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Abstract

The neighborhood unit promotes quality of life, community feeling, and well-being by providing facilities.
Sharing the main facilities of the neighborhood with all residents can play an important role in the satisfaction of
the neighborhood. When a school (as one of the facilities) is placed into the neighborhood context, it can affect
environmental and social issues. Therefore, the neighborhood facilities and services would not purely increase
all residents’ satisfaction, well-being and quality of neighborhood through its equal accessibility for all residents.
This paper discusses how the quality of the neighborhood can be enhanced and promoted by the different
characteristics of facilities like schools.

The research method is based on an analysis of the affective features of a primary school on social sustainability
in the neighborhood. The research has been done by recording sample participants’ ideas. The questionnaires
were administered to 285 participants from two neighborhoods (with neighborhood-school and
non-neighborhood-school) in Kerman, Iran. Results confirm that important features of the neighborhood -school
have a direct affect on the quality of the neighborhood. The comfort, safety and harmony were identified as the
most important of the six presented factors.

Keywords: neighborhood-school, sustainable neighborhood, social sustainability, school characteristics, quality
of neighborhood

1. Introduction

Social sustainability is a quality of being in a place (e.g. neighborhood) and is generally associated with the
environment, the perception of the environment, psychological comfort, the ability to establish social
relationships, and functional readability at place that creates opportunity for informal encounters and social
cohesion (Dempsey, 2008a; Dempsey et al., 2008; Suminski ef al., 2006; Bramely ef al., 2009; Burton & Mithell,
2006; Coleman, 1988; Partridge, 2005; Littig & Griebler, 2005; Dave, 2011; Chan & Lee, 2007). Most attention
to social sustainability is generally given to urban social issues. However, some social sustainability aspects are
in relation to satisfaction in the smaller scale —e.g. neighborhoods through built environments (Mitchell &
Burton, 2006; Dempsey, 2009; Dave, 2011; Chan & Lee, 2007; Karuppannan & Sivam, 2011).

The built environment as a physical unit in the neighborhood (e.g., school) affects the quality of the local area.
This suggests that the study of the neighborhood needs to focus on increasing residents’ satisfaction through
improving physical environments. There is a need to assess the quality of services and facilities such as schools,
public transport services and open spaces in a neighborhood (Dempsey, 2009, p. 340). Thus, there is a prime
reason for not dismissing the neighborhood-school (primary school level) as a conceptual tool for a socially
sustainable neighborhood. The aim is to understand which characteristics of the neighborhood-school are more
effective through social and physical issues, to address all residents’ satisfaction with being in the neighborhood.
The result of this study will transform feedback into feed forward to show that a school can enhance the quality
of a neighborhood.

The paper first discusses the role of school as a neighborhood facility for promoting social sustainability. The
second part of paper presents the methods and acquired conceptual framework through residents’opinions.
Ultimately, it presents the relationship between quality of neighborhood and social sustainability by enhancing
the understanding of neighborhood-school role in socially sustainable neighborhoods.
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2. Theoretical Background
2.1 The Neighborhood and Social Sustainability Context

The neighborhood concept was developed by Perry (1927) to orient residential development for family life, with
other social and community facilities. The neighborhood unit is designed as a physical tool for providing
opportunities for residents to interact and expand their sense of place (Lawhon, 2009). So, the developed
neighborhood is represented by physically defined units such as a primary school, shops, parks and green spaces,
within walking distance of about 15-minutes (Perry, 1927; Stein, 1928; Morris & Hess, 1975; Barton et al., 2003).
The neighborhood may be defined in terms of different aspects. For instance, the neighborhoods are defined
functionally by local services contexts; socially by perception of local residents; environmentally by traffic
specifications, quality and security and ultimately aesthetically by specified characteristics. A socially sustainable
neighborhood includes elements that should have meanwhile continuous and close communications with each
other. These elements are as follows (Rogerf, 1999; Dave, 2011; Dempsey, 2008):

e  The density of residential development

e  The layout of building units and blocks

e  Community spirit and social interaction

e  Sense of safety

e  The hierarchy of open space and the size and distribution of public open spaces, both green and paved
e  The mix of land uses

e Integrated transport systems; neighborhood streets, the local distributors, access roads

e  Provide good local facilities; shops, primary school, community facilities

Urban management in neighborhood includes an organization consisted of effective and relative formal and
informal elements in social, economic and physical dimensions of neighborhood life with the purpose of
administrating, controlling and leading the sustainable development of neighborhood for residents’ satisfaction
(Wheeler, 2004).

Therefore, the requirement of children and residents to travel out of a neighborhood (average distance to nearest
daily use) for primary school and other facilities is not a good idea. Resident mobility can be a reason for
dissatisfaction and the failure of a neighborhood. This can be exacerbated by a decreasing feeling of attachment by
residents moving out of areas (Bramley & Power, 2009).

The opportunities for social interaction and identity creation of a neighborhood are derived from interaction among
residents by placing the community facilities at the center of the neighborhood. These facilities of the
neighborhood are fundamental in forming social opportunities for social interaction (Lawhon, 2009). Social
interaction in local facilities can be measured by elements such as frequency of meeting neighbors, knowing
neighbors, making new friends, feeling strongly attached to the residents and feeling at home (Harnik, 2003;
Bramley et al., 2009), stopping to chat with neighbors, and saying hello or participating in collective civic
activities (Suminski et al., 2006). The gathering places affect the quality of resident life through reducing the hours
of resident mobility outside of the neighborhood. The primary school provides an outlet for residents to engage in
social and physical activities (Lawhan, 2009) and it provides a sense of community. This is one of the important
reasons for placing the school at the center of the neighborhood.

Indeed, neighborhood facilities as collective places provide the context for residents gathering through frequent
participation in community activities. This participation is described as dimensions of social sustainability like
social capital (Forrest & Kearns, 2001), social cohesion and social network integration (Littig & Griessler, 2005)
and is related to the quality of facilities and services in the neighborhood. Residents’ attachment and well-being
would be enhanced by high-quality of neighborhood environment. It means high- quality of local facilities
(include visual aesthetics, the use and perception of space, and the design of sustainable communities) have a
positive effect on social activities and behaviors in neighborhood (Dave, 2011) due to their enjoyment of being in
neighborhood.

The neighborhood unit supports the urban environment by establishing physical standards that encourage
interaction, reducing the effect of the automobile on the safety of residents through less mobility out of
neighborhood for daily use and primary school. The perceived safety of a neighborhood is a fundamental part of
social sustainability (Barton, 2000a). Therefore, the location of the school enhances the satisfaction with the
neighborhood. Satisfaction is associated with social capital and social cohesion, social interaction, social behavior,
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sense of place, pride and attachment, safety and security and sense of comfort and level of interest (Coleman, 1988;
Bramley & Power, 2009).

Finally, based on the literature it can be ascertained that social sustainability can encompass cultural, economic,
and social issues, and quality of life in a neighborhood setting. In addition, some of the social sustainability
aspects have the relationship between satisfaction in the neighborhood and the built environment such as
aesthetics and forms of buildings, density, pathways, scale of buildings and spaces between buildings. In Tablel,
some of the aspects of social sustainability relating to everyday life to which residents and users need equitable

access, have been indicated. Some of these aspects are directly linked to the built environment.

Table 1. Classification of aspects of social sustainability and indicators of social sustainability

Aspects of Social
Sustainability

List of Indicators

Determined by

Social equity

Social cohesion

Social capital

Sense of attachment

Social inclusion

Sense of safety

Community spirit
and Social
interaction

Attachment to the neighborhood; Social interaction;
Safety; Knowing the neighborhood; Access to
services and opportunities

Opportunities for formal and informal social
gathering; Equal access to services and welfare
benefits; Sense of morality and common purpose
and codes of behavior

Open space; Social networks and the associated
norms of reciprocity; Participation in local and
community activities

Satisfaction with the neighborhood; Image of
neighborhood; Quality of life; Neighborhood as a
place to live in; Perceived neighborhood in terms of
attractiveness; Architectural character;
Well-maintained buildings; Outdoors ; Parking
facilities, Quality of environment; Cleanliness;
General appearance; Feeling the strongly attached
to the neighborhood

Interaction between personal and environment;
Belong to the social network; Amenities in the
neighborhood and attitudes of neighbors

Self — reporting of any outdoor private space; Self —
reporting of health of resident in terms of number of
family members; Security against crimes

Perceived number of social contacts (knowing
people) within the neighborhood; Perceived number
of informal chats with neighbors

Pincetl, 2003; Partridge, 2005;
Bramley, 2009; Power, 2009;
Teriman, 2010; Dave ,2011

Coleman, 1988; Bramley, 2009;
Dave, 2011; Forrest &
Kearns ,2011

Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000;
Bramley, 2009; Power, 2009

Relf, 1976; Harnik, 2003;
Suminski et al, 2006;
Dempsey, 2009; Brown, 2009;
Power, 2009; Bramley, 2009;
Dave , 2011

Partridge, 2005; Bramley, 2009;
Power, 2009; Cobigo, 2012

Burton, 2000a; Worpole, 2003;
Mitchell, 2006

Forrest & Kearns, 2001,
Harnik, 2003; Dave, 2011;
Karuppannan & Sivam, 2011

(Source: Author, 2016)

2.2 The Neighborhood Quality and Neighborhood-School Characteristics

The neighborhood facilities not only provide a context for social sustainability but also can affect neighborhood
satisfaction through the perceived good-quality of the neighborhood through physical features of facilities. So,
there is a need to investigate in detail the effect of the neighborhood-school on the quality of neighborhood and
neighborhood-school users’ satisfaction.

There is much research which implies the environment provides possibilities for behavior and offers a choice to
participate therein. Therefore, understanding how the built environment might determine behavior is an important
issue (Lawhon, 2009). The neighborhood has been designed according to some desired patterns by the designer
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and urban planner (i.e., the design effect on residents behavior through Physical determinism) who designs for
human use and the provision of good-quality places where people feel safe, comfortable, and engaged. Thus, it is
necessary to define features of quality of the built environment as a part of the neighborhood. These are features of
quality related to the aesthetics, and social dimensions of the built environment (Dempsey, 2008a).

The neighborhood-school as social and physical unit of the neighborhood affects the residents’ satisfaction
through its features. Indeed, the common thought of a neighborhood-school is the use of it as a built environment
for improving the local environment, reducing traffic and making walking more pleasant, enhancing health,
aesthetics and enjoyment (Barton et al., 1995, 2003), providing comfort, safety, and increased social and political
capital of participants and the local community. So, the main role of the school in the neighborhood is to delineate
the local boundaries and provide comfort, safety, and a sense of attachment to that area.

The neighborhood has a physical environment where, by design, layout promotes neighborhood identity through
an adequate physical design for schools, parks, community centers, and shopping (Lawhon, 2009). Residents can
interact and have cohesive behavior through these features and physical design.

To further define correspondence between social sustainability and aspects of neighborhood-school the
Issue-based framework and Goal-based framework have been used (McLaren, 1996; Trraga, 2006; Masnavi,
2007). This framework helps to reveal data gaps (Figurel).
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Figure 1. Analyzing the similarities and correspondence between social sustainability and aspects of
neighborhood-school in the neighborhood (Source: Author, 2016) (cf. Dempsey et al., 2011)

A lot of principles and factors may be raised and analyzed for socially sustainable development in neighborhood
scale, according to theories and experiences existing in social sustainability. The characteristics of the
neighborhood were shaped by these social and physical design forces. The neighborhood is affected by these

37



jsd.ccsenet.org Journal of Sustainable Development Vol. 11, No. 2; 2018

characteristics because of size, density, form, accessibility, legibility, and heterogeneity. These characteristics
provide an environment that would heighten a feeling of belonging and contribute to a sense of community.

Accessibility to the neighborhood-school is in relation to the legibility in the neighborhood. Legibility is described
as people’s feelings of safety and sense of place through their orientation and way-finding (Kelly, 2001; Lynch,
1960). In this way, legibility is conceptually linked to the amount of accessibility to the neighborhood-school for
residents and school users. Lack of attention to the location of the neighborhood-school can affect the roadways
and crowding around the school which has a negative impact on noise intensity within the neighborhood and
exacerbates the problem of noise pollution. Other research findings support these claim showing the strong
relationship between orientation and the dimensions of satisfaction, social cohesion, and sustainable communities.
Sustainable communities in a neighborhood incorporate a number of features of quality of the built environment
and dimensions of social cohesion (Dempsey, 2009).

Creation of a harmonious living environment is related to the quality of building designs and surroundings. It
contains compatibility with the neighborhood, the layout of streets and buildings. These elements should be
designed to create a harmonious living environment and improve the quality of citizen’s lives (Chan & Lee, 2007).
The appearance and scale of the buildings of the neighborhood facilities can be highlighted through promotion of
local characteristics. The physical appearance of the neighborhood-school should be in relation to the
neighborhood context.

Many researchers would argue that aesthetics are effective in achieving a good physical environment and social
sustainability due to people responding to the aesthetics of their environment in terms of their sense of satisfaction
(Chan & Lee, 2007). Poor condition of the built environment is claimed to have a negative psychological effect on
people's sense of safety (Bramely ef al., 2009). Therefore, the different shapes, features, colors and contrasts,
varying roof lines, a variety of front doors, and windows of the buildings create interesting and attractive places for
residents.

In addition, perceptions of attractiveness can also be influenced by decoration and ornamentation, public art and
architectural characteristics (Moughtin ez al., 1999). Residents refer to characteristics of neighborhoods as well as
to features of the built environment when describing and assessing the character of their neighborhoods (Dempsey,
2009). The research supports the inclusion of physical appearance and architectural features of the
neighborhood-school at the neighborhood level. It provides evidence suggesting a link between quality of the built
environment and these dimensions of perceived attractiveness, perceived safety, sense of community and sense of
place attachment. Furthermore, the perceived quality of the neighborhood, the attractiveness of the built
environment and the green space and open walkway, contributed significantly to the prediction of a sense of
community and place attachment (Ibid; 335). Also, perceived neighborhood in terms of attractiveness can be in
relation to higher density and height of neighborhood buildings (Karuppannan & Sivam, 2011). Density of the
buildings in the neighborhood can affect the appearance and aesthetics of the neighborhood and hence people's
attachment to and pride in it (Bramely et al., 2009). The density also can affect the perceptions of crowding and
social interaction of the residents within the neighborhood. It was also found that crowding within buildings
reduces the possibility of social interaction and community spirit. The density is in relation to the perceptions of
density, the built forms, and layouts. Therefore, designing buildings in a neighborhood has an important role in
achieving social sustainability (Dave, 2011).

Chan and Lee (2007) argue that a neighborhood will be called sustainable if it creates a pleasant living
environment, reduces social inequality and improves quality of life. Indeed, for designing and locating the school
in the neighborhood, a lack of attention to the role of the school characteristics can provide additional traffic,
reduced safety, poor walking opportunities and lack of harmony between the buildings around the school. It can
make residents unsatisfied with their neighborhood conditions, and this is not sustainable.

Following the literature review stage, to measure the social sustainability as the outcome of present research seven
indicators that assumed as depended variables, are listed below:

e  Neighborhood as a place to live in

e  Equal access to services and welfare benefits

e  Opportunities for social interaction and community
e  Health of the residents and cleanliness

e  Sense of safety and comfort

e  Image of neighborhood and quality of neighborhood (attractiveness)
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e  Sense of attachment (being in place) and satisfaction (well-being) in neighborhood

Overall, the above items of neighborhood-school characteristics are arranged as the six important factors as in
depended variables (physical and non-physical aspects of neighborhood-school) to indicate that certain design
features should be incorporated for achieving social sustainability (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. The theoretical framework of present research (Source: Author, 2016)
3. Method

Following the literature review, two case studies were required, to measure the relationship between quality of
neighborhood-school (in primary school level) as the neighborhood facilities and social sustainability, to indicate
the possibility of the range of factors having an effect on social sustainability. The identified characteristics and
dimensions of the concepts were translated into sets of measurable indicators, which listed in Figure 2. It is
important to note that characteristics of quality were examined in relation to opinions that measure social
sustainability as reported by residents.

3.1 Case Study

In Iran, the neighborhood is defined as a framework of residence and employment of 700-1250 households
(3500-6250 peoples) with pedestrian access radius fluctuation range of 4-5 min. In this definition, the
neighborhood includes the main elements that are determinant in its formation. These elements form the
neighborhood structure in two levels including indicator elements (such as primary school and mosque) and
distributive elements (such as daily and weekly commercial centers, neighborhood parks, sport places and health
centers) (Habibi & Masaeli, 1999). In Kerman, unfortunately, there are not primary schools in each
neighborhood.
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Therefore, two case studies were used -i.e., a neighborhood with neighborhood-school and
non-neighborhood-school, rather than a single case study, because they enable a comparison to be made to
understand the effect of neighborhood-school characteristics on the neighborhood. In order to capture the impact
of neighborhood-school characteristics on social sustainability of neighborhood, the neighborhoods were
selected to control case of non-neighborhood-school and case with neighborhood-school for measuring the effect
more effectively. The studied areas, where the majority of buildings in the neighborhood are residential, are
Hamzeh Blvd (with neighborhood-school) and Moallem Blvd (non-neighborhood-school), Kerman, Iran (see
Figure 3). The selected neighborhoods are linked with Jomhouri Blvd (the main street) in the Kerman. Many
other buildings were built along these neighborhoods and created a city center consisting of various urban
activities and functions. Today, all these buildings are old and represent the past architectural patterns. Indeed,
because of this background, these areas play a significant role in resident satisfaction and attachment due to the
different kinds of facilities around these areas.

olo)$

N ‘ g Ganjalikt .f' uare
3 ; Kerman
o *h 2y
\

“'
\atacd
"

Figure 3. The location of Hamzeh Blvd and Moallem Blvd, Kerman, Iran; a) Kerman city and two case studies
location, b) The location of two case studies and Jomhouri Blvd as the main street of Kerman (Source:
Author,2017)

3.1.1 Neighborhood I-a Case with Neighborhood-School

The main reason for considering this neighborhood as one of the case studies for this research is that it is one of
the main areas with several schools in different levels -primary school, secondary school and high school- which
are in the vicinity of the Jomhouri Blvd as the main street of Kerman (Figure 4). In terms of traffic, due to
having several schools, this neighborhood is a semi-active neighborhood with no heavy traffic. Based on the
spatial analysis of the Hamzeh neighborhood, the urban texture was formed around the main street of Hamzeh.
This neighborhood was known as one of the liveliest urban spaces in the city.

@ Amene Kindergarten

a b

Figure 4. The Hamzeh Blvd location, Kerman, Iran; a) Hamzeh Blvd boundary b) Location of Hamzeh schools
(Source: Author, 2014)
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3.1.2 Neighborhood II-a Case of Non- Neighborhood-School

Case study II is Moallem Blvd and also located in the south of Jomhouri Blvd as the main street of Kerman. It is
bounded to the south by Tehran road that is another main boulevard of Kerman (Figure 5). There is no primary
school for neighborhood children and residents. The nearest neighborhood that Moallem residents are forced to
travel to school is Hamzeh neighborhood. Indeed, due to this background, this area has a significant role in
reducing residents’ satisfaction and attachment in Moallem neighborhood.

L
5
S

2
B,

o ®

Figure 5. The location and boundary of Moallem Blvd, Kerman, Iran; (Source: Author, 2016)

3.2 Participants
People’s participation can be encouraged to help in decision making and management, to help increase levels of
involvement, and finally for funding purposes (Ricmanchian & Rismanchian, 2007 cites Alavitabar, 2003).

The field study and statistical population consist of two groups; the first group contains local residents of
neighborhood I (Hamzeh Blvd) of different genders in the age range of 25-50. The second group contains local
residents of neighborhood II (Moallem Blvd) in the age range of 25-50 associated with the selected
neighborhood. (Table 2).

Table 2. Frequency distribution of the participants’ sample to the separate group

Gender Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
Male 66 55% 56.9% 56.9%
The First Female 50 41.7% 43.1% 100%
Experimental
Total 116 96.7% 100% -
Group (first EG) o ° °
Missing 4 3.3% - -
System
Total 120 100% - -
Male 54 45% 47% 47%
The Second Female 61 50.8% 53% 100%
Experimental Total 115 95.8% 100% .
Group (second
EG) Missing 5 4.2% - -
System
Total 120 100% - -

(Source: Author, 2016)
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The population of neighborhood I and II in a 600 -meter accessible radius in the neighborhood, based on the
definition of urbanism theorists about neighborhood, is approximately 1100 households. Therefore, to estimate
the size of a sample, Cochran’s formula was used. This is one of the statistical methods that is commonly
associated with the study of qualitative variables that are used to determine sample size (Cochran, 1977).

2
N=—7 ()
(e
7=1.96, value for selected alpha level; d= 0.05, estimate of variance; N= 1100, households of residents in 600 —
meters radius accessibility of both neighborhoods.

The main purpose of considering different groups of participants was to analyze diverse groups of neighborhood
residents and diverse opinions among participants. An experiment was designed and 285 people of the
neighborhoods participated based on the Cochran formula.

3.3 Instruments

To investigate the effect of neighborhood-school on social sustainability, questionnaires which included the
categories of semi-closed and semi-open questions were used. A questionnaire technique was selected to obtain
residents’ opinions regarding the neighborhood characteristics because of its advantage in making it possible for
an investigator to obtain in-depth information by probing (Karuppannan & Sivam, 2011).

Various methods of participation were used in the research such as questionnaire, direct conversation. Analyzed
groups consist of 285 people who were chosen randomly from both neighborhoods’ residents (neighborhood 1
and II). The questionnaires were distributed among all participants with 45 not returned (Table 3).

Table3. Frequency distribution of the participants’ sample to the separate group

Groups Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
The First Parents 39 32.5% 32.5% 32.5%
Experimental The residents of Hamzeh Blvd 81 67.5% 67.5% 100%
Group (first Total 120 93.3% 100%
EG) ota 3% () -
The Second Parents 31 25.8% 30.7% 30.7%
Exp(e}nmental The residents of Moallem Blvd 70 58.3% 69.3% 100%
roup
(Second EG) Total 101 84.2% 100% -
Missing System 19 15.8% - -
Total 120 100% - -

(Source: Author, 2016)

The two steps of the research are presented below:

First step: The first Experimental Group (first EG); neighborhood I residents are defined as the first group of this
research. In this step has been tried to ask residents to fill out questionnaires about the role of
neighborhood-school in the Hamzeh Blvd as the case with neighborhood-school.

Second step: The second Experimental Group (second EG); consisting of neighborhood II residents as the case
of non-neighborhood-school, was presented with a questionnaire and asked about the six indicators of affective
aspects of the school in the neighborhood (Table 4).
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Table 4. Indicators measuring of the first and second EG

Indicators Measuring Summary of Indicators Number of Items

Harmony Considering the human scale, Neighborhood scale, Physical 7 items
appearance, Maintaining local identity of the neighborhood,
Compatibility with neighborhood

Visual pollution Physical quality, Density in neighborhood, Building 5 items
boundary, Perceived crowding by buildings
Spaces among building Outside spaces, Development of open spaces, Cleanness 4 items
(gap) neighborhood through building skyline, Mental health
through building crowding
Orientation Pedestrian and vehicles paths, Legibility-school as a 4 items
landmark in neighborhood, Organization of the local
landscape
Social space Social contact between residents and students, Formal 4 items

and informal social interaction between residents

Comfort and Safety Easy access to the neighborhood, Perceived crowed 4 items
neighborhood by different school users, The number of
cars, Walkable neighborhood through locating a school

(Source: Author, 2016)

The questions in the questionnaires were answered to achieve the six factors of the quality of
neighborhood-school (independent variable) on socially sustainable development in neighborhood (go to Figure
2). These six factors contained Harmony, Visual pollution, Spaces among building (gap), Orientation, Social
space, Comfort and Safety. Questionnaires were filled by residents of neighborhood I and II. Some important
questions were as follows:

Harmony - The effect of school’s building variety on providing grace and
attractiveness in the neighborhood.

Visual - The effect of the school form and height on quality and general
pollution appearance of the neighborhood.
Spaces among | - The effect of school location in relation to other neighborhood
building(gap) buildings on quality of neighborhood and residents’ satisfaction

(measuring crowding of the building).

Orientation - How much do we need to build a school in the neighborhood for
decreasing distance and making a situation for walking to school because
of making calmness for resident of the neighborhood?

The main questions of this research

Social space | - The effect of the neighborhood- school for promoting cultural and
social issues in neighborhood.
Comfort and - The importance of the school path for making connections between
Safety school and neighbors’ buildings on calmness and comfort.

-The importance of locating the school in the neighborhood to encourage communication
between children and their parents and local residents.

- How important is it for the school to be connected with other spaces such as local public
spaces, etc (for use of services in the neighborhood)?

- The effect of vitality and community by school in the neighborhood.

-The qualitative effect of neighborhood-school on the welfare of the neighborhood.

The second questions
of this research

Note. All respondents rated the extent to which individual neighborhood-school characteristics affected quality
of the neighborhood according to a 5-point Likert scale (““1°” =too much, ‘2>’ =much, ‘3’ =partly, ‘4’ = low,
‘57’ =very low).
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4. Findings and Discussion

As mentioned in sustainable development, using some facilities such as shops, a primary school, health facilities,
open spaces and parks in the neighborhood can provide sustainability. When these facilities are located in the
neighborhood they provide some activities and environmental, social, cultural, and economic benefits. These
benefits affect quality of the neighborhood and the residents’ lives.

In this part of the paper, the results of the data analysis are presented. Data collection was done by using a
questionnaire including; a 28-item close-ended item questionnaire (Note 1). Data were analyzed through
descriptive and inferential statistics and EXCELL2010 as well as Statistical Package for Social Science
(SPSS16). Besides, inferential statistics were used to examine the research questions by using one-sample t-test,
Friedman, and independent t-test.

A preliminary series of Principal Component Analyses (PCAs 1) was run on each of the six factors to establish
the more reliable physical and social factors between school and neighborhood. The following 28 factors were
found to investigate the research question. One sample t-test was used. A 5-scale range was considered and the
basic mean was 3. Regarding the significance level of this test (p=0.0000<a=0.01), (Table 5), (Figure 1).

Table 5. One sample t-test for comparing the sample and basic mean in the neighborhood-school factors; First EG
Test Value =3

Mean Harmony N T df P-Value Mean Difference
3.74 120 12.15 119 0.000 0.74

Mean Visual pollution N T df P-Value Mean Difference
4.20 120 26.45 119 0.000 1.20

Mean Spaces among N T df P-Value Mean Difference

building(gap)

4.20 120 20.08 119 0.000 1.20

Mean Orientation N T df P-Value Mean Difference
4.02 120 22.42 119 0.000 1.02

Mean Social space N T df P-Value Mean Difference
4.08 120 20.29 119 0.000 1.08

Mean Comfort and Safety N T df P-Value Mean Difference
4.35 120 24.60 119 0.000 1.35

(Source: Author, 2016)

For the first EG, the Friedman test was used to examine the highest and lowest levels of the six factors according
to the residents’ opinions; its result is presented in Figure 2, Regarding the significant level of this test
(p=0.0000<a=0.01), (x*=103.02, df=2, p<0.01), with 99% confidence, it can be said that according to the
residents of the neighborhood I in this study, the importance of the various indices which affect the environment
of the neighborhood was different. So, among the six factors, the highest level belongs to the comfort and safety
factor (mean rank = 4.35) and the lowest level belongs to the harmony factor (mean rank = 3.74). Therefore,
residents believe that the comfort and safety factor is the most important in comparison with other
neighborhood-school characteristics.
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Figure 1. Histogram of neighborhood-school factors based on the neighborhood residents’ opinions
(Source: Author, 2016)
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A secondary series of Principal Component Analyses (PCAs 2) was run on each of the six scales to demonstrate
the effect of neighborhood-school on the social sustainability of the neighborhood (Table 6). According to the
second EG; of the six indicators of neighborhood-school features which can affect the neighborhood, the
Moallem Blvd residents’ opinions indicated the highest mean belongs to harmony and physical appearance
(SD=1.74, M=6.07). The participants (second EG) prefer their neighborhood with varied architectural features
and more interesting than those with repetitive form and features (Figure 2) (Note 2).

Table 6. The overall effect of the neighborhood-school characteristics; second EG

List of Number of Overall Effect on Quality of the Neighborhood
Indicators Features
Perceived Positive Perceived Negative
Harmony Seven = The visual effect of the school = Designing school based
features » The harmony of the school characteristics with on the scale of
the surrounding environment neighboring buildings
Spaces Five = The need for open and green spaces (gap) = The relationship
among features around the school between outside and inside
building(gap) of the school with
neighborhood
Social spaces Four = The collective places out of the school .
features environment for neighbors who live near the
school
Orientation Four = The effect of the school outside paths on the = The school provide
features  neighborhood paths vehicles with limitation of
= Visible signs for legibility to the school in the accessing to the
neighborhood neighborhood
» Providing walkability in the neighborhood
Visual Four = The green space of school in the vicinity of = Perceived privacy within
pollution features  neighborhood effect on visual crowding the neighborhood
Comfortand  Four features = Pollution and traffic within the neighborhood = Environment cleanliness
Safety = Provide comfort through easy access to school = Perceived problem of

school noise

(Source: Author, 2016)

5
4.5 - JE—

4 — e

.

3.5

3
2.5

2 —o—First EG
1': Second EG
0.5

0 T \ \ . \

Harmony  Visual Spaces Orientation Social Comfort
pollution among space  and Safety
building
(gap)

Figure 2. The ranking of the factors based on the First and Second EG (Source: Author, 2016-2017)
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The findings of the interview (Note 3), involving a qualitative questionnaire, revealed that most of the residents
(second EG) complain about the lack of neighborhood-school in the vicinity. It has forced children to go far
away to school by car. They claimed that if the school were in the vicinity of their neighborhood it would be easy
for children to go to school with their friends. It may have positive consequences such as walking,
communicating, bike riding, and physical activities which cause mental and physical well-being. Strong points of
the neighborhood from the interviewees’ points of view (first EG) are the existence of a school in the
neighborhood would provide close relationships between residents (i.e., interaction). In continue, according to
neighborhood-school characteristics in Figure 2, these factors are analyzed briefly.

Factor I- Harmony:

Clarity in the perception of neighborhood and easy familiarity and integration between its elements, other
buildings and neighborhood facilities may be deemed as neighborhood identity. Perception of unity and
proportion of the neighborhood buildings impacts on the attachment and attractiveness. The scale and attractive
neighborhood-school buildings reduce the negative impacts on its surroundings. Most participants (both first and
second EG) believed that the neighborhood-school building could provide the pleasant physical appearance to
see their own neighborhood attractive, beautiful and colorful. Participants (second EG) also agreed with different
shapes of the school building. It means that it is assumed as the important and first factor in neighborhood
identity for residents. Due to the absence of harmony and highest diversity of buildings’ appearance in
neighborhood II, by its frequent facilities, residents were interested in having neighborhood-school to provide
variety in its context.

Factor II- Visual pollution:

One of the subjects that is directly connected to density and has direct effects on quality of life in neighborhood
scale is tolerable capacity. Neighborhood’s tolerable capacity evaluation factors may be classified and provided
in three groups; physical development capacity of neighborhood, neighborhood access capacity, and natural
characteristics of the neighborhood. Neighborhood capacity is another factor of visual pollution that impacts on
residents’ health and well-being. Locating the neighborhood-school in out of the neighborhood capacity range
and neighborhood density causes destruction of resources capacity and natural characteristics of the
neighborhood. The participants preferred to pay attention to the density of neighborhood-school buildings and
their height to reduce visual pollution and to maintain cleanliness. Based on the participants’ opinions (second
EG) the neighborhood buildings were too tall compared to the width of streets. So, the neighborhood-school
building with good composition of mass and space can make balance and improve the current problem.

Factor III- Spaces among building (gap):

Due to the different function of neighborhood-school and other neighborhood facilities from other residential
buildings in the neighborhood, it is obvious the neighborhood facilities need a boundary to separate different
functions. Enough space between buildings organizes the neighborhood shape. Participants’ opinions
demonstrated that the open and green spaces around the neighborhood-school would not only play the role of a
center for the neighborhood but also good open space would enhance social interaction and help in promoting
both health, and social inclusion and aesthetics. This factor directly is in relation to residents’ satisfaction. They
also believed that open spaces and built-up areas would be well-balanced through green spaces around the
neighborhood-school.

Factor IV- Orientation:

Design streets as a public space and enhancement of bicycle use within and outside the neighborhood, through
well-connected districts, develop contiguous compact neighborhoods around nodes of varying sizes and avoid
urban sprawl. Due to the current situation in neighborhood II, the residents use the automobile for school and
their daily needs. So, there is not enough space to walk and it is dangerous to cycle. The participants (second EG)
predicted that their neighborhood would be well-suited for walking and cycling, well-connected with main
streets of the city and it would be easy to go out from this neighborhood by suitable location of
neighborhood-school and its paths. Some other participants (first EG) thought in this case, due to increasing the
population through locating a primary school, main streets of the neighborhood were likely to have a high traffic
volume in some day hours.

Factor V- Social space:

In order to craft sustainable neighborhoods, the fulfillment of basic physical needs, social relationship as well as
safety and security is necessary. The existence of neighborhood-school lets residents to do not go out of
neighborhood and it causes attachment and social engagement to their neighborhood. In addition,
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neighborhood-school effects social interaction between children and parents through decreasing the mobility and
increasing the contact of residents in each neighborhood. The fact in neighborhood I is children and teenagers are
forced to move from other neighborhood to this neighborhood to go to school. Thus, participants (first EG)
perceived their neighborhood as crowded with people who came to neighborhood for its facilities and schools.
Crowding has a negative impact on social contact. The participants believed that they could not know all the
people in neighborhood, involved in various community activities at various level (formal and informal), and
perceived friendliness of the neighborhood.

Factor VI- Comfort and Safety:

The comfort and security are the serious problems and concerns in residential neighborhoods. Determination of
traffic accident is assumed as the security factor. The traffic of neighborhood and pedestrians cross are major
problem of the neighborhood. People are more likely to interact with the neighborhood and lead to more
participation in collective activities in safe place. The participants (first EG) recommended the
neighborhood-school caused noise and bother for residents. They also thought neighborhood-school provided the
extra traffic and crowded neighborhood. In this result, they believed the unsafe neighborhood was their main
problem. Participants (first and second EG) agreed with comfort due to locating the school in neighborhood.

The findings suggest that access to the services for each neighborhood residents can provide opportunities for
collective activities. The residents do not need to travel out of neighborhood for their daily needs. It causes that
social engagement between residents because of frequent contact with neighborhood services and facilities. All
the residents of both neighborhoods were satisfied with good- quality of the neighborhood. The attractiveness of
the neighborhood buildings- e.g. neighborhood services and facilities- is one of the features of quality of the
neighborhood.

Primary data collected also show that, in addition, elements such as social interaction levels, perceived
neighborhood in terms of attractiveness, general appearance, road traffic and the nature of services and facilities
may also have a bearing on residents’ perceptions of quality. The findings also emphasize the entrance of the
school, by showing its self, distinctively and legibly can effect on neighborhood grace. Other research questions
such claims, arguing that density of school building and the boundary around the school-e.g., open spaces or
green spaces- can lead to increase organization and decrease crowd of the neighborhood, as well as a reduction
in non-sense of community, poor social networks and feelings of safety. The social benefits of attractive
environment are associated with a sense of community, feeling of safety and sense of attachment. The analysis
also indicates that as the extent of services and facilities in a neighborhood increases, so does perception of
comfort. This is further reflected in the significant associations between neighborhood-school variables and
dimensions of social sustainability.

The study also demonstrates that there is a strong relationship between school characteristics (as a facility) and
residents’ satisfaction as the main aim of social sustainability. Harmony, visual pollution, and spaces between
building (gap) are important factors in creating a pattern between the school environment and neighborhood
buildings. These three factors provide a sense of attachment, variety, and a sense of reducing crowd and density
in the neighborhood. Also, the relationship between density and form of the neighborhood-school can result in an
attractive place for children, especially for primary students.

In addition, these three factors not only have an effect on the aesthetics in the neighborhood with the physical
environment and social factors but they can also affect perceived social sustainability since people respond to
their environment in terms of their satisfaction. Attention to these factors might improve people’s satisfaction.
Orientation, social space, comfort, safety and walking access lead to decreased traffic in the neighborhood, and
increase a sense of social interaction and social equity, and better management for streets in the neighborhood.
So, these factors again affect the neighborhood residents’ satisfaction.

The comfort, safety, and physical appearance of the neighborhood-school play a major role in providing people
with various opportunities to develop safety, security, and aesthetics in the neighborhood, which lead to social
sustainability of the neighborhood.

5. Conclusion

This paper has discussed which characteristics of the neighborhood-school are more effective in social and
physical issues, to address all residents’ satisfaction with being in the neighborhood. We argued that existence of
primary school in each neighborhood might be a potential between the children and residents, and their
engagement within neighborhood environment through their frequent attendance in neighborhood. In addition,
when women have children, they become (at least temporarily) more tied physically to a local neighborhood - in
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terms of activities - often not working and so spending more time around home and the surroundings. And as the
children get older and go to school, parents may engage in more social interaction through the kids at school and
other school friends and parents. So, in this regard, children are a well-known phenomenon for social
engagement. On the other hand, neighborhood-school and other neighborhood facilities can satisfy residents by
decreasing the distance of residents’ mobility from their own neighborhood to another neighborhood.

Due to the importance of locating neighborhood facilities in social sustainability as a capital for social issue,
there is an interesting premise about the nexus between neighborhood-school and social sustainability. The
school characteristics and school users’ activities affect quality of neighborhood (by perceived crowding and
noise, walkability through locating school, school building’s appearance and height, etc) residents’ attachment to
the neighborhood, and residents’ satisfaction. Data analysis demonstrate residential satisfaction has been defined
as the experience of pleasure or gratification deriving from living in a specific place where there are
neighborhood facilities and amenities especially primary school by good-quality characteristics in presented
physical and social factors.

Therefore, any neighborhood-school design needs to consider and address the factors of school characteristics as
indicated in this paper. Future research might explore practical design solutions using a sustainable design
paradigm to improve the social sustainability of neighborhoods.
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Notes

Note 1. There were also some open-ended questionnaires regarding other effective factors that were answered by
volunteers’ participants of both case studies.

Note 2. Majority of participants (second EG) interested in living in a neighborhood with even located
kindergarten due to its painted walls and, green and open spaces.

Note 3. The interview was done with both neighborhoods’ participants during filling the questionnaire.
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