 (strongly sufficient). 
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Figure 1. A visual display of the four quality indicators for six urban spaces Duzce city center. 

4. Results 

Descriptive statistics that shows the quality of urban public spaces are presented in Ta-
ble 1. Whereas the lowest mean value was found in Public Market and the highest was 
found in Anit Park for accessibility. Accordingly, the lowest mean values were found 
for Asar Riverside and the highest ones were found for Krempark Shopping Mall in 
terms of comfort, socialization, and activity. Total quality indicators present similar re-
sults as shown in Table 1. 

Descriptive statistics of the study are modeled by using a pie chart in Figure 1. When 
considering on pie charts, Krempark Shopping Mall is seen as having the highest quali-
ty in terms of total quality scores. When analyzed within itself Krempark Shopping 
Mall, activity was found as the lowest quality indicator. Whereas Asar Riverside was 
found as having the lowest score in terms of total quality, accessibility was found as the 
highest quality indicator within itself. On the other hand, Anit Park, Inonu Park, and 
Spor Street have similar pie chart patterns in terms of quality indicators in Figure 1.  
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of public spaces in terms of quality indicators. 

 
Accessibility Comfort Socialization Activity 

Total quality 
scores 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Asar Riverside 2.93 0.85 1.93 0.65 1.99 0.84 1.87 0.64 2.18 0.59 

Spor Street 4.07 0.62 3.15 0.61 3.96 0.74 2.92 0.78 3.53 0.53 

Inonu Park 3.75 0.90 3.09 0.61 3.53 0.75 3.01 0.72 3.34 0.59 

Anit Park 4.37 0.50 3.43 0.66 4.02 0.67 3.40 0.72 3.80 0.49 

Krempark 
Shopping Mall 

4.10 0.64 3.78 0.65 4.22 0.69 3.49 0.75 3.89 0.53 

Public Market 2.75 0.97 2.50 0.77 2.67 0.98 2.19 0.76 2.55 0.74 

 
These three public spaces were found as high in quality in accessibility and socializa-
tion. However, they were considered relatively low in quality in terms of comfort and 
activity. Public Market was found as having a low quality level in terms of activity but 
has an average level in terms of accessibility, comfort, and socialization. 

5. Discussion and Conclusion 

Our findings demonstrated that ownership of spaces was not a significant factor per-
ceiving the quality of spaces. Accordingly, publicly owned urban spaces could be per-
ceived as low in quality because of several factors that influence on activity, comfort, 
and access. Similar to our findings, Nemeth and Schmidt (2011) suggest that both pub-
licly and privately owned public spaces tend equally to encourage public use and access. 
Eventually, the socialization level of urban spaces can be provided depending on other 
three indicators. On the other hand, the management issue is highly connected with the 
quality perception of spaces. Although, over managed urban spaces are criticized since 
have restricted access for disadvantaged and marginal groups, the truth is that ordinary 
people do not want to come together and spending time with the others. Therefore, 
they prefer the urban spaces that which are safety and under the control of restricted 
access and security cameras. Increased terrorist attacks and fear of crime in recent years 
have led to spending more leisure times in over managed urban spaces such as shop-
ping malls and thematic parks. Our study has supported this approach we found that 
Krempark Shopping Mall has the highest total quality compared to other public spaces. 
This finding could have resulted from its location, access by walking and public trans-
portation, indoor human comfort, and accuracy for meeting with other people. Several 
researchers criticized shopping malls since having security control and limited access, 
and they claimed that these spaces are not the real public (Mitchell, 1995). Graham 
&Aurigi (1997) claimed that shopping malls represent the erosion of genuine public 
space in today’ cities.  

Finding of Anit Park as high in quality in terms of comfort compared to Inonu Park 
and Spor Street is related to its indoor spaces that facilitate four season usage. The cities 
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that have extreme weather conditions require indoor or semi-enclosed spaces to facili-
tate and create a public realm. Accordingly, privately owned consumption spaces are 
the only ones that provide seasonal comfort. On the other hand, Asar Riverside that can 
be called as natural/semi-natural urban space according to the classification of Carmo-
na (2010) was found as having lowest total quality. This result shows that publicly 
owned urban spaces are not always preferable and requested to be visited spaces, and 
the ownership is not an essential factor for quality perception. Therefore, new ap-
proaches for the management of public spaces should be discussed. Especially, local 
governments are needed to be considered on how to transform public spaces into more 
attractive and inviting spaces. 

As mentioned by Efroymson et al. (2009), together with neoliberal policies shopping 
malls have started to encourage consumption; parks, markets, walkways, and busy si-
dewalks encourages only interaction. Creating public spaces or keeping them under the 
control should not be seen as a necessity, unlike public spaces should be seen as vital for 
people’s interactions, health, and well-being. 
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Appendix 
List of Items 

Accessibility 

Visibility of space from the outside 

Connectivity between the space and the adjacent buildings, or is it surrounded 

Easy access by walking 

Presence of the roads and paths through the space take people where they want to go 

Variety of transportation options—bus train, car, bicycle, etc.—to reach the place 

Comfort 

Having a good first impression 

Number of places to sit 

Cleanliness and being free of litter 

Feeling of safety and the presence of security 

Being pedestrian oriented space 

Socialization 

Accuracy for meeting with friends 

Eligibility for people in groups 

Making people smile 

Mixture of ages and ethnic groups 

Activity 

Variety of activities 

Suitability for using throughout the day 

Actively using the space by children 

Actively using the space by women 

Actively using the space by older people 

Suitability for active recreation 

Suitability for passive recreation 
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