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Abstract: Public spaces especially public parks provide an important avenue for social interaction and points of contact amongst residents and visitors 
in a neighbourhood. The manner in which people view their park experiences in public space has a lot to tell about the spatial organization and planning 
of park facilities. Certainly, taking an in-depth study on how these spaces and park facilities are used has shown a substantial variance between the 
objectives of park planners and user experience. Merely the rate of patronage and usage of these public parks accounts to their success ratings. The 
inadequate usage of park spaces and park facilities by its intended users, by not optimizing its functions due to the negligence in the adoption of 
universal design principles in park designs, has led to the continued decline of residents‘ interaction and opportunities for contact. Based on mixed 
methods research approach conducted in the residential area of Karakol and its environs, this research studies the spatial arrangements of the facilities 
within parks‘ in Karakol and the subsequent social vacuum; with the intent of enhancing social interaction and communication amongst residents and 
visitors of that neighborhood. Quantitative data analysis SPSS was used and results presented in form of tables and charts. Research findings shows 

that, factors that activate a sense of accomplishment withn the parks are well‑maintained greenery and facilities that can be accessed by all age group; 

and also the opportunity to make use of these areas for relaxation and sports, and open spaces for social gathering or function. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
As cities continue to grow in the world, the need to optimize 
the use of open spaces becomes inevitably vital. The 
challenge, therefore, is prominent in developed nations faced 
with the pressures of urban congestion, lack of space for parks 
and landscape. The design of cities and neighborhood plays a 
key role in urban accessibility and mobility to improve 
communal and intra personal interactions. However, Chiesura 
(2004) posited that parks and green spaces in urban context 
possess qualities that enhance human wellbeing. According to 
Pataki (2004), Open Space includes portions of land that are 
not exhaustively established for industrial, institutional, 
commercial, or residential use. As such could be of public or 
private ownership. It consists of lands used for forestry and 
agriculture, undeveloped scenic lands and shorelines, parks, 
square and reserves. It could also include water bodies 
namely bays and lakes. Lands characterized as open space is 
determined by the nature of its environs. A vacant plot, 
municipal garden and small marshland in a big city can be 
open space. A narrow corridor for cycling or walking is often 
described as open space irrespective of the fact that it is 
surrounded by built up environments. Most historic, 
monumental and archeological places are most times referred 
to as open spaces and are seen as our common heritage 
common heritage. Similarly, Chiesura (2004) buttressed that, 
open space is a parcel of land that is wide-open to the external 
factors or the environment by way of a natural outdoor 
recreation and trial. (Lynch, 1960) emphasized that, the open 
spaces inherent in a city consists of those areas opened freely 
to both city residents and visitors, and are therefore quite open 
for public use.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

World Health Organization in (Haskell, 2007) stated that, the 
foremost public health concern is physical inactivity. For 
instance, approximately half the population of Australia does 
not meet the daily 30 minutes physical activity 
recommendations. Some recent research findings have shown 
that, an individual who uses public spaces is three times more 
probably to realize the physical activity recommendations 
when compared to an individual who do not make use of open 
spaces. There is an assumption that urban planning 
resolutions in parks plays a major part in the fight against the 
growing rate of obesity and helps inhibit diseases that are 
lifestyle related by aiding positive mental health and physical 
activity. The health benefits on regular use of parks; and also 
how physical activities under taken in parks and also how 
these activities influence the experiences of park visitors (for 
instance views of overcrowding) have been well researched. 
An increasing number of researches are conducted constantly 
showing a connection between wellbeing, human health, 
design and organization of parks (Haskell, 2007). Current 
research in this evolving areas are being carried out by many 
discipline such as health promotion, medical, urban studies, 
tourism studies and planning and transportation studies. There 
are various studies on the Health benefits and Mental Well-
being achieved by the use of parks, however, not much 
attention has been given to the study of how parts could be 
used to enhance social interaction and communication. Byrne 
(2015) reaffirmed that the relationships flanked by inter 
personal environmental and social perceptual values, are 
multi-dimensional, as such, shear a common framework in 
terms of park usage. Marketta Kyttä (2011) in her submission 
stressed that on the need for further research to be carried out 
on the relationships between urban parks design and 
residents perception. This study argues that open areas such 
as parks, constitutes a crucial resource for interaction, 
communication and point of contact for both residents and 
visitors.  Visitors‘ encounter with other park users could have 
some strong effect on their experience and interaction in parks 
(Chiesura 2004). Asides it‘s ecological and environmental 
services; open spaces creates a platform for social and 
psychological benefits in urban settings, which improves 
general well-being.  
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1.1 PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The inadequate usage of park spaces and park facilities by its 
intended users, take for instance; family affiliations (eg. family 
reunions), socio-cultural alignments (eg. unintended or 
planned gatherings with friends, neighbours, strangers and 
work colleagues) cultural alignments (e.g. youth groups, ethnic 
groups), religious gatherings and group gatherings who share 
the same goal or beliefs (exercise groups, walking groups, 
football fans); By not optimizing its functions due to the 
negligence in the adoption of universal design principles in 
park designs, has led to the continued decline of residents‘ 
interaction and opportunities for contact. 
 

1.2 Research Objective 
To study the residents perspective on the spatial 
arrangements of the facilities within parks‘ in Karakol and the 
subsequent social vacuum; with the intent of enhancing social 
interaction. 
 

1.3 Research Question 
1. What are the interactions they get by visiting parks? 
2. Do individuals who patronize parks achieve their aim of 

fulfilling the daily recommended physical activity? 
3. Can universal design solutions bring about better use of 

parks?  
 

1.4 METHODOLOGY 
Convergent Approach was adopted which is a type of mixed  
method research; it involves using Qualitative and Quantitative 
Research methods in a mixed way. Data was collected 
through Interviews and Questionnaires. After collection of 
data, the process of analyzing data commenced, for 
quantitative data analysis; the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS) was used as a tool of examining data. 
 

2.0 USER PERCEPTION 
According to Lemberg (2010), perception could be described 
as how individuals conceptually process, sense and react to 
information gathered within the environment surrounding 
them. Furthermore, perception is an intellectual process that 
possesses both socio-cultural and biological aspects. The 
socio-cultural dimension aspect relates on how individuals 
derive meaning on information that they receive from their 
senses. The biological aspect deals on how human receptors 
such as eyes, skin, ears, etc.; accept incoming stimuli and 
react towards them. Lemberg (2010) also stated that the 
theory of perception constitutes ‗the cognitive process which is 
unswervingly characterized with the detection and 
interpretation of sensory information‘. Furthermore, he 
maintained that, perception is also an act of sensing the 
surroundings and again the act of deducing what is sensed, 
through experience, beliefs, frame of mind, etc. which as a 
result act as a medium through which the physical 
environment is apprehended and comprehended. Ravlin & 
Meglino, (1987) in their contribution revealed that a societies‘ 
value system plays a major part in the process of perception. 
 

2.1 Open Spaces - Negative and Positive Perceptions 
Open spaces could be seen as an undesirable concept. It is a 
fallacy to generalize that everyone is an advocate for open 
space preservation. Open spaces are sometimes referred by 
some individuals as nothing in between something. This 
perception sees open space as a non-prolific element and 

redundant, in the sense that it does not encourage 
development or generate tax. Behind this conception is the 
notion that all areas of land should be built up. This perception 
is not far reaching and also been considered to be false. Open 
spaces has been confirmed to have positive economic impact 
on a society‘s revenue base instead of having a negative 
effect. For instance, in the suburban neighbourhoods, single-
family dwellings usually do not generate enough tax to make 
up for the fee of public utility services it receives. Open spaces 
requires usually small or no service, hence, costs a 
neighbourhood not much. Many research carried out in many 
New England neighbourhood showed and maintained the 
positive economic impact of public spaces in contrast to 
frenzied single-family home dwellings. Other positive trait of 
open space is that the value of plots and properties near an 
open space increases, and as a result, generate enhanced 
property tax revenue. Moreover, areas whereby the open 
space draws visitors, tourist and users, expenditures can 
strongly enhance the sustenance of the local economy. Some 
open spaces could be hired, thereby generating revenue. In 
conclusion, open space should be encouraged in 
neignbourhoods because it is a positive land use. 
 

2.2 Concerns on Peoples Interaction in Parks 
According to John Ziesel (2006), he argued that, it is 
challenging to appreciate how individuals perceive, use and 
experience spaces and facilities provided in parks until it is 
enquired from them. The inconsistencies between the 
perception of people and the views of urban planners were at 
a point being highlighted in the 1970‘s by a number of 
researchers such as (Proshan  sky, 1972; Wandersman, 1979; 
Porteous, 1977). Jurkovic, (2014) also noted that, despite the 
important role of this correlation, planners and researchers 
has continued to neglect user perception and opinion. Based 
on their studies, some researcher such as (Bratina, 1997; 
Cooper, 1998; Goličnik, 2005; Jole, 2008; Jacobs, 2009) 
stated that the opinions of park planners and users may vary 
greatly. Marketta Kyttä (2011) argued that, emphasis should 
be laid on the need for further research to be carried out on 
the relationships between urban parks and user experience. 
An essential indicator of the success ratings of a park is 
determined by the level of patronage it receives and the way it 
is used. Jane Jacobs (2008) noted that parks in 
neighborhoods that are generally utilized are successful and 
well arranged. The growing scarcity of open spaces for parks 
is a concern of local authorities, nowadays since there is not 
much of quality of open space areas left. The rapid 
urbanization had contributed to the decrease in open spaces 
in many cities worldwide. Most recently, North Cyprus is 
developing into urban and suburban landscapes. Hence, 
maintaining quality of parks spaces requires a vital attention in 
ensuring open spaces are fully utilized and the user interaction 
towards nature or human (Wolch et al., 2014; Goddard et al., 
2010; Zhou & Wang, 2011). Therefore, several questions to be 
raised in this study are; why do people need parks? What are 
the interactions they get by visiting parks? Do individuals who 
patronize parks achieve their aim of fulfilling the daily 
recommended physical activity? Can universal design 
solutions bring about better use of parks? Is there a 
contribution to lifestyle behaviours by individuals through the 
use parks?  
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2.3 Design Principle – Parks and Open Space 
Open space most often comes under pressure for 
development in growing neighbourhoods and also at risk of 
being either undervalued or underprovided in planning of new 
subdivisions. Nevertheless, in many cases a calculated 
assessment will ascertain the need to re-orientate or 
rationalise already existing open space to correct past 
planning mistakes and again to tackle access and 
maintenance related issues. An open space network should 
promote a more active lifestyle by proposing and providing a 
range of safe and aesthetically pleasing spaces that are 
spatially distributed within a neighbourhood and are accessible 
and satisfy the sporting and recreational needs of the 
neighbourhood. Public open space should endeavor to provide 
for multiple users. For instance, by way of landscaping and the 
provision of facilities, a sporting oval can be designed to 
provide for children, sportspeople, and walkers (Giles-Corti et 
al, 2005). With the increasing low rates of participation by 
adults, and especially children; in field based sports there has 
been a drift in allocating a big proportion of local open space 
to playing field; instead focus is on providing open space for 
informal recreational use closely to where people live, to blend 
with public access to school play fields.  
 
2.4.1 Adopting Universal Design Principles in Park 
Settings 
There are three most essential elements, according to Philips, 
(1996) in evaluating the success ratings of a park namely; 
efficient management good design, and supportive people. He 
further noted that properly designed parks are assets to the city 
as a whole. Universally designed parks can be just as beautiful 
and welcoming as any other design approach. Increasingly, 
experts are advocating the concept of Universal Design as the 
―wave of the future.‖ Universal Design advocates anticipates that, 
in time all buildings, homes, and products will be designed to 
match with the basic needs of every individual. 
 

2.5 The Relationship between Park Spaces and 
Behaviours 
Studies suggests that behaviours exhibited by some parks users 
can possibly influence the social and psychology of other park 
users, with repercussions on wellbeing, health, environmental 
quality and social equity (Byrne et al., 2009; Hartig et al., 1991; 
Low Choy & Prineas, 2006; Maller et al., 2006). Furthermore, a 
study conducted in Nova Gorica (Nataša Bratina 1997) revealed 
that, the user experience of open space is most times determined 
by psychological, structural and social aspects. The psychological 
aspect is related to the direct experience and perception of a 
space, while the structural aspect shows that public urban spaces 
are important spatial categories in the urban setting. Three types 
of behaviour found in public places as enumerated by Oliver & 
Myers (1999) 
 

(a) Public-Sphere Public Behaviour: Examples include trading in 
markets, pubic square, vending on sidewalks and promoting 
the concerns of a private establishment to the general public.  

(b) Private-sphere Public Behaviour: Same as above, but only 
relates to smaller audience or group. 

(c) Private-Sphere Private Behaviour: Examples includes people 
walking along the street, couples discussing amongst 
themselves or kissing, and some groups of people engaged in 
a private gathering. Individuals who are having conversation, 
lovers indulging in close discussions and individuals watching 

and engaging in sun bath. 
 

2.6 The Significance of Open Spaces in Neighbourhood 
Setting 
According to Rasidi,et .al (2012) there is an increasing trend of 
research regarding on the significance of open spaces. Carr et 
al., (1992) maintained that the general populace continually has a 
need and yearning to sustain contact with the rest of the world. 
Public spaces are significant because they are able to bridge that 
link. Carr et al., (1992) also argued that aside from bridging this 
gap, public spaces are significant since they promote avenues for 
movement, a channel for communication, and a neutral ground 
for interaction, relaxation and enjoyment. Undeniable is the fact 
that Open spaces creates avenues for physical activity; regular 
exercise enhances cognitive function, memory and learning. 
Greenery in neighbourhood parks provides natural solutions and 
lower cost for checkmating air pollution and storm water runoff. A 
2008 report by the Trust for Public Land Center for City Park 
Excellence showed that, Philadelphia, USA experienced an 
annual cost savings of $16 million as an upshot of air pollution 
reduction and storm water management due to extensive 
provision of Neighbourhood parks. 
 

3.0 Field Study 
Famagusta is located at the eastern part of North Cyprus, with a 
population of about 42000 (Census 2011) and one of the largest 
cities. Karakol is one of the four districts in Famagusta, it seats on 
Latitude: 35.12917 and Longitude: 33.93333, There is great influx 
of people (students and academic staff) into Karakol as a result of 
Eastern Mediterranean University. Karakol is a home to many 
nationals who reside in it to pursue their academic studies, it has 
a high number of student population. 

 

 
Fig A: Map of Karakol, Famagusta 

(Source: Google Earth, 2016)        
 

    
 

Fig B: Parks in Karakol. 
(Source: Google Earth, 2016)                                        
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Fig C: A neighbourhood park in Karakol showing   lack of facilities 
that supports all age group and the inherent lack of patronage 

and social void.    
(Source: Researchers field study)                                                               

 

 
 

Fig D: A neighbourhood park in Karakol showing clearly lack of 

facilities that supports all age group.    
 (Source: Researchers field study)           

                                                                                                                                                                             

3.1 SAMPLE SIZE AND SAMPLE TYPE 
According to the Census 2011 of North Cyprus, the population 
of Karakol is 4,850. A non-probability sampling method was 
used; Roscoe (1975) proposed the rule of thumb for 
determining sample size, where sample size larger than 30 
and less than 500 are appropriate for most research. The 
research questionnaires were administered to 30 respondents 
who are resident in karakol. The distribution of questionnaires 
was stopped when it became evident that the data collected 
was becoming repetitive. 
 

4.0 Data Evaluation 
The target samples for this case study were the residents of 
Karakol and its Environs. The results of the survey conducted, 
revealed that out of 30 respondents, (n=19) 67.9% were male 
and (n=11) 32.1% were female; as shown in the Figure 1 
below. The study also deduced that (n=5) 17.9% were 
between the ages of 18-22, (n=8) 28.6% were between the 
age of 23-29, (n=10) 35.7% were between  30-39, (n=2) 7.1% 
were between 40-49, and (n=3) 10.7% were between the ages 
of 50-60 respectively; as shown in Table 1 below. Also the 
results illustrated in Fig. 2 shows that (n=12) 42.9% were 
Turkish Cypriots and (n=16) were nationals from other 
countries. Furthermore, the status of the respondents were; 
(n=14) 50% were students, (n=8) 28.6% are locals and (n=6) 
21.4% are residents in Karakol. This result affirms that on the 
average, that the parks in Karakol are mostly used by the 
youths, leaving out the adolescents‘ and the elderly, thereby 
creating a void in social interaction amongst all age groups. 

 
Fig 1: Gender of the Respondents

 

 
 

Fig 2: Nationalities of the Respondents                    
 

Table 1: Respondents Age Group 
 

Age group Frequency Percentage 

18-22 5 16.7 
23-29 9 30.0 
30-39 11 36.7 
40-49 2 6.7 
50-60 3 10.0 
Total 30 100.0 

 
To understand the expectation of an ideal park by residents of 
Karakol and its environs, that would enhance the use of parks 
to achieve social interaction and communication; questions 
related to the spatial organisation of park facilities, the quality 
of park facilities and functions of the facilities were asked. The 
following results were found respectively; (n=30) 100% of the 
respondents remarked that they would be willing to spend their 
free periods at the park if the facilities are upgraded. On rating 
level of accomplishing their needs while using the parks, (n=2) 
7.1% remarked that it is usually fair, (n=8) 28.6% stated that 
they have good experience, (n=18) 64.3% maintained that 
their experiences at the parks in Karakol were poor; as shown 
in Table 2 below. The study also deduced that, as illustrated in 
Table 3, (n=2) 7.1% visits the park 3 times in a week, (n=3) 
10.7% visits the parks more than 3 times and (n=23) 28% 
visits the park less than 3 times in a week. Furthermore, (n=8) 
28.6% explained that the functions at the parks are fair, (n=20) 
71.4% insisted that the functions found at the parks are poor. 
 



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF SCIENTIFIC & TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH VOLUME 6, ISSUE 08, AUGUST 2017  ISSN 2277-8616 

267 
IJSTR©2017 
www.ijstr.org 

Table 2: Rating of satisfaction of park experience by 
respondents 

 
Number of 

Respondents 
Percentage 

Classification of 
Response 

02 6.7 Fair 

09 30.0 Good 

19 63.3 Poor 

30 100 Total 

 
Table 3: Rate at which respondents use the parks 

 
Classification of 

Response 
Number of 

Respondents 
Percentage 

Three times in a 
week 

02 6.7 

More than three 
times in a week 

03 10 

Less than times in 
a week 

25 83.3 

Total 30 100 

 
 

Fig 3: Assessment of the functions of parks by respondents 
 
Aside the use of parks for physical activity, parks can also 
serve as unifying tool for socialization and point of contact. To 
investigate the role of parks as an avenue of social 
interaction, question were asked on the activities they perform 
at the parks, factors that encourage them to spend time at the 
parks and how they view the level of interaction at parks; 
(n=7) 25% stated that they usually visits the park to meet up 
with friends,(n=4) 14% admitted that it is a good place to meet 
with strangers, (n=13) maintained that they mostly hang out in 
parks and (n=4) 14% uses the parks for physical activities. 

 
Fig 4: Preferred use of parks by respondents 

 

To understand the reason behind reduced use of parks by 
residents, questions were asked towards, safety, preferred 
time to visiting the parks, ease of accessing the park and 
factors which discourage them from using the park. (n=8) 

28.6% were of the opinion that the facilities currently at the 
parks does encourage continued resident interaction and 
(n=20) 71.4% remarked that the spatial arrangement and 
facilities within the park do not encourage social interaction 
and communication, as show in Fig 5. (n=15) 53.6 % revealed 
that they feel safe during the day at the park, (n=13) 46.4 % 
were of the opinion that they sometimes feel safe. (n=6) 21.4% 
said that the park are safe at night, (n=3) 10.7 % remarked 
that they do not feel safe to use the park at night and (n=19) 
67.9% remarked that sometimes that they feel safe sometimes 
at night, as illustrated at Fig. 6 

 
Fig 5: Parks support for social interaction    

    

  
Fig 6: Rating of the safety level of parks by respondents’ 

during the day and night. 
 

5.0 Discussion and Conclusion 
This research established that the features inherent in parks 
do have an effect on the spatial distribution and usage of park 
space by users. The spatial arrangement of park spaces, and 
also the distribution and maintenance of park facilities, the 
careful provision and partition of spaces, the sustenance of 
adequate coverage ratio of greenery, and the existence of 
shadow, are the essential factors that influence user 
experience, perception and behavior during park visitation. 
Furthermore, this research has shown that neighbourhood 
parks play a major function in sustainability of a city. Similarly, 
the increase in popularity of digital communications and 
transmission as argued by some social commentators like 
Mitchell (2003) and Carpignano et al (1990); and most 
importantly with the recent global phenomenon of the Internet, 
is the end to public space near? This research affirms that 
public open space still is an essential platform which supports 
and promotes social communication and provides avenues for 
contact. According to Mitchell (2003) virtual space (e.g. 
Facebook, Twitter, etc.) could be useful in organizing social 
rallies but the real gathering begins with the assembly of 
individuals in the public open space. The 2012  political and 
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social demonstrations in North Africa has provided additional 
insight as to the use of virtual space for organizing social 
gatherings, which took place at an important public open 
space. From the objectives of this research, most successful 
parks are judged successful not only as a result of its design 
but also because of management. This is not only about 
picking garbage and cutting the grass. The most important 
part of park management is how to integrate the community in 
the parks. The present situation in karakol parks are of a 
mismanaged situation, lacks design and recreational facilities 
that can satisfy diverse user groups, as such restricts the 
utilization of the park to children only, consequently reducing 
the patronage by other age groups (teenagers, adults and the 
elderly), in which the parks are originally intended to satisfy.  
Parks needs to be perceived more as outdoor community 
centers where people need to invest in time, use and 
activities so they can achieve their potential. Hence, an 
improved park translates into an improved social life of a 
community and parks would fulfill one its many functions to 
the neighborhood by promoting social interaction and 
communication amongst residents. Further studies are 
recommended on the well-being, therapeutic and 
psychological benefits derived from park visitation. We 
recommend that this research should be carried across a 
wider target audience to build on this premise. 
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