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Abstract

Since the earliest waves of Modernist planning and the application of systematic zoning, parks and
playgrounds have served as exclusive domains for children's recreational activities withiio tfad

city. However, with the prevalence of edependent lifestyles, free outdoor play has nearly vanished
from urban public realms. The increasing rates of childhood obesity worldwide, along with alarming
risks to mental and physical health, underscore themimeed to reevaluate the childless urban
landscapeThis dissertation challenges this phenomenon by recognizing the developmental
significance of children's engagement in urban life, aiming to reassert the urban public realm as a

vital site for children's play and agency.

Despite numerous studies advocating for the promotion of outdoor free play and exploring
opportunities for childrends independent mobilit
practical urban policies. Grounded in the UN's Ghittendly Cities hitiative, this research aims to

bridge this divide by drawing on empirical data grounded in the lived experiences of children and

emphasizing the reactivation of public spaces for play while promoting intergenerational coexistence.

Informed by relativist ontology, constructivist epistemology, and the communicative turn in planning
theory, three key objectives underpin the investigatimexamine how urban configurations impact
children's active playto identify the types of play happening on pathways connecting residential
areas to schools and play spaees] to explore the linkages between neigiMbmod configurations,
children's sense of belonging, and perceptions of safbity.research employs critical ethnography

and drawn empirical data grounded in the lived experiences of children to address these objectives.

The findings advocate for urban planners to pay equal attention to the quality and configuration of
urban pathways alongside parks and playgrounds, emphasizing the urban public realm as a play
network and leveraging local knowledge and children's liveérmxpces to create inclusive, playful,

and vibrant urban environments. Moreover, it holds added relevance in the context of the TOVID
pandemic, offering insights into the impact of crises on public space usage. This research contributes
to the broaderlpnning discourse by opening new possibilities for reuniting families with children in

the urban metropolitan core and achieving greater social and environmental sustainability goals.

Keywords: ChildFriendly Cities, Play Network, Unstructured Play, Urban Public Realm,
Intergenerational Public Space, Child Agency, S@patial Planning
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l ntroducti on

Parks and playgrounds have traditionally been designated as the exclusive domains for children's
recreational activities within urban landscapes. However, this norm has led to a conspicuous absence
of spontaneous, chillkd play within the broader publiealm of cities. Concerns about safety and the
absence of plajriendly environments have made urban spaces se@uitéld for children's

exploration and engagement in unstructured activities. This dissertation seeks to challenge these
perceptions by recaiging the developmental importance of children's ability to navigate urban life,
fostering independence, resilience, and social competence. This research aims to reassert the urban
public realm as a vital site for children's play and agency.

The suburban lifestyle, often seen as more conducive to raising children due to larger living
spaces and access to private yards, has contributed to the migration of families away from urban
cores. To reinvigorate the urban public realm as a vibrant $paat age groups, including children,
it is imperative to expand play opportunities beyond the confines of designated spaces and
incorporate playfulness into the very fabric of the city. This shift can foster social inclusion,
environmental sustainabifitand urban vibrancy by reuniting families with the heart of metropolitan

areas.

My perspective is influenced by a relativist ontology and constructivist epistemology and is
informed by my childhood experiences. | grew up in Tehran, a densely populated metropolis in Iran.
For urban children like me, access to shared yards was usuailgtde but the prevailing apartment
living culture often discouraged us from using these spaces for active play as it could disturb
neighbours. Surrounded by the dominant societal beliefs about the risks of playing outdoors for
younger children, especialgirls, and an overprotective mother, | spent most of my childhood in
institutions nurturing my creativity and literacy while my physical and social competence were being
neglected. In light of the contemporary growing literature about the challengesbfacirban
children in accessing safe and stimulating play environments, my personal experience became the

motivation to conduct this research.

While numerous studies have explored the concept of reactivating public spaces for play and
promoting intergenerational coexistence, a gap persists between theory and practical application in
urban planning. This research seeks to bridge this gap by drawiempirical data grounded in the

lived experiences of children, offering insights into how physical configurations-soitival

1



influences, and personal preferences converge to shape children's interactions with urban
environmentsTheoverarching objective of this research is to enhance the understantiog tfe

urban public realm functions as a site for chilc
of all ages.
I n this research, | U s eopdnkpaces irelretmeerfi quildihgs i ¢ r e a

(e.g., empty lots, green spaces, etc.) and pathways connecting different destinations. Therefore, |
consider pathways as a part of the public re&lireets, sidewalks, laneways,lsarecommon
exampleof pathwayswithin the public realmPathways can be used by pedestrians onbheahared

between cars and pedestriahBree key research questions underpin this investigation:

1. How does the physical configuration of gblic realm influence h i | dreeglayd s

opportunitiesn high-density versus lowdensity residential neighbourhoods?

2. What are the types amplality of play happening on the pathways connecting residential

locations to schools and local playspaces?

3. What are the |linkages between the neighbour h.

belonging, and overall perceptions of safety?

This research is infor med -Hiendlyciiies Initiativet r i but es
(CFCl), with a focus on childrends rights to pleé
maintaining playspaces. The study draws on the broader discéwmamunicative planning theory
and emphasizes the importance of critical ethnography in creating urban planning knowledge.

Additionally, I borrowed conceptual models from environmental psychology and developmental

studies to identify research questiond abjectives for data collection. | relied on the seminal work

of Roger Hart, childrends Phenomenal Landscape N
children's experiences within the public realm, including places, pathways, and territorial Esge.

use Moore and Youngbs ecological mo d el of chil dt
Ecological Systems Theory of Human Development which guides the investigation into the intricate

dynamics between children, the physical environment, and abicidtiences.

This dissertation assumes added relevance in the context of the €@\&ndemic,
offering insights into how crises can impact people's use of public spaces. Furthermore, it seeks to

redefine key theoretical concepts, such as territorial range, makmgnbee attuned to



contemporary urban lifestyles and configurations. In an era characterizeddgpeadent living and
heightened concerns about child safety, these reconceptualizations are essential for better
understanding and designing urban environments that cater tiverse needs of childréPlanners

must pay as much attention to the quality and configuration of urban pathways as they do to parks and
playgrounds to compensate for limited open spaces in compact urban neighbourhoods. The required
knowledge for thigndeavour must at least partially come from the local knowledge and lived

experiences of children in different locales.
This dissertation is presented in six chapteciidingthree manuscripts.

Chapter 1presents the research background. The research objectives and questions are

provided followed by an overview of the relevant literature. The review is divided into three sections:

the concept of play and childhood; the history of playspacesinrelatiohto | dr enés agency;

realizing the gap in contemporary urban planning experiences in urban environments.

Chapter 2is dedicated to research design and methods. | present my ontological and
epistemological assumptions before providing the theoretical frameworks that shaped my research
guestions and methodological choices. The Phenomenon Landscape Model aret&8odeal

Model that explain childrends experiences in out

explained in three sections corresponding to the three stages of data collection throughout this
research. Lastly, | outline a few of the challenges of worliitly children and the lessons | learned

from them.

Chapters 3hrough 5 encompass manuscripts, each addressing one of the research questions.
Chapter3 a n s w ®w doestthe phfisical configuration of the urban public realm influence
chil drends ac t-density vdrsuslmdernsity eesidential neighbauthoods? T hi s
manuscripbutlines the importance of pathway design in creating ¢haddly citiesby examining
and comparing spatial configurations of tyauthified andwo family-oriented neighbourhoods in

Portland, Oregon

Chapter4 s a manus cr i pthetypeb and qualites o daty happerning an thé
pathways connecting residential locations to schools and local playspaceSf he case st udy
Thorncliffe Park neighbourhood in Toronto. The discussion of this chapter revolves around the
environmental and social factors influencing active free pi#tyin the publicrealm. Empirical data
based on the participantsdéd |lived experiences ar

3
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Chapter 5is another manuscript written based on the Thorncliffe Park case study. This
manuscr i ptth eoultilniknaegse sh bet ween the neighbourhood
belonging, and overall perceptions of safety Chapt er 5 uses a wide range
complex relationship that exists between the phy

experiences, bringing together what was discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 in one place.

Chapter 6concludes the thesis lsymmariing the key research findings corresponding to
specific research questiorenging fromthe analysis of thghysiographispace (presented in
Chapter 3) to understanding the dayday play experiences within a triangle of home, school, and
playground (presented in Chapter 4), to comprehending the linkages betwpbysibgraphiand
socal spaces antheir broader influence on the social construct of childhood (presented in Chapter
5). Subsequently, the contrilorts of this study to urban planning theory and practice are discussed
along withthest udy 6 s met hod ol o dyrestting theiresdgarchecontrilbutiogs.andl ¢ | o0 s

summarizing implications for future chifdiendly planning and design.



Chapterl Over view of,ResehPlat uogeophy and

Theoretical Lens

AThe desi fugamerdalyyph eydeé si r autSartrebl®p ( Jean

Sartreds quot e | ay splayadndchildghoodneandiitkend200]) arslikaizn g wh a't
(2008)explain that childhood is a social construct and the general understanding of it (and arguably
play as a chilehssociated activity) directly influences social changes. Most of us, adults, have
witnessed children playing and we have all been one. Children constantly learn and grow through

play. To be a child is to be a human. To play is a way of understanding wdre wehat and who

surrounds ugSicart, 2014)Human beings regardless of their age, explore and experience, destroy

and create, question and explain, and constantly define and retiefimeelvesDo we, humans, ever

stop growing? Do we ever stop desiring to play?

Play might be perceived as act associated with childhood, sometitiesopposite of work
(a seriousand functionabehaviouy andsometimes mimicking work in a less serious and logical
order(Smith & Pellegrini, 1998)But play and work are often complimentary rather than
contradictory(Murnaghan, 2019)0ne way to attempt to define play is to distinguish between play
and playfulnessSicart(2014)explains play as an activity with certain attributes. Play is contextual,
purposeful, creative, or disruptive, a®idht,can t ak
2014; SuttorSmith, 2009) Playfulness is an attitude that can be associated with any activity. In fact,
play usually has a playful characteristic, which is what may be percaboguposite to serious work.
However one can do work with a playful attitude (e.g., delivering a business pitch with a fun
presentation) if it does not interfere with the purpose of the activity. Therefore, playing is more than

being playful or simply having fun.

In this dissertation, fbcus on the creation of spaces that encourage playfulness in the city
opposed tareating playspaces. Withat,| intend to create an understanding of the necessity of
acknowledging hi | drends agency and acti vHolloway&ke i n shap
Valentine(2005 p. 4),childhood is commonly perceived as a category of minorities such as
disability, race, and sexual orientation. This categorization is unfortunately reflected in research ethics
guidelines which bound chil dr en 6 sr spba rct\Whbsi epnatt.i o n

these ethical considerations are to protect children'sheeily throughout research, they inevitably
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cancel some of the voices to hédolt, 2004) Alternatively, scholars argue that childhood must be

seen as an independent social notion, not as adults in the process of béAtpamme & Rissotto,

2001; Cook, Whitzman, & Tranter, 2015; De Visscher & Bouvela®&ie, 2008; Gillespie, 2013;

Hanssen, 2019)n this regard, Skelto2008 p. 23 asserts the importance of using accurate
terminology when dealing with social constructs.
instead of younger people to avoid referring to childhood as a transitionary lifeBtiadtas

i mportant to know that childhood as a compl ex #fi
(Valentine, 1996p. 65), and so have playspa¢esost, 2010)

1.1Negotiation of Chil dr emdi®&gsaceAgency Over Ti me
Playi s vi tal for chibledrnegn 6 sHigsrtoowtihcadndy ,weclhli | dr eno

influenced by events such as industrialization, rapid urbanization, deindustrialization, technological
advancements, etc. Besides changes in city strucameiseconomic and cultural factoedso

shaped trends in play and access to playspaces.
development has also evolved. However, the changes in the settings of playspaces did not always
directly reflect he benefits of play for the growth and we#ing of childrer{Frost, 2012)In this

section, | overview these historical changes summarized in the timeline illustr&igdrie 1

i child-saving movements
- to decrease the risk of crime, abuse, & poverty
1 1o create safie play spaces for children
settlement houses
- educational workshops £
-recreational feciles : : play & playground movement

-~ kindergartans ¢ physical activity & recreation
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- automobile

“playground” ¢ E-chidren's well-being
Friedrich Froebel: ;- gymnasia al schools : novelty era
Play s maansof i . R——
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R : - architects engagement
¢ child-study movement  : sed
.- play & education o .
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Figure 1 A timeline showing the changing notion of childhood and play in relation to changes in
planning approaches and movements. (Source: Anahita Shadkam, 2019).



1.1.1 Children of Industrial West

Friedrich Froebel coined the term playground in the 1820s and introduced play as a means of
education(Frost, 2010)a playful approach to learnifijlurnaghan, 2019Half a century later, the

first playgrounds were built in industrialized North America as a part afhied-saving movements

Their initial purpose was to clear children from the streets to reduce chaos and to protect children

from the increasing rates of poverty, crime, and abuse. These early playgrounds were fenced outdoor
spaces within the city with restricted access, aglyervision, and educational programmiRgpst,

2010; Murnaghan, 2019¥ollowing thechild-saving movemepnplay andplayground movements

forever established playgrounds as <cruci al i nsti
fabric, fenced playgrounds became cultpreducing factories. Children of mostly workhetass and

immigrant families were taught basic mannersofmrbal i vi ng and kept separate
realm until they were ready to behave like thmost, 2010, 2012; Goerisch, 2016; Murnaghan,

2016)

In the isolated playgroundshd | dr enés programs and activities:c
gender, and agéctivities were designed to promote the ideal American identity through gender
roles and social status. For instance, they prepare girls to become responsible mothers, boys to
become powerful leaders, and children ofmdrite ethnicity to prepare for thveorkforce(Goerisch,
2016; Janovicek & Parr, 20Q3Thildren were also sometimes forcefully removed from communities
because of supposed right ideas about how to live. The Residential Schools in Canada are examples
of these practices with detrimental consequefimsovicek & Parr, 2003Dverall, these hegemonic

perspectives exposed children to a culture of segrega@iagen, 200t Murnaghan, 2013)

In the early 20 century, an increasing interest in uncovering child development in relation to
types of play led to the formation of thkild-study movemenFounders of the movement advocated
for the idea of fAwhole childod correlating play t
growth. The work of researchers in this era produced a valuable body of knowledge in various fields,
e.g., educatin, physical health, anusychology(Frost, 2012, p. 117)nformed by these studies,
games, educational tools, and play equipment are advanced to facilitate the development of diverse
skills at different stages of childhood. Programmed activities., educational play in designated
spaces were now reinforced by scientific dgfarost, 2012; Goerisch, 2016; Holloway & Valentine,

2005; Murnaghan, 2019%imultaneously, the application Gbmprehensive Zonirig the 1920s was



another step forward i n s e@rganizet activijebaweramhitkd end s ar
wi dely accepted in childrends education, even tc

In the mid20" century wherarchitects engaged in the chitldy movementinstructured
pl ay was reconsidered in the form of adventure g
loose parts as opposed to fixed play equipri@imhakurJavdekar, 2016; Frost, 201&dventure
playgrounds were created across Europe anditaMmrth America to mimic construction sites or
junk yards.The achitecs 6Gontribution was not limited to the shape and function of the playgrounds
and play equipment; their findings and innovation found their way toward city planning (see e.g., the
work of Aldo Van Eyckand Herman Hertzbergarthe Netherlangs. They observed chi
behaviours within the natural and built environment, conducted qualitative studies at ditadent
and revealed meaningfilli ndi ngs a lumstnuttured blail udbaneemviboements (see e.g.,
studies by Colin Ward, Roger Hart, Kevin Lynch, Claire Cooper MaengRobin Moore)These
efforts were parallel to pl-upandeomsuditpasedpltamimg i ng r €

(Valentine, 1996byvhich werepartly, but not exclusively, driven by Jane Jacobs.

1.1.2 Children of the Globalized West

Overall accommodating unstructured plagsbemme challenging after technological advancements

in the late 28 Century. Changes in the built environment due to higlessity development and ear

oriented desigralong with the production of manufactured toys and computer gédeshildren to

spend less time playing on their o@atz, 2001) Safety concerns were other oppressing factors.

Increased traffic interactions and instances of children's slieatlar accidents created hesitations for

freedom of play among caregivdkéalentine, 1996a; H. Woolley, 2008 arental approaches were

al so changing under the influence of media and v
and highly publicized incidents of kidnapping, in North American and European cities, particularly in

the 1980s and 9{slillman, Adams, & Whitelegg, 1990; Valentine & Mckendrickt, 199alone

(2007, p.514r ef er s to children born in -whpped era (incl u

g e n e r &ven pay eqoipment was standardized to decrease the risks of injury.

It is no surprise thatat too manyAdventure Playgroundsave survived to date, especially in
the USA, as caregivers become more intolerant to potential risks of injury durin@-pday, 2010,
2012; Niehues et al., 201¥)espite awareness of the benefits of active free play, many more

caregivers began limiting children's independent movements in public spatsld-protection
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industryo was created to address the growing anxiety of caregivers, mostly the middle ({aszses

2001, p. 48)From baby monitoring gadgets to diverse educational and recreational institutions,
caregivers were providedwiths si st ance to assure childrends saf
activities required chauffeuring children among multiple destinations across the city, visualized as

fi i s dhappindp (Karsten & Vliet, 2006p. 153. Due to the prevalence of a edependent lifestyle

among middleclass families, the island hoppers spent a good deal of time daily in the backseat of the
car(Karsten, 2005; Malone, 200&hd became more prone to a sedentary lifestyle and its

conseqguences (e.g., higher rates of obesity and physical incompeitbetie)e that the term

i sthapei ngd wel | sui t anditsicensequentas prbeavitonrhentalandg st y | «
social sustainabilityingeneralnd s houl d not be | imited to descri
patterns.

Constantly chauffeuring children in an attempt to shield them from perceived or actual risks
may inadvertently expose them to greater danfésly, driving private vehicles not only adds to
traffic but also raises the potential for hazardous interactwrchildren navigatingpublic spaces.
For example, congestion near schools due to parental chauffeuring can escalate accident risks
Moreover, overprotection hinders childrenbds oppc
required to navigte real dangers in publicspa¢e€ hr i st ensen & O6Brien, 2003
2001, 2008)Consider a child always supervised to avoid interactions with stsalagtiin a park.
How would they stay calm, and ask for help, and who would they trust? These children may find
themselves ilequipped to respond appropriately when faced with actual thtdtisately, an

overly protective approach may compromiseuesy well-being it aims to preserve.

Childrentodayspend more time than ever in organized sports and institutionalized activities.
Studies from the 1990s in the USofferth & Sandberg, 200Bstimated that children spent 50% of
their discretionary time after school in unstructured play, some 25 hours per week. This is three times
more than the time they spent on structured play weekly, which is approximately 8.5 hours. These
numbers are in liewith other studies from the UK, Canada, and Australia done around the same time
(Bianchi, 2000; Craig, Powell, & Smyth, 2014; Fisher, McCulloch, & Gershuny, 1898@pre
recent study from NorwafNordbakke, 2019lso reveals a 4% increase in the time children aged six
to 12 spent weekly in organized leisure activities from 2005 to 2013. This increase mostly accounts
for the change among siand sevetyearolds. 91% of this age group reported weekly participation

in organized activities in 2013014, while in 2005, 76% did so.
9



1.1.3 Contemporary Childhood Experiences

Discussion about how children spend their time daibf igreat importance to my research as it
connects it tgreatemplanningdiscourses and the geographies of care.,Einsg-space coordination

and its relation to having a sustainable lifestyle is a growing concern in child and family studies as
well as in planning for environmental sustainability. With the prevalence efltnsgity housing and
clear spatial boundarieldt exist between work, leisure, and personal versus collective life, island
hopping must be considered a critical topic in planning for sustainability and not just a concern
regardi ng chi |l d+eng.dle exsting bodylof literature aboeititidpace
coordination shows that managing daily movements between employnightare extracurricular
activities, and household chores and errg@i®w, 2020; Jarvis, 20033 challenging, especially for
dualearner and singlparent households.

Moreover, the omission of children as active citizens concerns social sustainability and
inclusive planning. The culture of segregation can be traced back to the very concept of early
playgrounds: keeping children away from the rest of the publicreagm,j. t he adul t sbdé r ea
pl aygrounds are not so different from the early
adultsd realms), structure (fenced and equipped
structured activities whit specific purposesYalentine(1997)also argues that overscheduling
children with structured (and supervised) activities is a way of avoiding the discussion about whether
children should explore the urban environment. With no time left for children to be on their own, they

lose their agencin negotiating time and space.

Finally, playfulnesseenas an attitude not exclusivecahbildren can contributdéo the
creation of public spaces that benefit people of all dgeswidely argied that the most effective
waytodesignrpubl i ¢ environments is to integrate child dr
groups simultaneouskCarr, S.; Lynch, 1968; Hanssen, 2019; Thompson, 2013) n f act , adul
supervision can be a social or physical activity rather than a mere parenting respo(idiilityay
& Valentine, 2000; Karsten, 200%)ccording to the 80 Cities organizatiomi | f ever yt hi ng w

in our cities is great for antyearold and an 8¢earold, then it will be better for all peopte.

1880 Cities is a nefor-profit organization established in 2007. With this concept, they have

successfully led communityased initiatives that improved actinebility.
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Returning to the discussion around tisgace coordination, it is apparent that multipurpose
and multigenerational spacgisultaneously respond to promotiagtive mobility and playfulness
among all citizensThese spaceasverall improve the safety and liveability of urban spaves
become the sites for cultural and social produdfuam Vliet & Karsten, 2015) will further
elaborate on the theoretical basis of these ideas throsagticeecological lens in section 1.4 and
explain how different physical and sodaltural factors contribute to the formation of multipurpose
public spaces welcoming people of all agaghe next section, | discuss how planning as a discipline

hssr esponded and may continue improving childrend
1.2Chi Il drendés f@ABei ngé ARlandingf@Bestioro mi ng o

fiThe wellbeing of children is the ultimate indicator of a healthy habitat, a democratic

society and of good governarice ( UN Conf erence on Human Sett]l e

Initially launched in 199@he ChildFriendly City Initiative(CFCI) supports municipal governments

in realizing the rights of children at the local level using the UN Convention on the Rights of the

Child as its foundatianCFCI makes sure that every child has access to safe and healthy environments
to learn and grow while their decisiomaking rights are respected. As MaldMalone, 2006)

describes, following CFCI, there are notable contributions from UNICEF's Growing Up in Cities
projects, where champions of children's rights to the city, including Kevin Lynch and Louise Chawla,
collaborated to create a foundational knowledge as®rving Up in Cities not only unveils global
findings on how children use urban spaces but also places significant focus on their rights to the city.
It equips us with invaluable tools and methods for engaging in research and design with children,
empowenng thér voices in decisiomrmaking processes. Since the inception of my study, these

initiatives have been a guiding light.

2| borrowed this phrase from Julia Gilles @@l2articlei Bei ng and Becoming: Wri
into Planning Theoryo which draws attention to
understanding of childhood in planning theory and practice in order to enhance the current
normative, topdown approach towardsmore communicative and participatory considerations of

children.
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What strikes me most about these works is their deep connection to earlier literature, such as
Kevin Lynch's seminal piece, The Image of the City from the 1960s. As my dissertation unfolds, the
significance of this connection becomes more apparent, efipécide context of viewing children
as individuals with distinct identities rather than as adults in the process of becoming. The same holds
for Chawla's Growing Up in Cities report. The research methods, and the dialogues with children
from diverse bakagrounds all underscore a genuine recognition of children as individuals whose

voices, opinions, and experiences hold weight, regardless of age, gender, or ethnicity.

It is encouraging to witness a growing awareness of-@tdddly planning considerations
worldwide. Governments and municipalities have made commendable efforts to address children's
needs at different scales, evident in initiatives such as the US Publgré&ind Safety Handbook,

Play England: Design for Play; City of Vancouver: Highnsity Housing for Families with Children
Guidelines; and the City of Toronto: Growing Up Guidelines. However, as highlightddrby1992,
2009)and echoed by the results of a 2023 review of CFCI literé@ioederevinueza, Niekerk, &

Dijk, 2023), public policy related to Chilgrriendly Cities often remains tokenistic, primarily

focusing on accessible and safe child amenities and spaces. The literature underscores a predominant
emphasis on the physical environment, with limited attention givéretorucial processes that

translate children's rights into chifdendly spaced referred to as childriendly governance.

Critiques in the literature also point out that existing policies tend to bedwaihated, as
discussed in section 1.1, perpetuating the view of children as active citizens. Arguably, the exclusion
of children from decisiommaking is only partly a plarmg concern; the rest is rooted in normative
societal approaches. Children are universally seen as vulnerable beings in the process of becoming
(perhaps reliable and responsible) adults; and as such, planning that promotes suburbs as more
family-oriented $ actually influenced by the chifatotecting mainstream and reinforces the existing
and unequal social structure around gender and family ngtayslen, 1980; Ortiz Escalante &

Gutiérrez Valdivia, 2015)Judy Gillespie's exploration of "being" versus "becoming" effectively
demonstrates the impact of such perspectives on policymaking, leading to the segregation of adults'
and children's spacé&illespie, 2013, p. 66)The overprotection approach also prevents those

parents who are willing to give their children more freedom of roaming treatépted (by the

society), from doing so.
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Would planning be able to moderate the existing social and spatial boundaries drawn between
children and adults? In the next section, | outline my scholarly contribution by first examining global
planning movements that aim for more inclusive and resitigies. Following that, | highlight
examples of childriendly advocacy planning and design worldwide to show the existing gaps

between childriendly city governance and local efforts.

1.2.1 Smart, Childless Cities and Child -Friendly Advocacy

Smart Growth is an example of the recent planning movements, which is receiving great
consideration in North America because of its-aptawl strategies. The main idea is to increase the
share of growth in the central neighbourhoods, parts of the aityath already built up. Higher
density housing, mulinodal transportation, walkability, and accessibility to public amenities are
among the Smart Growth planning stratedigsnan, 2018) These strategies overlap with what
UNICEF indicates as measures of cHilieéndliness UNICEF, 2019)

Hypothetically, these strategies aim to foster a diverse demographic in the city center,
including families with children. However, evidence from previous research suggests a disparity
between this aspiration and the actual population residing in cersal. &or instance, a survey in
five US states revealed that supporters of compact, trameitted, mixeelse living are
predominantly lowincome renters and minorities, who typically do not inhabit these @reass &
Baldassare, 2010%imilarly, studies on young adults' residential choices indicate that central
neighbarrhoods with Smart Growth characteristics mainly attract young, childless populations
(Hyojung Lee, 2018; Moos, 2014; Senior, Webster, & Blank, 2006)

While these findings are rooted in North American metropolitan centers, European cities may
showdifferent trends. For example, Lia Karsten's study in Amsterdam's central narigbdad
identifies a recent influx of young professional parents, teffifeedily gentrifier® (Karsten, 2014, p.
2574) Seeking to balance professional life and childcare, these family gentrifiers recognize the
benefits of urban upbringing for their children. However, issues of inequality persist, as highlighted in
this and another study in tiNetherlandsResearch in Rotterdafvan der Graaf, 2020)eveals that
child-friendly features in central neightmtnoods may trigger gentrification, attracting specific
populations (such as duehrner families) while excluding others (like singlErent households with

lower incomes).
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These examplesmphasizéhe necessity of clarifying how chifidiendly policies define
families with children. Family compositions are indeed diverse and complex, extending beyond
traditional structures. To truly grasp the evolving cultural and social landscape efai$iid),we
must consider notraditional gender roles and family compositig8s L. Brown, Manning, &

Stykes, 2015)Regardless of class and income, family characteristics should be considered when
designing childfriendly urban spaces. Guarenting arrangemensspecially foiseparated parents
residing in different parts of the ciilgtroduce additional complexities in navigating daily time and
spacgJarvis, 2001, 2005)n such cases, supporting children's agency in an inherentighildn
friendly urban setting becomes challengiagulting in more islantiopping (section 1.1.3Perhaps,
the statemenholds true that an urban system catering to the needsaafi@0yearold citizens

functiors better for evergne (8 80 Cities)

Factors such as housing type, affordability, Bl ofaccess to private open spaces have
been identified as key drivers causing households with children to move away from urban centers,
influencing the overall childriendliness of central neighbhoods(Schoeppe et al., 2015)
Considering the planning strategies of the Smart Growth movement, it's common to observe fewer
open spaces, limiting opportunities for park development within urban centers. A reptamdgen
(2019)notes a 12% decrease in playground areas in Norway over five years due to intensification,
leading to a decline in physical activities among resident children. In compact central
neighbarrhoods, smalkcale playgrounds offer limited play options, and larger city parks often fall
beyond chil drends home range. Thus, the signifioc

play on the way to school or other destinations, becomes emenpronounced in these settings.

My focus in this study is outilizing the public realm as r@etwork of play and enore
welcoming space fqueople of all aged view children's free play in urban environments not only as
a means to promote physical and mentaldvelhg but also as a generator of agency among children.
In this context, my research aligns with the perspectives of scholaReliietopeCarrolland Karen
Witten (see, e.g.Carroll, Witten, Asiasiga, & Lin, 2019; Carroll, Witten, Kearns, & Donovan, 2015)
andKarenMalone €.g.,Malone, 2007, 2013)ho believe in research and creation with children
This perspective was also previously acknowledged by scholars sbdmasandLorenzo(2002
p. 158) emphasingt hat t he success of playspaces is direc
Ainitiation, de sChayia(2016pn2aD) suteinctly gtaes that partidpation is not

merely a means to achieve planning goals; it is
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citizenship.t is crucial to integrate children's voices and perspectives in cresdtilogfriendly
spacedy involving themin different decisiormaking stagesMor eover , chi |l drends pr
urban public realm in the form of unstructured play is a counter statement for seeing urban spaces as a

realm of adults and automobildee to modernist planning, as discussed in section 1.2.2.

Throughout this study, my inspiration has largely stemmed from the work of urbanists,
particularly those in the private sector. Notable examples ingtedecate Placea recently
established planning firm by Paula Gallo and Annie VandenBexgyeate Places based in Toronto
and speci al i z e-makingnandcparticipadory.eedubasiong pragranas for children,
youth, and adults. Natalia Krysiak is an Australian architect and the foun@éresffor Play who
envisions cities as a play web. Natalia has documented worldwide best practicesfoiectulg
neighbourhoods iDesigning ChildFriendly High-Density Neighbourhood#\nother valuable
document iCities Alive: Designing for Urban Childhootsrovided by ARUP, a global design and
consultant team. This report showcases global case studies, recommendations, and action plans for
child-friendly cities. Another play advocate is Tim Gikn independent scholar in the UK and the
author ofUrban Playground: How Childrriendly Urban Planning and Design Can Save Citied
No Fear: Growing Up in a Risk Averse Socigiyaminingthese examples highlights the significant
gap that yet exists between the local best practices and the governance-éti€hdd, Cities.
Whil e my doctoral research contributes to the sc
environment, ilso promotes childentred problem identification, research, anaieation with

young citizens.

1.3 Research Philosophy : Ontology + Epistemology

Informed by relativist ontology and constructivist epistemological assumptions, | investigated
multiple realitiesconstructed by the lived experiences of individelsldren)in relation to time and
space i.e., selected neighbourhood case studi@gen the contextual nature of the phenomenon

8 https://recreateplace.ca/lhome

4 https://www.citiesforplay.com/

5 https://www.arup.com/perspectives/citiasve-urbanchildhood

6 https://rethinkingchildhood.com/
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understudyi . e., chil drenés play experiences, Il used
refers to agpistemology of multiplicityTo put it simply, my research approach wasrigage

children as social actors and end users of neighbourhood spaces in the processes of problem
identification and knowledge creation, which | will explain in detail in this chapter. As popular

methods in critical ethnography research, | used obsenahtioethods in different capacities

(observing physical traces and Aparticipant behaviour observation), questionnaires, and gqualitative
interviews with children to collect data. In the following chapter, | describe my research philosophy
(section 3.1) ad explain the theoretical lenses used to identify research approaches. In Chapter 2, |

will overview the research design and explain how and why | chose certain methods and techniques.

Ontology is aboutvhatexists in the world that we can acquire knowledge about, and
epistemology imbouthowwe can creatknowledge Brown and Duenas, 201®toon and
Blackman, 2014)As a designer and urban researcher, | believe in subjective realities and what
Sandercock2003)di scusses as the ié€.pd slt esmtorl mmgg! y fv anud & itp
and the attention paid to seeking local knowledge and learning through dialogue with the ultimate
users andreatorsof spacd in this research, children and their caregivers. | do not see myself as the
creator of the space nor as the expert with measuring sticks to evaluate successes ¢T talyees
Brown, & Freitas, 2012 creating childfriendly urban spaces to eventually find a comprehensive
solution to childrends greater agency in urban s

process of problersettindas t o what is essentially impeding c

" Sandercock itCosmopolis Il: Mongrel Cities of the 21st Cent@op. 761 82), outlines six ways of
knowing in planning discipline beside the technical and scibased knowledge, referred to as
the epistemology of multiplicity. Knowing through conversation, knowing from experience,
learning from local knowledge, ladng to read symbols and neerbal language, learning from
contemplative/appreciative knowledg¢hrough storytelling, songwriting, and other forms of art,

and, learning by doing.

8 Sandercock referring to Schon (1983) explains that prokkting is not a technical task, which
means can be defined based on the local experiences and through dialogues and active act of
listening to the users of the space. MoreoM@aley(1992)discusses that through consensus

building, purposes can be discovered and defined communicatively.
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public spaces and to help children actualize their tacit knowledge ofmplakeg through the act of

play. In a broader context, this research aims to exemplify the importance of community participation
and collaborative approaches to space and placgorre@his is especially important in the
contemporary Western context where for years, histories were majorly told by the whitectaddle

men leaving out lived experiences and achievements of mothers and their dhllydan, 1980;

Ortiz Escalante & Gutiérrez Valdivia, 2015; Sandercock, 1998)

As mentioned in the opening of this chapthe research focusas revised throughout the
study, while the main inquiry has always been understarmingublic realmcan function as a site
f or chi l,deyoadcpéarks amdIplaygrounds. Originally, | began investigating the influences of
neighbourhood morphology and street layouts on unstructured play. My first research q&&3tipn (
wadHoiw does the physical configuration of the pul
opportunities in high-density versus lowdensity residential neighbourhoods® Focusi ng on t
built environment was an intuitive decision based on my previous research and design experiences in
architecture and environmental psychology. This inclination is related to my admiration of the
phenomenology of the built environment atidlogues between people and pladése Poetics of
SpacgGaston Bachelard958), The Image of the Citkevin Lynch, 1960), ané Pattern
LanguaggChristopher Alexander and others, 19@m the seminal works that mostly directed my
focus on the builform and the act of play.

This preliminary stage of research established a fundamental understanding of play
affordability in the North American metropolitan context. This understanding was mostly focused on
environmental safety concerns including street layout, intersection desigynight of way in
different neighbourhood settings including highlensity central and lowatensity suburban
settings. However, it lacked consideration of sociocultural factors and reciprocity between built form
and chil drends |ngforevardthe fopus of theereseaechs shiftebho abserving
physical traces to observations of the play behaviours and investigation efmalkitey experiences
within the public realm. Therefore, | askd®(§2) ,What are the types and qualiy of play
happening on the pathways connecting residential locations to schools and local playspaoces?
also wondered abouRQ3) thdilinkages between the neighbourhood configuratign c hi | dr end s

level of local belonging, and overall perceptions of safety.
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At this point, | was informed by the body of literature focusing on the sociology of childhood
and the i mportance of spontaneous playMin i mpr o\
Francis & Lorenzo, 2002, p. 16d)at egor i ze thi s partbasedhet ldites a
whi ch shaped the theoretical Dbasis used in chilc
Inspired mostly by the work of Roger Hart, Robin Moore, and Louise Chawla, folloyv#ta more
recent works of Gill Valentine, Willem van Vliet, Lia Karsten, and Kim Rasmussen, | focused on the
active role children as sociattorsplay increatingplaces in their surrounding environment. Based
on the placanaking concept, notonlydoesh e bui |t environment influenc
people also actively appropriate the environment to address their specific needs. The appropriation of
space involves adjusting its physical and social settings. Questions people ask can include: What
physical elements do | add or remove from the space to make it appropriate for me? Who else is
involved in this? What memories am | (are we) making here? How do my previous experiences
influence the process of appropriation? In this conversation, | seelfrag a facilitator, while in the
preliminary study, | was an expert with previous knowledge of the ways the physical environment
encourages or impedes the act of play.

In the next section,provide anoverviewof the conceptuaframeworks that informethis
study: | will first explain the Phenomenal Landscape Model proposed by Roger Hart in 1978, which
focuses on the physical component of the built e
experiences, especially through spontaneous play and explorationombéptuamodel informed
the study design of Phase 1. Then, | explain Bronfenbrenner's Ecological Systems Theory of Human
Development, which informed the broader objectives and research design of Phase 2. Taken from
Bronfenbrenner's theory, Robin Moore and Donaldirpproposed a model to outline three realms
of factors influencing childrenbs outdoor play

the SocieEcological Model.

1.4 Theoretical Lens

To recap, play is identified as a fundamental aspect of children‘®o&ieli and growth, offering
avenues for physical, mental, social, and emotional skill develofiferst, 2010; Smith &
Pellegrini, 1998)A network of play that integrates playgrounds with public spaces, could provide
required play opportunities for wholesome groile Visscher & Bouvernee Bie, 2008) This

study challenges the adequacy of isolated playgrounds in addressing child development goals.
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Childrenbés isolation from the rest of the publ ic
and their play experiences to structured and program activities compromising their wholesome skill
development. | thus advocate for a paradigm shifingierstanding childhood as a stage of being

instead of becoming (Gillespie, 2012) to enhance current normative planning approaches that
consider Aurbanod inappropriate for children. The
c hi |l dr tsto desisiomiakjnig (i.e., agency, citizenship) and democratic access to living and

play space¢Malone, 2006; UNICEF, 201%s per the terms United Nations Convention on the

Rights of Children.

| used Roger Hart's Phenomenal Landscape Model, which elucidates the importance of
neighbourhood spaces in creating a network of playspaces, refeastie¢derritorial range. Hart
(1979) Themodet onsi der s pl aces and pat hwaterstoridds t he bui
range. As the terms suggest, places are actigithes while pathways are the connecting elements
within this network Neighbouring houses, institutional buildings, offices, stores, and parking lots are
examples of potenti al Spdets tralss andvsidewalksrare thépathwhyse n 6 s
children take to gettoplaceSt udi es on <chi | dr e n Ovarietgand edtenbof pl ay s
childrenés territorial range depend on their res
how much freedom they are given to roam around the neighboyrbgednd personal attitudes are
also among the influential factofs.g.,Horton, Christensen, Kraftl, & Hadfieldill, 2014; Kytta,
2004; Larsen et al., 2009; Loebach & Gilliland, 2019; Moore & Young, 1978; Valentine &
Mckendrickt, 1997)These findings bring in the three realms of influential factors explained by the
SocicEcological Model explained next.

The theoretical underpinning of the Soé&ioological Model is Bronfenbrenner's Ecological
Systems Theory of Human Development. This theory emphasizes the multifaceted influence of
environmental and sociocultural factors on children's skill developmeikeuldan Piaget who
theorized childrends cogni(Tudgeetald22plsokrmpwmeast s ol el
Piaget s Stage Theory. T hEologi¢abModel propoged BytMoodey ad o p't
and Young (1978), which explains the complex interplay of factors belonging to any of the following
categories: the physiographic realm, socitural realm, and the physiological/psychological realm

(Piagetds focus) or the childds inner space.
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The SocieEcological Model posits that factors such as distance to daily destinations,
sidewalk quality, housing density, availability of open spaces, and playgrounds belong to the
physiographic space. The preliminary stage of this research was focubesis®t of factors to
address R@. Moreover, sociocultural factors encompass playing dynamics, peer relations, family
backgrounds, level of independence and supervision, which together with physiographic factors
guided the second half of the study responding to RQ2 and RQ3. Lastlysjaerinvolves
personal attributes like age, gender, physical strength, and attitudes towdfeigulag 2) While this
set of factors was acknowledged in this research, it did not guide the analysis of data (i.e., examining

individual differences) duetthestudy's small sample size.

Physical Space: .-~~~
Neighbourhood Layout
Housing Types and Density
School Locations

Sidewalk Quality ’
Availability of Open Spaces b
Hierarchy of Open Spaces
Playgrounds ’
Social Space: -~~~ ~-
Peer Relations

Family Backgrounds
Parental Approaches
Level of Independence
Neighbourhood Culture |
Social Capital ‘\
Inner Space: .-~~~ \
Individual %
Preferences Y
Age \
Gender

Physical Strength

Social Skills

Play Attitudes 1 1
Place: @ ! ]
Part of the Physical Space, where 1 INFLUENCES OF 1
children visit regularly and associate ' PHYSICAL SPACE H
meanings to it. \ !
Pathway:
Routes connecting places and \ 7
potential sites for spontaneous play. o 7
Play Network: —@— Y P

A part of the public realm made of N ’
places and pathways and a dynamic LY 5

site for everyday playfulness. Sl _-

e I e

-~

—————
-

Figure 2 Neighbourhoodplay networkencompassing places and pathways is influenced by the
factors explained in the SocieEcological framework. The formation of the play network is
unique to differentindividualsand wusually surrounds the Ahomeo

from Moore and Young, 1978)

20



Given thatthetwo conceptual modelsused were first introduced the 1980s, | would like
to clarify a few points about how they informed my studies. These theoretical hervgelseen
widelyu s ed i n ¢ hhbased plag studlieslowdves, ¢ realized that studies have used them in
different directions. In this section, | position my research in terms of how these theoretical lenses are

adopted and contributed to achieving the research objectives.

First, the termplaceis interchangeably used as space or environment among scholars in this
field. But it is important to acknowledge that place is associated with meanings that go beyond the
physicality of the environmeriWVilson, 1997) The meaning of a place is unigue for individuals as it
relates to personal experiences, memories, and fe¢ttgzan & Low, 2012; Lewicka, 2010)n
Rasmussends argument, places are t ha@eatedspasest hat ¢
T the institutional triangle of home, schools, and playgroRdsmussen, 2004)herefore,
wherever the termplacemakingis used in this dissertation, it refers to the act of attaching meanings
toaspacbychidren | mostly wuse this term in the discuss
the creation of a sense of belonging (section 31%.number and duration of visits play an important
role in the creation of places explained by the Phenomenal Landscape Némldhstance, a never
visited playground cannot be a par tithiothera chi | do s

immediate home environment.

Secondthe role of pathways in the creation of the phenomenal landscape is often
overlooked. Imagine a public library close to home is a meaningful place fo€bibdhX andChild
Y. Child X is always being driven to the library whiiild Y walks to the library with a guardian.
Theories indicate that the body/environment connection is important and passing through an
environment in a car may not at all provide a plaking opportunitf Chr i st ensen & OO6BTr
2003) For these two individuals, the holilerary path contributes differently to the formation of
their unique experiences. Fohild X, a representative of the backseat children, there is a spatial
disconnection between home and the library.Gtdld Y, however, the pathway between home and

library is an extension of their spatial experience.

Third, in this study, | introduce the teqphay networko encompass the overall territorial
range, aiming to prevent confusion with distinctions made in other research between home range and
habitual rangée.g.,Loebach & Gilliland, 2019)While these distinctions are pertinent in discussions

of children's independent mobility, | focus solely on children's outdoor presence around their homes,
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without delineatingndependent mobility. Additionallygy employing the term play network,
highlight a specific aspect of the public realm conducive to everyday playfulness, refraining from
specifying independence.

Finally, | studiedany form of outdoor activity or movemewti t hout di fferenti at
level of independencd her e are different positionalities to
nei ghbourhood spaces. A significant body of | ite
the urban public realm strongly focuses on independent mobility. Independentynwaéadithe focus
of Hartds studies too, considering back then put
(Hofferth & Sandberg, 2001) However, recent studies have shown
supervised outdoor activities has significantly decreéBiuhchi, 2000; Nordbakke, 2019)

Therefore, this research refrains from a strict dichotomy of independent and dependent mobility,
emphasizing instead the importance of increased walkability for both children and their caregivers in
contemporary automob#eentric urban environments. Faermore, it embraces intergenerational
coexistence as advocated by van Vliet and Karsten (2015), positing that a more interconnected

community improves safety perceptions, potentially fostering greater independence among children.

In summary, this studynterweaveshe SocieEcological Model and the Phenomenal
Landscape Model to comprehensively explore the influences of social and spatial factors on children's
play in urban environmen{&. Moore & Young, 1978)The study focuses on children's territorial
range, encompassing places and pathways within their immediate envirperaenining how socio
spatial factors influence the formation of their play netw@k i | dr ends ur ban consum
limited to whatRasmusse(2004 p. 157 defines as arfinstitutional triangle) encompassing home,
school, and playgrounds, with travel among these locations often resefiiimgthopping
(Karsten & Vliet, 2006, p. 1548ecause of the high levels of autependency.

Despite a substantial body of research highlighting the importance of independent mobility
for children's growth and webleing, practical implementation in planning remains limitete
growing segregation between adults and chil@kéadentine & Mckendrickt, 1997)ecessitates a
reclamation of the urban public realm as an integral part of children's daily expe(idodes et al.,
2014; Karsten & Vliet, 2006)his study seeks to address this gap by exploring the nuanced
experiences dbeingwithin the public realni with or without other generations, and with any level

of playfulness. It also highlights the role of pathways connecting different neighbourhood destinations
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in creating a network of play. P at -makmgtisroughr e al s
the act of playThese theoretical understandings shed light on the methodological decisions of this
thesis.The subsequent sections detail the study's methodology and the examination of influential

factors within the socigpatial environment.
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Chapter2 Research Design and Met hod

| provide anoverviewof theresearch process it unfoldedn two phasesThe phaséased overview

of the methodological decisions represents the constant revisiting and refining of the research focus,

approaches, and even my positionality as a reseattigeworth mentioning that part of the
unpredictability and opeandedness of the research design relates to the nature of ethnographic
researchi{Mattila, Olsson, Lappi, & Ojanen, 2022; Till, 200&)d part of it was caused by the
COVID-19 pandemic, which coincided with the onset of my fieldwork and participatory research.
While the main inquiry has always been understandowgthe public realm can function as a site for
c hil dr elexpesiengetl soiye changes in the way | approacigedtjective from phase 1 to
phase 20riginally, I explored thenfluences of neighbourhood configuration possibilities of

childrenbdés spontaneous pbyaomparirghysieatchasattdristicsafl ong t t

the environment, such as street layout, intersection design, and sidewalk availability andnquality
four neighbourhoodm Portland While findings from Portland providevaluableinsight into

effective neighbourhood designi t h ¢ h i logbortaniti@&sn mmfit éagked consideration of

sociocultural factors and reciprocitYVhisbet ween bt

preliminary stage of researelstablished aetter understanding othe phenomenon under study
shifting the research focus from physical form comparison and analysis to critical ethnography.

Phase 2, | focused on one neighbourhood to be able to canellegpth participatoryesearch

consideringhe interplay betweephy si ogr aphi c and sociocul tural

behavioursA geographicshift from Portland to Torontavas necessary at this stageettmographic
research requires constant site visitstbawvelling abroad wasot possiblat the timedue to the

limitations caused by theOVID-19 pandemic

2.1 Phase 1: Exploring the Neighbourhood Play Network (2018-2020)

The first phase of this research was an exploratory study to understand how neighbourhood
configuration may i mpact childrends outdoor
connected to residential locations through the larger network of mg#ic spaces. To do so, |
conducted a comparative neighbourhood study in Portland, Or€gasidering walking as the mode
of travel, | intended to examine the quality of pathways from home to the closest playspaces in

neighbourhoods with different confitations and share of families with children.
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Portland was selected as a metropolitan area
experiences in relation to urban form for two main reasons. First, the urban core in Portland primarily
follows a grid street layout and is known for its smaller urbankisi¢for example, as compared to
Los Angeles), which provides more pedestrian conneciigMerssemaet al, 2009)making the
city a suitable case to study childrends wal ki ng¢
shown success in implementing urban policies in the last decades in bringing families with children
into the metropolitan argdarvis, 2003; Hyojung Lee, 2018; Wegmann, 202@rording to the
2020 Census ProfilgChen, Wei, & Sharygin, 2022he share of the population under 18 (17.4%) is
comparatively greater than its neighbouring Metropolitan centres such as Seattle and San Francisco
(respectively 13.4% and 14.5%). While the greater Portland area is perceived adrfandly, the
urban ore has shown patterns of youthificafiowhich is argued to be coundiatuitive to child and
family-friendlinesg(Moos, 2014; Wegmann, 2020)herefore, the existing dynamic between family
oriented and youthified neighbourhoods along with the overall walkable structure of the urban core
made Portland a suitable case to explore and compare outdoor play networks in different
neighbourhood settgs.

2.1.1 Neighbourhood Selection

| chose two youthified and two familyriented neighbourhoods in Portland, Oregon to conduct a
comparative urban form analysis related to chilc
neighbourhood cases, | used a vbalsed neighbourhood ranking ®m called Niche.conNiche

(2020) provides rankings on 6bes bycombiminggserb our hooc
generated data and several secondary data sources to derive urbigbdhoankings for major cities

in the United State$.aimedto select neighhwhoods based on such subjective rankings because

these are likely to reflect the overarching perception of specific places by the people living there. In

% Youthification,coin by Markus Moos (2016), is a process through which central neighbourhoods
remain young over time. A generation of young adults (curreMiliennials) who reside
centrally to access to jobs and amenities tend to leave for larger housing spaces if/when their
household composition changes, often due to parenthood. Since newer generations of young adults

often replace those who have moved out, the sHarep oung adul t sd popul ati o

25



other words, rather than a definitive definition of youthified versus faarignted neighbourhoods, |
sought neighbourhoods that are 6ébelievedd to fit

Here, thepresencef Millennials is used as a proxy of youthification and matches with prior
analysis of the geography of young adults (Moos 2014; Moos, Pfeiffer, and Vinodrai 2017). Although
these definitions are not uncontroversial, for this study, families are housetiticchildren present,
and the familyoriented neighbourhoods based on the subjective rankings indeed include a larger
share of childrems veri fied by census dat a. I't needs to &
contestedandieavi ly politicized terom, eartce dtbhd ikerl ywy i ete

physical and social construction of neighbourhoods.

A total of four neighbourhoods were selected. Figishows the location of the
neighbourhoods in the context of the Portland Metropolitan Area. Not unexpectedly, the youthified
neighbourhoods (Eliot and Pearl) are located more centrally, whereas the ones ranked as more family
oriented (Arlington Heights andarshall Park) are located further from the centre in what would
generally be classified as suburban afe®jung Lee, 2018)Table5 compares neighbourhood
characteristics. Demographic data is retrieved from NeighborhoodPulse (2020) which provides
neighbourhood statistics for the Portland Metropolitan Area drawing on the 2010 US Census.
Relevant neighbourhood rankings are extracte fkiche (2020). Overall, the youthified areas are
higherdensity neighbourhoods with a lower percentage of children, higher cost of living, and lower

homeownership.

2.1.2 Data Collection and Analysis

A combination of quantitative and qualitative datseollected for phase 1 of the study. Pathways

from home to neighbourhood parks were studied not only to identify access to parks but also to
understandherisks of interacting with traffic and the overall possibilities to engage in the act of play
along the pathways. As explained earlier in this chapter | only considered environmental factors that
may encourage or restrict active play on the pathways betvedginbourhood parks and residential
locations Understanding actual play behaviours and lived experiengesonsidered in the next
phaseSection3.5.1 provides a complete description of the methods irst#fds phaseTable lalso
summarizes data collection methods, types of data generated, and a brief reflection on the pros and

cons of each method.

26



Descriptive quantitative data was combined with qualitative analysis of the built environment
throughawelle st abl i shed tool in environmental o0design
(Zeisel, 2006)Observing physical traces is known d&legnostic tod (A. B. Jacobs, 1984, p. 32)
which made it appropriate for the exploratory phase of my reseaheme | looked fotraces of play
happening in the public realm such as a soccer goal, challditiary left aside scooter, aradike. |
must mention that | used this method in a different capacity than originally described by Zeisel. While
| visited all selected neighbourhoods in 2018, further analysis of the physical traces did not happen
onsite. As a maodification to the research desiue to the COVIEL9 pandemic, | further
investigated the built environment using Google Maps Street View tools as an admittedly imperfect
replacement for onsite documentation of the physical tr&aprisingly, traces of play were also
captured irsatellite images used by Google (see Fidrén Chapter 8 Therefore, myobservation
of the physical traces was a combination of walking around the neighbourhoods in person and

navigating the virtual space.

Reflectingon my earlier discussion abaher e sear cher 6 s positionality
studies about childrends play experioienteces, obser
with no engagement with human subjects. In other words, in my analysis, | focused on the qualities of
the physiogaphic space without considering s#jgecific evidence on how the space is used.

However, as | explained in sectitr8, my analysis was based on the bodyhefliterature
established by authors such as Kevin Lynch@hndstopher Alexander.

For builtform analysis, | visualized data into connectivity maps, storyboards, and analytical
sections of the pathways. A summary of the methods and techniques used for data andhesis and
findings of each section is presented able2. Overall, connectivity maps illustrated data regarding
street layoutthe length of the pathways, aride number of intersections. | have also incorporated
street categorizations based on Portlandébés trans:s

Figure4 is an example of the connectivity maps.

The storyboards were created based on the sequential pictures taken along the pathways
through my virtual walk around the neighbourhoods. Using the Street View tool, | saved pictures
wherever a playelated trace or a change in the configuration of the@mwent vasobserved.

Pictures retrieved from the Google Map Street View were then annotated by ghost figures, lines, and
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notes emphasizing the characteristics of the road layout. RBgsii@ storyboard created based on the
sequential pictures along a pathway in Marshal Park neighbourhood, in Portland.

The reason for using such a visualization technique was to remain conmmitiedemporal
aspect of the journey from homedgpark, the continuous act of walking and engaging in playful
activities. Storyboards are used by urban desggneliustrate oranalyze theuse of space with
consideration of time as opposed to a single image showing one moment of the life of an urban space.
Storyboards are also popular in the field of film production; they resemble comic books and

charactede sequences of event

Finally, to analge what | called the hierarchy of open spaces and the quality of edges along
the pathways, | used analytical street sections. Sections together with pictures enabled a detailed
analysis of the attributes of the built environment such as height, widthegyegnality of surfaces,
etc. Similar sections are usually used by urban designers and transportation planners to distinguish
and understand street layouts distinguished by different uses for example pedestrians, public
transportation laes, onstreet parking, building setbacks, etc. These visual analytical documents
provided the opportunity to observe and understand the play networks in four selected
neighbourhoods. The differendeshe built environment in famikpriented and youthified

neighbourhoods were more pronounced after visualizing data.
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Figure 3 An example of the storyboardscreated for the analysis of the pathway experiences.
This storyboard shows one of the pathways connecting residential areas to the neighbourhood
park in Marshal Park neighbourhood in Portland. Pictures and maps are retrievel from

Google Maps Street View.
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Table 1 Summary of Data Collection Methods

Data Collection Tools/techniques used Purpose Pros and Cons
Identifying home | Google Maps Direction Access to parks
park pathways Tool and site visit
Measuring Google Maps Direction Access to parks + provides an estimate
distance and Tool for walkability
length - does not consider
irregular and
o recreational walks
g
E Number of Counted manually using | Walkability and
§» intersections Google Maps safety
Recording traffic | Qualitative observation of | Walkability and
signs and street | physical traces in person | safety
layout and by Google Maps Stree
View
Recording Qualitative observation of | Walkability and
sidewalks and physical traces in person | safety
edges and byGoogle Maps Street
View
Open spaces alon| Qualitative observation of | Potential for play
pathways physical traces in person | along pathways
and by Google Maps Stree
View
Signs of play Qualitative observation of | Potential for play + Provides evidence of
physical traces in person | along pathways play.
and by Google Maps Stree - Only records
View :
o equipment does not
E considemlay
g behaviours
o
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Table 2 Summary of Data Analysis Methods

" Tools/techniques used | Findings Pros and Cons
'
>
(G —
T 2
0O <
- Descriptive quantitative | Connectivity, level of interactions with
2 traffic
(8}
2 o
5 &
o =
Annotated sequential Qualitative characteristics of the built + lllustrates the
pictures taken along the| form (width and existence of sidewalks 1 continuity of
K% pathways Google Maps | play evidencet traffic signs) experience.
= .
8 Streets View - Limited in temporal
)
2 aspects
n
Birds eye view maps, The herarchy of open spaces and qualit] + A different
and street sections of sidewalks and how they are separate| perspective on the
analysis with pictures from t he saealmmo mo bi || spatial configuration
and drawings and connectivity
- Does not include
o ownership and cultural
o
5 aspects of use of spac
]
D) (neighbourhood
(]
% relationships/dynamics
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Arlington Heights, Portland, OR
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Figure 4 A Connectivity Map created for the Arlington Heights neighbourhood in Portland,

Oregon. The locations of neighbourhood Parks, hypothetical home locations, and humber of
intersections (red circles) along the pathways are indicated on the map. Moreover, ttiéckness
of the dotted lines representing the pathways shows street levels from tfid o ¢ a | service s

asthethinnest o Atraffic accesso to Aneighbouastheod col

thickest.
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2.2 Phase 2: Understanding the Socio -Ecological Model (2020-2023)

Given that childhood is a social construct and their experiences of the neighbourhood environments

are under the influences of social and environmental factors (Rasmussen, 2004; Valentine, 1996b,

2000; van Vliet & Karsten, 2015), the best methodologicpt@ach to adopt for this investigation

was to integratetheyk nowl edge with the expertsdé knowl edge,
out sidersé and insidersd perspectives to achi eve
their surrounding envanment (Birch, Parnell, & Patsarika, 2017; M. Francis & Lorenzo, 2006;

Pavlides & Cranz, 2009). Skeltann her refl ection on the methodol c
studies points out that as we all have been children previously, it is easy to consider ourselves

insiders, which is an Hinformed perception. First, we grew up under different circumstances, and

thus have diverse childhood experiences. Moreover, the currenifieyence between the researcher

and the children under study inevitably creates power over the young participants, which prevents us

from being seen as insiders (Skelton, 2008).

Informed by thespistemology of multiplicitgSandercock, 2003) emphasized the processes
of conducting research with children while investigating their everyday neighbourhood experiences
through play. | shifted the research aim from producing a set offtigfdlly design guidelinesas
pursued irthefirst phase of thisresearah,o cr eating an overall understa
place creation within the current urban structure. In this collaborative setting between the researcher
and the young participants, | relied on ethnographic research approaches and useahparticip
observation, qualitative questionnaires, and s&mictured on®n-one interviews with children,
which are amongthewalle s pondi ng met hods to the contextual
(Tudge et al., 2012).

To further investigate factors influencing c
urban public realm as a play network, | needed a site that | could visit frequently. Travelling to
Portland was not possible due to the COMI®pandemic. | chose tmntinue my studies in Toronto,

Canada, close to where I live. Additionally, as this phase included human participation, | could not
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just rely on virtual methods and digital tools such as the Google Maps Street View tool | used

previously. In phase 2, the research focus expanded from observing physical traces to observations of

the play behaviours. Zeisel (2006) differentiates obsetwatgviours by adding an ethnographic lens

to the results similar to what Cl i f f'centiryGeert z ¢
Et hnographic methods were also proven effective
scholarge.g., CAMPO, 2013; Holt, 2004; Tudge et al., 20Mpreover,Till (2009) explains how

ethnography as a research strategy facilitates the processes of collective knowledge creation in that

the researcher is not the data generator/collector but plays an important role in creating and situating

knowledge.

Returning to the concept of tepistemology of multiplicittSandercock, 2003) chose
et hnography as a strategy to advance understandi
act of play and practice of citizenship. Thorncliffe Park neighbourhood in Toronto, Canada was
chosen to conduct the study. Data were collegs#ly nonparticipant observations, online
guestionnaires, and om#-one virtual interviews with children, which are popular methods in
ethnographic studigdill, 2009). As this research directly targethuman subjects, it was necessary
to receive ethics clearanbeforedata collection. For that purpose, | obtained research ethics
clearance from th®ffice of Research at the University of Waterloo on August, 2021. The
approval letter is enclosed in the appendix secfibe.case study background and a detailed

description of data collection are provided in the following.

2.2.1 Neighbourhood Selection

Thorncliffe ParkNeighbourhood in Toronto was chosen as a case study for a few reasons. The

nei ghbourhoodés di ver s edenmgraphid laands¢aperof Tarentolithaseth@ r e s e r
largest population of children among other Toronto neighbourheddt also categorized as a
neighbourhoodvith a large share of young adu{igure5); Thorncliffe Parkexemplifiesa popular
neighbourhood typology in North American metropolitan ceritr@$ighdensity highrise with

distinct land usefAgrawal & Rutgers, 2014; Dempsey, 2012; Hess & Farrow, 2010; Inam).2019

Moreover, previous studies on the neighbourhood show limited playground space compared to the

nei ghbour hoodés [Wepby20E)X i on of chil dr en
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(City of Toronto, 2016)shows that Thorncliffe Park while identified as a youthifed
neighbourhood, hagthe largest share otchildren under 14, making it a suitable context for
investigating how children use public spaces for the act of play

Thorncliffe Parkis in the inner suburbs of Toronto, developed largely between the 1950s and
1970s, and is considered an arrival neighbourhood which houses many immigrants and newcomers to
CanaddAgrawal & Rutgers, 2014)ith almost 19% of the population being recent immigrants,
people who landed in Canada within the past five y&2itg of Toronto, 2016)Its population of
about 22,000 is extremely diverse wit#h% of the population immigrants from Pakistan, Philippines,
India, Afghanistan, and other places in Asia and Eu(Gjitg of Toronto, 2016)Table3 represents
Thorncliffe Park's demographic profile compared to-eitgle figures based on the 2016 census data.
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Besides having a diverse population, Thorncliffe Park has the largest population of children
under 14 among other neighbourhoods in the city of Toronto. About 5,600 children live in Thorncliffe
Park, in other words, or#ird of the population is childreinder 14 years ol(Dempsey, 2012)

Previous studies also show that there is a shortcoming of child amenities in the neighbourhood given
the child populatiorfWebb, 2015)With a large child population and few chitdntred amenities,
Thorncliffe Park is an appropriate case for investigating ways of activating the public realm as a

dynamic site for play.

Thorncliffe Park neighbourhood is designed based on distinct land uses (Bigline
residential part of the neighbourhood features gl apartments surrounded by open/green spaces
and surface parking lots (FiguBe Residential towers are laid out along thethaped Thorncliffe
Park Boulevard, surrounded by the Don Valley natural area from threeSitiesls and playspaces
are within walking distance of the residential buildipgs ovi di ng t he opportunity

play behaviours on the way to these daily destina(iae blue and green zones in Figdbe

Table 3 Thorncliffe Park profile (Source: City of Toronto, 2016; 2016 Census of Population).

Social and physical characteristics| Thorncliffe Park | City of Toronto
Population 21,108 2,731,571
Population Density 6,787

Children under 14 27% 15%
Immigrants 64% 51%
Home Language not English 57.8% 29.2%
Average household size 2.92 2.42
Median household income $46,595 $65,829
Unemployment rate 13% 8%
Renter households 89% 47%
Groundrelated housing 6.5% 55.7%
Public transit to work 45.3% 37.0%
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Figure 6 Children's presence is observed in different forms within the neighbourhood

(photographs were taken on July 01, 2020)
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Figure 7 Thorncliffe Park neighbourhood in Toronto Official Plan with highlighted land use

indications.

2.2.2 Data Collection: Observations , Questionnaire, and Interviews

Data were collected using ngarticipant observations, as well as online questionnaires anghene

one virtual interviews with children between seven and 13 years old wiariféorncliffe Park.

The first set of data for this study was collected thraugparticipant observatiot©bservational

methods are welkstablished in environmental design reseéfeisel, 2006 and when conducting
ethnographic studiggill, 2009 now being widely used in studying
(Loebach & Cox, 2020; Pellegrini, Symons, & Hoch, 2012; Smith, 20Ar&Vvious child and play

studies have extensively used observational methods. Some used participant obgergakimtt,

2004; Karsten, 2014; Millei & Rautio, 2017) wher e parti ci pants are awar e
presence whether or not they engage in the activities together. | uspdrtioipant observations

similar toBhuyaris (2021)study of play location and patterns in urban space$ésittaliand

Parnelis (2020)fieldwork on understanding the influences of playground boundaries in forms and

gualities of play and social interactions.
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Figure 8 An example of the onsite documentation during observation sessions.

Table 4 The schedule and details of oite observations

# | Date Day of the week| Time interval | Weather condition Additional notes

1 | 09/09/2021| Thursday 8:007 18:00 | 13/21 C- partly sunny | diagnostic session
2 | 11/09/2021| Saturday 8:007 18:00 | 14/25 C- partly sunny | diagnostic session
3 | 14/09/2021| Tuesday 14:007 18:00 | 16/28 C- partly sunny

4 | 24/09/2021| Friday 14:007 18:00 | 11/16 C- partly sunny | first cold & windy day of the seaso
5 | 27/09/2021| Monday 14:007 18:00 | 14/24 C- broken clouds|

6 | 01/10/2021| Friday 8:007 14:00 | 7/20 C- partly sunny

7 | 12/10/2021| Tuesday 14:007 18:00 | 17/22 C- partly sunny

8 | 07/11/2021| Sunday 10:007 14:00 | 3/16 C- passing clouds

9 | 01/12/2021| Wednesday 14:007 18:00 | 0/5 C- partly sunny snow on the ground
10 | 04/12/2021| Saturday 10:007 14:00 | 0/4 C- partly sunny snow on theground

A key advantageofnepar t i ci pant observation was to avoi
situation and allow mto watch and document what naturally happens in the neighbourhood. For that,
I acted as a Hessel(R006 p. 113puttit. o renein untecognized, | chose to
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observe while driving or sitting in the car. First, because driving was more time efficient than walking
as | could move tdifferent locations faster. The second reason for this selection was that on my first
visit to the neighbourhood, | found walking attracts disruptive attention and at times negative
reactions from the residentsor the same reason, | only occasionally took photographs to avoid
potential objections, especially from children and their caregivers. Instead, | usédkimgeand

quick sketching, which are known as the less intrusive methodssifeodocumentatiofrill, 2009;

Zeisel, 2006)

A total of 10 observation sessions were carried out between September and December 2021
(within the school year). The first two sessions of observation were scheduled as full days of
watching from 8 am to 6 pm to diagnose important locations and timeadlgtef future observation
sessions. The next eight sessions were scheduled considering time intervals before and after school on
weekdays and from morning to afternoon on weekends. Locations of observation were identified
based on the most frequently uspdces by children and with consideration of home, school, and
park locations. Corresponding to the sampling methods for systematic observatiermgiestions of
iwhat ? who? wh EiesielRka,BoasttomyhGilandeay, 2017 36, | recorded details
of observed play activity including location, physical setting, time, duration and frequency of the
activity, whether the child is alone or engaged in a group activity, and any other information that
could help with the interpretatiori data such as the weather condition. TaéadFigure8

illustrate details about observation sessions.

| used three sources of information to design the questionnaire, followed bgtsachired
interviews.First, the questions were informed by the Sdetmlogical mode(R. Moore & Young,
1978)t ar get i ng o reighbauthaod spaces insetation to physiographic and sociocultural
factors. For example, how and with whom they go to school, where, what, and how often they play in
the neighbourhood, and how safe they feel playing or walking in the neighbourhoed alo
Furthermore, | relied on previous empirical studies with similar theoretical frameworks to understand
the relationship between research objectives, survey questions, and olEgrBkuyan, 2021;
Larsen et al., 2009; Loebach, Sanches, Jaffe, & Hltarshall, 2021) The main lessons learned from
previous studies were to keep questions short, simple, and somewhat genericeordguken
respectively responding to childrends attention

participant s 6 hisstrategydis refleged BarkerandVéeler q2903)discussions

about childcentred research methods. Finally, data collected through observations lead to the
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inclusion of sitespecific questions, for instance, where do you play when the playground is closed
(referring to the time when the main playground was under construction). Therefore, observation was
not only used as a data collection method but alsdrasn@work, based on which I identified the
guestions asked in the questionnaire and topics discussed in the interviews.

| created an online questionnaire with 25 questions using SurveyMonkeQc@stions
were categorized into three sections. The first section was designed to find out children's frequency of
outdoor play within a week, identify types of games and outdoor activities they do and are not able to
do, and understand how children comentat everyday destinations including school, a
neighbourhood park, a neighbourhood store, and a location of their chloéceecond section of the
guestionnaire was designed taderstand children's overall perceptions of safety in the
neighbourhood, their perception of safety when interacting with traffic, and when playing outside in
the neighbourhood. Finally, demographic questions were asked in the third section of the
guestionaire. These questions were designed to understand children's living conditions, such as their
access to private playspaces, their family's dimension, their ethnicity, and the length of their stay in
the neighbourhood. In this section, children were alkeda® rate their sense of belonging to the
nei ghbourhood, which was defined for them as MfAhe
wanting to go back to that placed

Twenty-five valid questionnaires were collected. Caregivers' presence was mandatory during
the participation to help the child with the comprehension of the questions and phrasing and
articulation of the answerData gathered from the questionnaires were not used in a positivist way,
asTudge et al(2012)put it, even though many of the questions were multplgiceand close
ended. The most important benefit of the questionnaires for this research was to initiate a meaningful
conversation between me and the children. Responses provided me with a context to work with,
identifying what needs to be investigated dutimg interviews, similar to the influence of
observations on conducting the questionnaire. Therefore, my data collection processes characterized
some reflexivity and opeandedness which is ofténevitable in ethnographic studi@ampo, 2013;

Till, 2009; Tudge et al., 2012)

There were a few considerations regarding the design and prepardtiemuéstionnaire.
As suggested by previous researclterg.,Barker & Weller, 2003)achild-friendly languagavas

adopted in the preparation of these documents to make sure communication with children is effective.
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To ensure effectivenedspiloted the first version of the questionnaire and consent forms with the

help of three participants, aygarold girl, an 8yearold boy, and a 1§earold girl who volunteered

from within my friendship networkAfter responding to the questionnaire, the pilot participants
provided feedback regarding the language, content, andriesetliness of the questions.

Considering their insight,revised the questions into shorter and simpler formats. For example, |
changed a few opeended questions requiring short answers into thodet Likert questions, one

word, and ongaumber answers. | have also incorporated more pictures throughout the questionnaire.
Anotherconsiderationn revisingthe questionnaire was to add examples to clarify the purpose of the

guestionThe final version of the questionnaire is enclosed in this dissertatioAgpeadixC).

Questionnaire respondenthose caregivers had given consent to be contacted in the future
were invited to a followup interview. A total of nine sersitructured interviews were conducted with
the participants using Zoom video conferendpfwarein January 2021 did notnotice any level
of discomfort in using Zoom, perhaps due to familiarity with the software through online schooling
experiences for over a year since the beginning of the C&¥@IpandemicThe interviews lasted for
at least 1 hour, with the first 40 minutes dedicated to quebtsad conversation and the last 20
minutes to a drawing activity.did not use drawings as data; therefore, they are not included in the
analysis of this research. The drawing activity also help&eepparticipants engaged as | witnessed
signs of distraction, especially for the younger participants, toward the end ofthie4t@ question

based conversation.

During the interview, children were asked to describe an average day in their life from
morning to night including details about their commute to school and outdoor play experiences. Then,
children were asked to annotate the Google Map of their neightoxuinhdicating their favourite
places and pathways. | then discussed why they like or dislike a place. Depending on the
guestionnaire responses, follayp questions were asked about what they play, where they play, and
who they play with. All participants @ve asked to reflect on their responses to the safety questions.
They were also asked to elaborate on their levels of belonging to the neighbourhood. Besides
responding to the interview questions, the children shared many great stories during the giterview

Interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim, which produced a-3&0@@ocument.

At the end of thénterview, | asked childrentodrawh e i r f d r eda m pbl oar yr sopneecde t
activity fr om(BBuyany2@2apd%d rwehseaeaer acthi | dr-arones dr awi ng
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interviews generated ideas on how neighbourhood playspaces could be improved. For my research,
the main purpose of including a drawing activity at the end of the interview was to activate the
participant's imaginatio(Gandercock, 2003Eight of the participants agreed to participate in this
activity (see Appendix Dand one of them decided to describe the dream playspace verbally only.
Drawings indeed, helped with understanding the younger participéntnd 7yearolds, to

communicate their opinion easier than during the roundsrial questions and answers.

I would like to mention a few considerations regarding the interviéhe presence of
caregivers during the interview was optional and up to the child to decide. Most younger patrticipants
decided to have a parent beside them. Some of the participants had family members in the
background, and some were interviewed alone.dCar¢ er s 6 presence was hel pfu
child interviewee; there were many instances of caregivers facilitating the articulation or

comprehension of questions or answers for both sides

Another consideration in keeping the conversation meaningful with children was to give them
enough time to think and patiently help them with the articulation of their respwoitkest
interrupting their thinking processes, even when their responses did not accurately address the
guestion. | prioritized their words over the predefined questions as | found the conversation to be
informative overall. | could go back to my origirglestion laterAnother consideration with
children is to give them enough time to think and help them properly develop their resfidases
important to be patient with childremd expect things to take longer than usisadrgued by Kraftl
on the slavness of conducting research with child(®fillei & Rautio, 2017)For example, a seven
yearold boy once showed me all his drawings of imaginary characters. Naturally, this was not a part
of the interview plan, however, | used this opportunity to retrieve useful information pertinent to the
research objectives. For emple, | asked hinfiWhere does the X character that you drew here
usually play? Where does it feel safe and what I
imagination and lead the discussion to the second portion of the interview, which wisg)grauy

dream play space.

Regarding the power dynamics between me and the interview participants, | realized some
ingenuity in some of the answeFor example, when asked if you play in the lawn area in front of
your building, a few interviewees tried to avoid sayyeg as they knew that playing in that area is

not permitted by the building owners. Then, | would mention that other children told me that they
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sometimeslo play in that area, especially when other play spaces are not accessible, or in my
opinion, building owners should consider changing the regulations about using this spadeo |
encourage them to share their realistic opinion with me. Again, when interviewing children, one must
actively show good levels of understanding and support and never react in a way that they perceive a
sense of judgment. Again, when interviewing cldldrone must actively show good levels of
understanding and supg and never react in a way that they perceive a sense of judgmietse
situations, | followed up or rephrased the question in a way that children were encousgadds

their honest opinionfstead ofrelying onwhat theywere toldis right.

2.2.3 Recruitment

The participantén this study were children aged between seven and 12 years old who resided in

Thorncliffe Park. There were no other inclusion or exclusion criteria for recruititemiage range of

the participants was selected basedana n Pi aget 6 sc hciatdergeonrdisz astpiaotni aolf c
devel opment . Bet ween seven and 12 thehuseofllogends s pe
relating objects or concepiisding similarities and differences in the physical configuration of the

space and relating it to itain uses or activities. For instaneghild compares the size of their

backyard with a friendés backyard and realizes t
play. | excluded participants younger than seven because it was important for my rdgedoctheir

inability to read and resporid survey questions without major assist@from an adultl also

excluded children older than 12 from this research, because children start to dewelepadstract

type of spatial understanding afsmound the age of 12.

I mentioned earlier that Piagetdés devel opmen:
study as it does not consider the impacts of soc
devel opment. However, | us e dranBeasauaityidgdactoraince gor i z &

this age range was also used in previous empirical research regarding play experiences. Moreover,
when exploring existing amenities and educational programs for children in Thorncliffe Park, |
realized that The Neighbourbo Organization (TNO) uses the same categorization in their

progranmi ng. They offer programs and activities to
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year8. 6 | must mention that these numbers were use

participant who was six years old and another who had just turned 13.

Overall, the recruitment processes were a challenging part of the reSgmanbe(2021)
argues that in childrends studies, establishing
families is crucial, and so is navigating potential complexities caused by the resgarticgrant
power dynamicsSkelton(2008)also warns us about the inevitable-tigwn relationship between
the researcher and young participaratased by the age difference. Additionally, ethical
considerations, while intent to protect young participants, reinforce the power dynamics as
researchers must present predefined instructions and techniques for different study components
includingrecruinent and data collection undermining chil
processes for the most effective way of knowledge crefitioh, 2004; Skelton, 2008; Spencer,
2021b) | faced a few constraints with recruitment. What | originally proposed and received research

ethics approval for did not yield the desired number of participants.

One planin promoting the research was to post physical signs at the bus stops, the
neighbourhood library, and an ice cream shop in Thorncliffe Fawk.method yielded zero
participants. As a designer, | could see why the promotional materials did not attract much éttention
they contained an overwhelming amount of information (mostly text) making it hard to read and
understand in a limited timsee Appendix A for recruitment posteowever, the research ethics
office kept asking me to include moretaiés about the study to guarantee full disclosure of details.

Another plan was to invite participants through Terncliffe Park Community Facebook
page, a closed page used for advertisement and posts directly concerning the residents. To become a
member of this closed Facebook page, | declared my intention to work with the neighbourhood
community to get approved lige page admirOnly one participant was recruited by this method. |
received feedback from one of the Facebook page members on how the research information post
reads as spainwhat | created based oasearch ethics criteria. That person kindly suggested

forwarding study information to thewWo me n 6 s O r WhatsAppzchahrielavhere a trusted

10 https://tnetoronto.org/services/chilthmily-andwellnessprograms/middleyears/
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series of communication is happening among female residents. | recruited a few children through this
local channel.

The only predefined method of recruitment that was effective in this research was research
promotion throwgehrBNMOPy ofgmiadd leana i | i st. For opr
emails were sent from the director of the childhood programs to thibene without releasindpeir
email addressegvery time an email was sent from TNO, a few questionnaire responses were
submitted Again, this outcome shows the effectiveness of promoting research through local and
trusted channel&Spencer, 2021bHowever, accessing TNO staff was not easy because most staff
were working from homdue to the COVIBL9 social distancing accommodations. Therefoceuld
not rely on inperson visits to their offices. Contacting them by phone was also difficult as most of
them were only using email in the meantime. Correspondence through email was also not necessarily

effective and | have only receiveglsponses from one staff out of five | originally reached out to.

| also sent 800+ direct messages to all the members of the neighbdsifFexxebook page
and received a few responses through my direct communic@tisidea only emerged when my
proposed methods of recruitment, which received ethics approvalptdeld the number of
participants | anticipated. Perhaps, an issue to consider by the research ethics board and institutional
research frameworks is also experienced and discussed with other scholars who work with children
(Carroll et al., 2019, 2021; Holt, 2004; Skelton, 20@pecially when working with communities
and conducting ethnographic research, it is hard to predict the most effective way of attracting
participantgBarker & Weller, 2003; Sandercock, 2000; Till, 2009ne size does not fit all, and

each community responds differently.

An unplanned event that helped with the recruitment wa&ison interactions during the
observation sessiongth caregiversthosewalking back with their children from schoat watching
children playing near the residential buildingihese interactions occurred organically allowing me to
explain the researa@md give caregiversopies of the research information lettgth the link to the

questionnairé! Conversations about the research veenbothemwith male caregivers than with

11 Since hformed consent was obtained in all instantdd@s,recruitment method was identified as a
minor deviation from the original research design by the Res&dihitsadvisers at the

University of Waterloo and waspprovedvithout further remedial actian
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females Fathersshowed more willingness to take the time to hear about the research and to consider

t heir <chil dr &woéxplangtians imay pateptially justifythis experience. First, | heard

from a couple of females that they are busy and must attend to their daily chores (e.g., feeding
children).Understandablyf, i t t i ng an extra task into the chil d:¢
indeed challenging. Another possible explanation for receiving less attention from female caregivers

is rdated to cultural norms. AsMiddle Easterrwoman myself, | have experienced, personally or

through others, reservaten n s haring personal | i MileavhatSkefioear i enc e
(2008, p. 28has experienced in working with Caribbean famili€serall, the gender of the

caregiver seemed to play a role in recruitment success.

Another challenge with the recruitment was a language barrier when communicating with
parents/guardians with limited English knowledge. During the recruitment process, a few of the
caregivers refused to give c oundestartdingftheresearthei r ¢ hi
information was challenging for them. In Thorncliffe Park, 57% of people speakBnylish
language at home, while the cityde rate is 29% (City of Toronto, 26} Ideally, this study could
have been more inclusive for the diverse community in Thorncliffe Park with 18.6% of the population
being recent immigrants. However, due to time and resource constraints, | was not able to provide
research documents in the thpee norEnglish home languages in Thorncliffe Park including Urdu,
Pashto, and Farsi (City of Toronto, B)1The languagéarrier is an important factor when
conducting research in multicultural communitieanguage barriers were faced by many scholars
previously especially when working with immigrants and ethnic commuiiifiesexample,

Karsters (2008)study of local and immigrant families about the use of sidewalk socialization in
Amsterdam. Language barriers are also of concern when working with nonverbal particgemts
for example Carrolland colleague$2021)reflection on communication through sign language with

children with disability.

2.2.4 Analysis

Data were analyzed usipjpenomenological analytical methodis methodis widely usedn the
study ofplacebased lived experiences anagpeos and confCharmaz & Belgrave, 2012; Finlay,
2014; Wertz et al., 2011Phenomenological analysase usually timéntensive and opeanded
resembling the nature of Ethnogragfiyll, 2009). These characteristics have simultaneously some

advantages and disadvantages. Longer analysis processes do not resporsktustiive research
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representation. For instance, phenomenology does not suit research aiming to inform decisions

regarding the continuation of online schooling during the COWIpandemic. The longer time

frame of phenomenol ogy al | owshthephenomeaosn ander studye r t o
(Wertz 1985, p. 174ited in Finlay, 2009 Finlay neatly uses the term i

beginning of finding meanings in data.

Finding meanings in the ethnographic data is not only-tiremsive but often a reflexive
process, to¢Charmaz & Belgrave, 2012; Cope, 2009; Till, 200®&flexivity speaks to the open
endedness of phenomenology and grounded themprocess at once systematic, intensive, and
intuitived (Finlay, 2009, p.122). The intuition of the researcher can grow and change throughout the
study. Through such experience, | modified my research objective and questions from purely focusing
on the built form in Phase 1 (Portland case studies) to unddirggathe complex socispatial
|l andscape of childrends play in Phagemati ( Thor ncl
i ntensi ve, and intuitivedo Iis to make sure the r1 e
representing the finding&inlay, 2014, p. 122)

| spent between two to three years dwelling and finding meaning in the collected data. For
me, this process overlapped with the data collection. It all began with-#ite@bservations. | lived
in Thorncliffe Park parking lots and streets (in my car)ifours and days, taking notes, sketching
scenes, driving, talking, eating, grocery shopping, etc. Collecting questionnaire responses and
specifically the effort | made to recruit participants played a huge role in my deeper engagement with
the neighbourhad. For recruitment, | interacted with many of the current or past residents of the
neighbourhood. By the time, | began interviewing children, | had created a few underlying schemes
of the phenomenon under study. This cpededness of the data collecti@md analysis was at
times baffling leading to criticizing my research purposes. | learned, however, from previous
experiences that this feeling is inevitable wher
the phenomenon under study that theni§icance of what you are doing seems unrecognizgtipe,
2009; Finlay, 2014, Zeisel, 2006)

The first part of the analysis was to make sense of observations. For that, | created five
annotated pictures showing childrends spontaneotl
summarize information documented in observations into these five framstesad of photographs,

basepictures were retrieved from Google Maps Street \serlayed bydigital handdrawing to
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imitate the observed activitiespreviously explained that I did not use photographgiteto protect

c hi | dr e naadsto rgnrain wneecognized during the observati@tessel, 2006). Visualization

is an effective form of representing ethnographic informg(flalh 2009) and is used in different
capacities and combinations of maps, pictures, diagrams, visual narratives, etc. All five frames
represent people's use of space in the front lawn of buildings 43, and 47 in Thorncliffe Park Blvd
because this area was the ricldsgproducing location throughout my observations. | combined
these analyses with a narrative to illustrate findings more cohesively. The narrative and annotated

pictures are used in Manuscript #2, section 4.6.3.

To make sense of the information gathered through questionnaires, | created graphs and
tables. It is worth mentioning that survey applications usually automatically visualize the distribution
of responses, as did the SurveyMonkey tool. However, due smthier sample size, those graphs
lacked a meaningful understanding of the results. For such a small sample (25 responses), used a
gualitative analysis method and visualized data into graphs and tables based on a combination of
guestions to understand riédaships. The relationships were identified based on the main research
guestions and existing |iterature. For instance,
Park?0 were combined with the psanseofbelongignt sdé age s
guestion. The logic for this combination was the proven relationship between duration, level of
familiarity and dev e llocghamenmubitf@obk ettale, PO45) Wisen2§22)t o o n e ¢
Relyingont he | iterature on childrends safety percept
gender, | combined responses to safety questions with the age and gender of the respondents.
Questions regarding the rating of outdoor activities, frequency vf gtal age, gender were also
combined in a table. These documents were not used directly in reporting the research findings. They
were used in combination with the qualitative information gathered through observations and
interviews and providia generic understanding of the data. As explained before, questionnaires

were used as a tool to generate furthetiept h conver sations about chil d

Informed by phenomenological analytical methods, | continued my analysis by reviewing
interview transcripts. | read interview conversations over and over without any agenda, what Fredrick
Wertz calls fopen readi ngo aysis(Werzetéli20Kltp.18).ep of
After Adwellingd and a few rounds of reading t he
meaning unit§Wertz et al., 20119r what Linda Finlay defines as explicatinghe process of pulling

out themes from a messy whdkenlay, 2014) Et hnographic research, inde
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data (Dicks et al., 2006, p.35). For me, many different themes emerged from the interviews making it
challenging to decide on the larger categories. Given the research objectives and theoretical
framework, | eventually landed on four main themes, whiclarumally highlighted with different

colours in the transcripts.

The four meaning units or themes extracted from the interview transcripts were: play
(including conversations about playspaces, types of play, and frequency of play); safety (including
insight about disliked spaces, negative past experiences, levelsralitibog of feeling safe);
belonging (including reasons to feel belonged, positive memories shared, and liked things and
places); and, seasonality (including all comments or insights related to seasons, time of the day, and
days of the week). Meaning unitere at times overlapping. For instance, the safety theme
overlapped with playspace preferences when a participant described safety concerns as to why they
do not I|ike a certain playspace. Even though the
fisemasloityd represented aspects of physiographic
information about the social realm of experience within the SBc@ogical FrameworkR. Moore
& Young, 1978)

As the third step in conducting phenomenological analysis, | overviewed the meaning units to
reflect on the significance of the findinf&/ertz et al., 2011)Throughout the transcripts, | looked for
recurring concepts, in other words, factors infl
of factors mentioned by the participants related to their experiences such as traffic signals, trees,
supevision, etc. | then categorized them into the two realms of physiographic and social experience
(e.g., physiographic: signals and trees; social: supervision). This arrangement of factors helped me
further understand chi |l dsroebeléngingan safety.oMhile | didmott he me
use the list of factors in the writing of my thesis articles, | used them in the description of the
findings. Forexamplée n response to AWhy did children ident
pl ayspace in the neighbourhood?d6 | emphasized 1t}
being located on the route to school (physiographic), playing with friends and naiglibacial),

and having great memories (social).

To show childrends everyday experiences of t
pl ay, and what routes they take to these destine

oftheheartof t he nei ghbourhood annotated with col our s
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interviews (Figure83). | included this narrated, annotated collage of the neighbourhood in a poster
presentation at the Urban Transitions Conference in November 2022. | received positive feedback
from other scholars at the conference outlining the accessibility of the findihg collage very well
summarised my findings and gave everyone a quick understanding of the research goals and findings

similar to an elevator pitch.

Overall, | used a combination of visual and tbased techniques to work with the analyzed
data.As FreemarandVass(2010)argueunder st anding chil drends experi
datarepresentatiois unrealistic as it excludes informatithrat isonly communicable through nen
verbal methodd. have also relied on many direct quotations from the conversations with children
because of the complexities of interpreting chil
children's participation in planning and research (Ergeman, Ergler, & Guiney, 2017; Freeman &
Vass, 2010; Hanssen, 2019; Spencer, 202kxperienced the same challenges during the interview.
However, as | explained before, | used neighbourhood map annotation and a drawing activity as
supplementary tools to generate more meaningful conversations. In support of the significance of my
study, | would like to include a quote by Steen Halling (citedrimlay, 2014)

fiPhenomenological research reports tend to demonstrate their scientificatigio
trustworthiness by offering examples and quotations from the data to illustrate points

made bringing readers into a closer relationship with the phenoénalting, 2002)

I must clarify that children were not involved in data analysis. According to a recent
systematic review on chilftiendly city research, involving children in the analysis and dissemination
stages of the study is a fairly new consideration in methodd¢{ogsderevinueza et al., 2023)
However, it is a valwuable approach as it consi de
research informed by the UN Convention on the Rights of Children. Examples of this type of research
are included in an edited book ByaceSpence(2021) where examples of participatory research

analysis are presented from international cases.

2.3 Reflection on Methodology

This research for the most part relied on observational methods and ethnographic approaches.
Observations were limited to finding physical clues in the built environment and morphological

analysis in Portland. Then, to observe behaviour in the envirorandrituman participation. As
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mentioned earlier, my study is a result of ongoing reflections on the research questions, methods, and
analysis. From exploring the built environment in Portland neighbourhoods 4ganticipant

observations in Thorncliffe Park to collecting questionraireand f ol | owi ng up on ch
experiences in the interviews, my research evolved gradually. As experienced and discussed by
ethnographers and scholars working with human subjects in areaoped and reflexive setting is

timei nt ensi ve aoncde sissO at o su soew(ched inMillei &lRauticf, 2017Hls t er m

faced many challenges but grew throughout the process.
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Chapter3 ManuscKeppi g Young Families in
Pat hways ApgEghokdhendly Ur ban Desig

This paper outlines the importance of pathway design in crefatimilgl-friendlyo

cities. There is concern that central parts of major cities have excluded households with
children through the process of youthification. The importance of parks in creating
child-friendly neighbourhoods is widely accepted, but the quality of the pathways
connecting parks to residential areas has received less attention. This study develops a
design assessment approach and compares the quality of pathways in youthified and
family -oriented neighbourhoods in Portland, Oregon. A stronger focus on informal

play opportunities along pathways and a systematic design assessment is recommended

to advance childriendly planning

3.1 Introduction

Public parks and playgrounds are now widely acce
playspaces in urban neighbourhoods. Playspaces serve as alternatives to private yards that are not as
commonly available in the centre of major metropolitan af€alen, 2010)Much research, and

design practice, has considered the internal design of playspaces that positively contribute to

chil drends play Goxpémi &kn &e I hHomepes, |itie atteridh,had )

been paid to the spatial networks, or pathways, that connect these play destiRat\dosre &

Young, 1978; Talen, 2010)

It is crucial to understand that play experience is not limited to what happens within the
physical boundaries of parks and playgrouftdsnssen, 2019Children tend to play everywhere and
under any circumstancéd/alsh, 2006) Given that children constantly explore streets and empty lots
seeking new play opportuniti€3. Jacobs, 1961; R. Moore & Young, 1978)s paper aims to
highlight the importance of designing chiigendly pathways that accommodate informal play. The
paper reviews how academic literature differentiates between formal and informal play, develops a
systematic assessment for measuringjtiadity of pathways, and uses Portland, Oregon as an
example to illustratéhe differing qualities of pathways in two different types of neighbourhoods in a
North American context (one with more young adults in smaller households, and one more family

oriented with larger households).
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3.2 Parents, Out of Urban Centres

AAmericabs rich cities specialize in the youl

specialize in parents. The childless city ma:

News coverage in recent years has reflected the challenges of raising children in city centres in North
America, and the decrease of childrenbs popul ati
For example, Vancouver, Canada, is an exceptisacnt urban policies have significantly

supported households with children in denser urban centres, although even here children remain most
represented in the subur@omas, 2020)The perception that urban environments are not suited for
children concerns planning movements such as Smart Growth that aim to create denser and more
transitoriented neighbourhoods in cities for a wide demographic sediewns, 2005)For

instance Siedentop, ZakrzewskandStroms(2018 p. 1) speak of a potentiallfichildless urban
renaissanaethat is much more pronounced in American than in German cities; the latter seeing
urbanization associated with a broader demographic spectrum. More generally, cities in many parts of
continental Europe have traditionally had better integration of chilglidradult spaces in urban

centres, and even still are now channelling significant funding into-trieladly policies and urban

designg see, e.g., Davie®018 for child-friendly design strategiemnd Weedy(2020 for

Barcel onads Superbl ocks.

In North America, however, studies have shown that the physical features of the central parts
of the metropolitan areas are particularly attracting the Millennial generation, resulting in higher
concentrations of this demographic. Millennials are a gréypueng adults born between the early
1980s and 2000¢1yojung Lee, 2018; McDonald, 2013jor instance, Lee (28) argues that
walkability, availability of multtmodal transit, and adjacency to public amenities and entertainment

are urban characteristics that are highly valued by this generation.

Furthermore, many more Millennials than young adults of prior generations delay or forego
childbirth. Young adults residing centrally (although certainly not all) have higher educational
attainmentgHyojung Lee, 2018)It has been argued that, on average, the time they spend in their
professions is more than the standard work hours (Thompson 2019). If married, they are usually dual

earners. However, late marriage or not getting married at all is more common amanguthis
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(Martin, Astone, & Peters, 2014)hese factors contribute to a decrease in the intention of forming
families and having children among Millennials.

Millennials who reside centrally tend to move to the periphery as their household
composition changgg&stiri & Krause, 2018)This process is referred to @suthificatiord through
which central urban neighbourhoods remain young over (fito®s, 2016, p. 2904Accordingly,
newer generations of young adults replace those who have moved out of urban centres due to changes
in their household composition, often due to parenthood. As a result, the downtowns in many North
American cities see an increasing conceiutnadf young adult amenities, resulting in highly
figenerationed spag€Moos, 2014) Therefore, residential location patterns by age remain highly
correlated with household types with suburbs still commonly perceived as more-éaieited, and
still containing a higher proportion of households with children than central @itess, Filion,
Quick, & WalterJoseph, 2019; Talen, 2001)

Millennials with children, or with the intention of having children, moving away from central
areas is commonly associated with housing affordability concerns, small unit sizes, and lack of child
friendly amenities, all of which increase the demandidourbaniving (even among those who
might otherwise exhibit urban location preferen¢€apham, Mackie, Orford, Thomas, & Buckley,
2014; Moos, 2014; Wegmann, 2020; Wood, 20These trends are counter to current Smart Growth
planning approaches that aim to increase the share of growth occurring in central and previously
built-up areas of cities. Those neighbourhoods may refifi@iaver young) making the future of the
city highly segregated by lifestyle and demography (besides other historic and ongoing factors of
segregation such as race and cléggjos, 2014; Moos et al., 2019)

Although housing affordability and the lack of private yard space are common drivers that
have been previously studié8choeppe et al., 2015he general childriendly-ness of the urban
public realm is also an i mportant but understudi
decisions (Kirk 2018Kotulla, Denstadli, Oust, & Beusker, 201% is often assumed that children do
not have as much freedom of play in dense urban environments as they do in the suburbs
(Horschelmann & Van Blerk, 2018 nd | ack of amenity provision for
to exacerbate the challenges of raising children in urban neighbourtikaidia, Denstadli, Oust, &

Beusker, 2019)Although the analysis in this paper does not examine motivations directly, it
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considers the dimension of the public realm that would be important to consider in planning for
children.

3.3 Types of Play

Chil drends play environments are often categori z
between structured and unstructured play. Formal playspaces are designated environments equipped

with play facilities that mostly accommodate structured pRayC. Moore, 1987; Rasmussen, 2004)

I nf or mal pl ayspaces refer to environments that &
at times, still offer different play opportuniti@sarsten & Vliet, 2006; R. C. Moore, 1987;

Rasmussen, 2004)

According to Rasmussen (2004), formal playspaces are institutionalized urban destinations
built for children by adults, such as public parks and playgrounds, schoolyards, and sports facilities.
Whereas informal playspaces are defined as places with entbhgldgtleopportunities that are usually
discovered by childrefLynch, 1977; H Matthews & Limb, 1999; R. Moore & Young, 1978; Ward,
1978) Local streets, back alleys, sidewalks, parking lots, andegics are parts of the urban public
realm that can also function as informal playspaces. Informal play happens through the act of
exploring the environment. Moore (1987) believes that tisaakvays play potential for children to
be discovered in different elements of public spaces such as bushes, curbs, and streetlights. This is
also referred to afplay affordanca®(Kytta, 2004) For instance, a courtyard with a tree can offer
various play opportunities to children that may not be found in a courtyard without a tree. Climbing
the tree, hiding behind it, running around it, or sitting under its shade are all examples of potential
flunprogrammedplay activities(Lynch, 1977, p. 13)

Unlike formal playgrounds, informal playspaces are not definite or necessarily lasting
components of the urban fabric. When, in the public realm, children grasp and actualize play
affordances, a temporary playspace emerges within the context of thegesistironment at a
moment in timgLynch,1977) | n t hi s case, the temporary space
and their play behaviours instead of permanent fences, walls, or designated equipment. Given the
transient nature of informal playspaces, they are best defined as part of a greafenctidtial

outdoor spacéM. Francis & Lorenzo, 2002; Hanssen, 2Q19)
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3.4 Urban Pathways and Informal Play Opportunities

The theoretical framework of this study is basec
(2979) which explains how children experience outdoor environments. The development of the
phenomenal | andscape rel ates ©ofdiffeoent pldcesvigteddby t er r i
children as well as the pathways connecting those p{alzes 1979) Children constantly discover

new places on their route to familiar destinations. A corner store or an empty lot on the way to school

can become new informal play destinations for children. From this perspective, both formal and

informal playspacesareqaui r ed t o shape the entirety of child

The extent and variety of outdoor spaces visited and explored by children is defined as
chil drendés (Hatrl1079)TIerange extenda as ghéddren grow and learn new skills.

However, the relationship between childrends | ey
l inear. Childrends range is influencedrepapd f act or
the sociology of childhoofKatz, 2001; Homan Lee et al., 2015; H Matthews & Limb, 1999; R.

Moore & Young, 1978) It i s al so common to see caregivers

environments due to safety concefbg Visscher & Bouvernde Bie, 2008; Valentine &
Mckendrickt, 1997)

This leads back to the initial argument of this paper about the importance of urban pathways
in providing informal play opportunities. Pathways, such as streets, sidewalks, trails, etc. are linking
elements between different destinations, and importanttyn st i t ut e a part of <chi l
range(Hart, 1979) Lynch (1960, p. 47plso definegipath® as channels of movement that play a
predominant role in creating tlienaged for the observer since paths organize the city as a whole.
The way pathways can provide opportunities for informal play requires more consideration in urban

design and planning.

From an urban design perspective, open spaces surrounding a dwelling unit are structured
into a range of private, serprivate, sempublic, and public spaces to provide safe and-well
maintained communal open areas, whitdwman(1996)defines as Defensible Spaces. Thus, homes
immediately abutting the public realm fail to provide such spaces for the residents. This paper argues
that the design of a chiffiliendly neighbourhood also relates to a range of private to public

playspaceswithn chi | dr ends t er rhietawhygf ogemspdcesi s ref erred
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When it comes to childrend6s play, a hierarch
level of supervision required, and the number and variety of Usems, e.g., B/ of Vancouver
(1992 for design guidelines about famibyriented open spaces. The level of supervision is of course
a subjective measure. But in general, oneds encl
where a high level of supervision with the least effort isjtbs. Thresholds such as front porches,
driveways, and front lawns provide seprivate playspaces, where supervision is still possible but
requires more attention from a guardian/parent, but also increases play opportunities with other
childreninthenegh bour hood. A st rby maystopérsd canveisd bdtwoutdnad p a s s
usually stay for a lengthy period (although this depends on neighbourhood culture and other social
factors). Sidewalks and residential streets next to dwelling units atlomdre independent play but
supervision becomes less straightforward in these types ofpsdniic playspaces. Streets further
from home, neighbourhood parks, and playgrounds are considered public open spaces within
childrendés r an g eequiredridépendihg oa thhepage and need of the dhiklren) a
parent or guardian would have to accompany the children to these locations.

The wordhierarchyis used to emphasize the importance of appropriate transitions from
private (e.g., home yards) to public open spaces (e.g., parks) in creating a network of informal play.
This network functions well for children with different territorial ranges. Theelarg t he chi | dr en
range, the more accessible a variety of public playspaces may become. However, if a hierarchy of
outdoor playspaces does not exist, the younger children with limited play range are inevitably
restricted to home boundasie | n t hi s case, a play range does n
experience is limited to going back and forth between home and public play destinations (parks,
schoolyards, etc.), rather than being able to explore a range of play opportunitiesa#tlsng p
connecting their homes to other play destinations. The lack of a hierarchy of safe playspaces
promotes a culture ¢backseaichildren escorted by pareritsom one domain to another in their
urban field (Karsten, 2005, p. 286)

Whil e the hierarchy of open spaces influence:
child-friendliness of pathways is very much related to how fleziges are defined. The terifiedge
is borrowed from Lynchés ter mi nol otheedgéas8 60, 47) .
separating line between two districts, here, a more subjective measure is used to evaluate how a
sidewalk interacts with vehicular spa&mft edgeare, then, defined as safe barriers separating

chil dr ends menisdhatdusthrersfailitatednfoemal play along pathways. Chiéhdly
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urban design guidelines consider a few factors to achieve this. Among them is the proper separation
between sidewalks and streets in the form of landscape buers e.g., B/ of Torontds child-

friendly street design guidelinéSlasr, Oppedisano, Zonena, Floro, & Bogdanowicz, 2017)

Moreover, orstreet parking along the sidewalk and bike lanes provides a safety barrier between
pedestrians and motor vehicles. This is specific

walking patterns are less predictable and more spontaneous.

Another way to create soft edges for urban pathways is the provision of parklets. Parklets
provide seating spaces tire curbside and can be as small as the space needed to park one vehicle.
Existing parklet design guidelines do not usually consider children as the main users of these spaces
(NACTO, 2013) However, children may be considered in parklet design for the following reasons.
First, curbside seating creates moments of pause along the pathways that may lead to informal play.
Second, it increases the buffer between vehicles and pedestriansi Tthirdji ncr eases chi l dr
of curiosity by adding extra colour and texture, and new elements to explore along the pathways (of

course with consideration of secure edges).

Understanding the relationship between the Phenomenal Landscape model afietotlid
design solutions sheds light on the necessity of planning for a play nétdatk1979) Parks and
playgrounds cannot be considered isolated destinations but need to be understood in the context of the
routes required to travel there. Therefore, planning for urban pathways is arguably as important as
planning for public parks; first, to agve higher accessibility to parks for households with children
(and reduce carbeintensive travel to access parks by facilitating walking and bicycling), and second,
to create infor mal pl ay opportunitiesreas.chat compl
Although the empirical part of this study only considers the route between residential areas and urban
parks, future work should also consider other pathways frequented by children, such as the way to

school.

3.5 Portland: An lllustrative Example

Portland is chosen as an example of a North American metropolitan area that has experienced
gentrification and youthification, altering the social structures of central areas generally (although not
exclusively) towards younger, smaller, and higineomehousehold¢Song & Knaap, 2004)
Mor eover, Wegmannodés (2020) data of Portland demc
residing in gentrified or gentrifying neighbourhoods, despite the overall growth of the child

59



population from 1970 to 2017. Portland thus makes an interesting case for studying the influences of
public realm design on c¢hil d-oreemed seigpbouhoddsat i on i n

3.5.1 Methods

As discussed previously, researchers and city planners need to consider the concept of a play network

to create childgriendly neighbourhoods. It is common among researchers to coasitkEssas an

i ndividual factor i n ev&d Bravn, 2008 HgmarrLkesebal., 2015 ct i on
However, this paper positions pathways as an i ns¢
pathways provide informal play opportunities and necessary (and safe) connectivity. Neighbourhood

parks are chosen over other destinations (e.g., schoolslgredc.) to limit the scope of the paper,

and because wal king from home to the park is an

experience.

Using a mixedmethod approach, pathways from home to neighbourhood parks are measured
and analyed in two youthified neighbourhoods and two fanthjented ones. Neighbourhood
selection is done based on data retrieved from a website called Niche, which combiges eisged
data and several secondary data sources to derive neighbourhood rankimgjefaities in the
United States. Such subjective ranking is likely to reflect the overarching perception of specific
places, and it is these more subjectimpressions, among other factors, of course, that shape
househol dsd r esi dpitt Witteh, & Kearosa2020pon deci si ons

It should also be noted that such rankings, and specifically school rankings, are not
unproblematic in that they can create and reinforce social segregation, in padioniguracial lines.
School rankings are also often biased by race andmkded metricgSaporito & Lareau, 1999)

Table5 shows that the selected neighbourhoods are majority White and highlights the need for future
studies to also consider how the quality and safety of pathways may vary by the racial or class
composition of neighbourhoods to examine spatial inequitiesomia play opportunities for

children. In other words, the selected neighbourhoods are not representative of the overall population
of Portland in terms of racial and class composition. However, the comparison here is still useful as it
is primarly for illustrative purposes to demonstrate how pathways vary for neighbourhoods with

different household and age compositions.

Niche (2020) provides rankings time bestneighbourhoods for Millennials and families.

Here, the presence of Millennials is used as a proxy of youthification and matches with prior analysis
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of the geography of young adu(tdoos, 2014; Moos, Pfeiffer, & Vinodrai, 201 Although these
definitions are not uncontroversial, for this study, families are households with children present, and
the family-oriented neighbourhoods based on the subjective rankings indeed include a larger share of

children than highranked neighbourhoods for millennials.

Table 5 CaseStudy Neighbourhood Characteristics.

Neighbourhood Profil¢Source: NeighborhoodPulse Neighbourhood Rankin(Source: Niche
2020) 2020)
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A total of four neighbourhoods are selected for this research. Pearl and Eliot are two
youthified neighbourhoods; Marshall Park and Arlington Heights are two fariénted
neighbourhoods. Figu@shows the location of the neighbourhoods in the context of the Portland

Metropolitan Area. Not unexpectedly, the youthified neighbourhoods (Eliot and Pearl) are located
more centrally, whereas the ones ranked as more famépted (Arlington Heights andarshall

Park) are located further from the centre in what would generally classify as suburbghlyogay)

Lee, 2018)Table5 compares neighbourhood characteristics. Demographic data is retrieved from
NeighborhoodPulse (202@hich provides neighbourhood statistics for the Portland Metropolitan

Area drawing on the 2010 US Census. Relevant neighbourhood rankings are extracted from Niche

(2020). Overall, the youthified areas are higtensity neighbourhoods with a lower percentage of

children, higher cost of living, and lower homeownership.

The first phase of the study measures traffie | at ed factors i nf]l

to parks. According télorschelmann & Van Blerk013) traffic interaction is considered an
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environment al ri sk when it comes to childrends ¢
number of intersections to be crossed are measured in potential pathways to parks. For that purpose,
different scenarios of potential pathways travelled betweypothetical home locations and actual

park locations are considered.

Arlington Heights

Marshall Parks

Figure9Case study neighbourhoodsd6 | ocations in Port
PortlandMaps 2020a.

Using the Portland zoning map (PortlandMaps 202tdrpelocation is subjectively selected
as the geographical centre of the residential land use in each neighbourhood, instead of simply
selecting the centroid of the neighbourhood. This hypothetical home location is then connected to the
neighbourhood park(sRistance and duration of travel are retrieved from Google Maps, while the

number of intersections crossed is counted manually. The analysis uses the most direct route to
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measure distance and time, and the least number of intersections. The number of actual intersections
crossed by a pedestrian may vary in actuality even when moving along a similar path as people may
cross streets for a variety of reasons, such as to tsikrafronts or due to safety perceptions.

Descriptive quantitative data is complemented with qualitative analysis of the built
environment through an environmental design research method fi@heetving physical tracés
(Zeisel, 2006) This wellestablishedidiagnostic toad (A. B. Jacobs, 1984, p. 3Bfers to the
process of walking around the built environment and systematically searching for clues that give
information about how people use that environnggatsel, 2006, p. 159According to Jacobs
(1984, p. 32)fiYou can tell a lot about a city or a neighbourhood just by lookilghough this is an

appropriate method for this research, there are a few limitations in the study that are discussed below.

3.5.2 Limitations

One drawback of this research is that it only relies eritenobservations and does not consider
usersod experiences. Hrentd @xamplie dorbeétter ainderstandsthe sosicemt of a s
informal play and the issue of pathway design, naictturately measure the actual perceptions of
residents or the overall quality of all pathways in the selected neighbourhoods. However, in actual
design practice, it is essential to also use more participatory methods such as interviews and focus

groups. Tlese are beyond the scope of the current research.

Another challenge for the analysis of this research is that it studies only one factor that,
within the literature, is considered one among several reasons why families might leave city centres.
Commonly, unit size and affordability are considered the mhaters of young parents moving tiwe
suburbswhile the lack of chilefriendly amenities in shaping location decisions remains
understudied. The implication is that although planning the public realm, and in particular pathways,
following child-friendly design principles is necessary for various reasons, in practice it is unlikely to
be sufficient to draw more families with children across the income spectrum and from different
racial backgrounds to central areas unless issues regarding housing difyprdalbiisizes, and

systemic racism, among other factors, are also addressed.
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Figure 10 Potential pathways travelled from home to park. Source: Maps by authors adapted

from Google Maps.
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3.6 General Observations

Generally, traffic interaction is an influential factor in measuring urban design quitiesg &
Handy,2009) especi ally when it dHomehamannok VanBielkk,dr en 6 s
2013) Considering safety concerns raised by ebdd interactions, the research observations are
presented in five sections: street layout and intersections, travel distance and time, traffic flow and
rights-of-way, sidewalks and soft edges, and hierarctgpeh spaces.

3.6.1 Street Layout and Intersections

Figure10shows the potential pathways travelled from home to parks in each of the four
neighbourhoods. The overall shape of the pathways in each neighbourhood relates to the street
network design and the building block pattef@hermayeff & Alexander, 19657 he selected

youthified neighbourhoods in Portland follow a grid pattern, whilectirgilinear street pattern is the
dominant layout in the famitgriented neighbourhoods. As a result of a denser street network in
central parts of Portland, the number of intersections to be crossed is greater in the youthified
neighbourhoods and rangestiveen 6.3 and 7.5. The range decreases to between 2.7 and 4.3 in the
family-oriented neighbourhoods. While a larger number of intersections increases connectivity and
facilitates access, it also raises potential safety concerns due to increased insenatttitraffic

(Nasr et al., 2017)

It is worth mentioning that intersections are not the only locations where children need to
cross the roads in the youthified neighbourhoods. For instance, in the Eliot neighbourhood access to a
car wash and a drivitaru, fastfood place interrupts the sidewalk three times within one block (Figure
11). This is a result of what is more typical of traditional North American suburban design in the Eliot
neighbourhood where motor vehicle access is prioritized over walkability. Sidewalk interruption by
vehicle access is not evident in the Pearl Districh&sneighbourhood is consciously developed as

an urban environment valuing walking and cycling.

Another influential factor in the perception of safety is the type of streets along which
children travel(Alexander, 1977, pp. 34B47). In Figurel0, road classifications are indicated by
differentline weightsand based on Port | and oityof Portland,2300p r t at i on
with increased traffic flow fronfilocal service streéto fitraffic accesato fineighbourhood collector
and tofimajor city street The street network in the familyriented neighbourhoods only includes

flocal servicé andfineighbourhood collectorstreets, while the youthified ones include a
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combination of all types of streets. Only considering this measure, it can already be said that
pathwaysinfamibor i ent ed nei ghbour hoods appear to be saf

3.6.2 Travel Distance and Time

Pathways in the famitpriented neighbourhoods are on average longer than the ones in the youthified
neighbourhoods. The Google Maps direction tool is used to measure travel distance and time. In the
family-oriented neighbourhoods, the mean travel disténooe home to park ranges from 0.7 to 0.9
miles. This range is lower in the youthified neighbourhoods (from 0.4 to 0.5 miles). This is largely an
outcome of differing street layouts, development densities, and neighbourhood block design.

A maximum walking distance of 0.25 miles is often deemed acceptable in the US. This
number varies for different walking purposes and might well be lower for people travelling with
children. Generally, people are willing to walk longer distances if thgogerof travel is recreational
(Yang & DiezRoux, 2012) Although travelled pathways are shorter in the youthified
neighbourhoods, the 0.2Bile cutoff keeps parks outside of the generally acceptable walking radius
in all case study neighbourhoods. This again raises the important role dfrighitly pathways in

compensating for play opportunities in closer proxjnit home.

Google Maps estimates that the average travel times to parks range from 9.4 to 9.7 minutes
for the youthified neighbourhoods and 15 to 18 minutes for the faridynted ones. One might
argue that a roughly teminute walk is not likely a barrier to accesghe youthified
neighbourhoods; while the almost tweimiynute travel duration perhaps reduces the chance that

people in the familoriented neighbourhoods will walk to the parks.

3.6.3 Traffic Flow and Right -of-Way

Although the number of intersections is an indicator of traffic interactions, it does not necessarily

cause higher traffic risks f or -ofenaywlilldkelghaviea mo v e me
greater influence on the chifdendliness of thestreet Appleyard, 198Q)While street design and

programming are important, proper traffic signage and signalling can positively improve the

interaction between pedestrians and vehidigersections are very well signalized in the Pearl

District and Eliot neighbourhood (Figut&). Additionally, other traffic signs facilitate navigation for
pedestrians, cyclists, and drivers in these two neighbourhoods (ERjubdoreover, the speed limit

is considerably low (20 to 25 mph) in most parts of the Pearl District and some parts of the Eliot

66



neighbourhood as well. Thus, one could argue that these factors would lead to a generally safer
walking experience for children.

In the family-oriented neighbourhoods, however, not all the intersections have proper traffic
signals and only a few stop signs are found (Figdjeln Arlington Heights, only 3 out of 5
intersections are signalized along the studied pathways. This ratio decreases to 2 out of 5 in the
Marshall Park neighbourhood@ihe lower percentage of signalized intersections in the faonignted
neighbourhoods is perhaps due to the overall lower traffic flow. Marshall Park and Arlington Heights

are generally quiet neighbour hoo deviewsfNicheer ms of

C

2020). Figurel7i s a col l ection of photographs demonstrat
poor street designs, fr om -aienedaneighboarobds. Theer spect iV

presence of a soccer net in the middle of a tiwag junction and the basketll nets installed along

the edge of the roads are some evident examples.

Figure 11 Examples of sidewalk interruption in the Eliot neighbourhood. Sources: Map
adapted from Google Maps; Photographs by Mazdak Shadkam, January 2021.
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Figure 12 Intersections in the youthified neighbourhoods, Elio{left) and Pearl (right). Sources:
Photograph on the left by authors, February 2018; Photograph on the right by Mazdak
Shadkam, January 2021.

Figure 13 Traffic signs in the Eliot neighbourhood (top) and the Pearl District (bottom).

Sources: Photographs on the top by authors, February 2018; Photographs on the bottom right
and middle by Mazdak Shadkam, January 2021; Photograph on the bottom leftom Google
Street View, September 2019.
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Figure 14 Intersections in Marshall Park (left) and Arlington Heights (right). Sources: Google
Street View, September 2019.

Figure 15 Sidewalks in the family-oriented neighbourhoods, Marshall Park (left) and Arlington
Heights (right). Source: Google Street View, September 2019.

Figure 16 Sidewalks in the Eliot neighbourhood. Photographs by authors, February 2018.
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Figure 17 Play equipment on the suburban street in Marshall Park. Sources: Adapted from

Google Street View, September 2019.
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