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Human activities, including urbanization, continue to result in species extinction and
threatening the biodiversity on which life depends. This prompted landscape architects
to focus on creating more urban parks that are naturalistic. This could help to enhance
biodiversity by increasing the variety of plants and wildlife in urban areas. However,
some studies have cautioned that urban public may consider naturalistic landscapes to be
unsafe and perceived safety influence urbanites willingness to use parks. Previous
studies have shown the influence of visual characteristics on perceived safety. However,
there is a dearth of systematic studies on the relationship between landscape visual

characteristics and perceived safety of naturalistic landscapes in urban parks. This study
iii



aimed to fill in this gap through the following objectives: 1) To examine public
perceptions of safety; 2) To determine perceived safety according to visual

characteristics; and 3) To determine the factors that influence perceived safety.

This study involved the selection and testing of naturalistic scenes in urban parks. The
visual characteristics measured included Prospect, Refuge and Escape (each was
measured by three indicators). Visual characteristics were also described verbally in the
questionnaire. The study used photo-questionnaires of naturalistic landscapes in urban
parks in Klang Valley, Malaysia. They were administered to 360 undergraduate students
from Universiti Putra Malaysia in Serdang, Selangor. The data collected were analyzed
using descriptive and inferential statistics such as Repeated Measure ANOVA,

correlation and regression analysis.

Results indicated that there is a significant difference between respondents’ perceived
safety for different visual characteristics, even when the effect of non-visual factors
(concerns about dangers, together with personal characteristics and experiences) was
removed. Perceived safety for Refuge was lower than that for Prospect and Escape. The
results revealed that the perceived safety for Prospect, Refuge and Escape are predictors
of perceived safety for naturalistic landscapes. Significant relationship between
photographs and verbal statements of measures of perceived safety confirmed the
validity of the constructs.. Results also indicated violent crime and social incivilities
successfully predicted perceived safety. In terms of demographic variables only ethnicity

influenced the perceived safety of participants.
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This study showed that perceived safety is a complex issue involving several elements,
both physical and social. Therefore, physical and social measures should be combined in
strategies to improve safety. This information can be useful for landscape planners,
designers and authorities in the design and management of naturalistic landscapes in

urban parks that are perceived to be safe by users.
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Pengerusi: Prof. Mustafa Kamal Bin Mohd. Shariff, PhD

Fakulti: Rekabentuk dan Senibina

Kegiatan manusia, termasuklah proses urbanisasi, terus mengakibatkan kepupusan
spesis hidupan liar dan mengancam biodiversiti yang menjadi tempat bergantungnya
kehidupan. Keadaan ini telah mendorong arkitek-arkitek landskap untuk lebih bertumpu
kepada rekaan taman bandaran yang lebih naturalistik. Ini mungkin dapat meningkatkan
biodiversiti dengan menambahkan kepelbagaian flora dan fauna di kawasan bandar.
Akan tetapi, terdapat kajian yang menunjukkan bahawa masyarakat bandar mungkin
menganggap landskap naturalistik sebagai tidak selamat. Ini menjadi isu yang penting
kerana tanggapan masyarakat bandar mengenai keselamatan akan mempengaruhi
kesanggupan mereka menggunakan taman-taman tersebut. Kajian-kajian yang terdahulu
telah menunjukkan pengaruh ciri-ciri visual terhadap tanggapan mengenai keselamatan.

Walau bagaimanapun, kajian mengenai hubungkait antara ciri-ciri landskap visual dan
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tanggapan mengenai keselamatan landskap naturalistik di taman-taman bandaran serba
kekurangan. Kajian ini bertujuan untuk mengisi jurang-jurang yang ada melalui
pencapaian objektif-objektif berikut: 1) Untuk memeriksa tanggapan awam mengenai
keselamatan; 2) Untuk menentukan tanggapan mengenai keselamatan mengikut ciri-ciri
visual; 3) Untuk menentukan faktor-faktor yang mempengaruhi tanggapan mengenai

keselamatan.

Kajian ini melibatkan pemilihan dan ujian ke atas pemandangan naturalistik di taman
bandaran. Ciri-ciri visual yang diukur termasuklah Prospect, Refuge dan Escape
(masing-masing diukur dengan tiga penunjuk). Ciri-ciri visual juga digambarkan secara
lisan di dalam borang soal selidik. Kajian ini menggunakan borang soal-selidik
bergambar berdasarkan landskap naturalistik taman-taman bandaran di sekitar Lembah
Klang, Malaysia. Kajian ini melibatkan 360 pelajar pra-siswazah daripada Universiti
Putra Malaysia di Serdang, Selangor. Data yang dikutip dianalisa dengan menggunakan
statistik deskriptif dan statistik inferensi seperti Repeated Measure ANOVA, korelasi,

dan analisis regresi.

Dapatan kajian menunjukkan bahawa terdapat perbezaan yang signifikan dalam
tanggapan responden terhadap keselamatan untuk ciri-ciri visual yang berbeza,
walaupun kesan faktor-faktor bukan visual (kebimbangan mengenai bahaya, beserta ciri-
ciri dan pengalaman peribadi) dikeluarkan. Tanggapan mengenai keselamatan untuk
Refuge lebih rendah daripada Prospect dan Escape. Keputusan kajian menunjukkan

bahawa tanggapan mengenai keselamatan untuk Prospect, Refuge dan Escape
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merupakan faktor peramal untuk tanggapan mengenai keselamatan bagi landskap
naturalistik. Hubungkait yang signifikan antara gambar-gambar dan kenyataan lisan bagi
ukuran tanggapan mengenai keselamatan telah mengesahkan kesahihan konstrak.
Keputusan juga menunjukkan bahawa jenayah ganas dan ketidaksopanan sosial berjaya
meramalkan tanggapan mengenai keselamatan. Dari segi pembolehubah demografik
pula, hanya perbezaan etnik didapati mempengaruhi tanggapan mengenai keselamatan di

kalangan peserta kajian.

Kajian ini menunjukkan bahawa tanggapan mengenai keselamatan merupakan satu isu
yang kompleks dan melibatkan beberapa elemen, fizikal mahupun sosial. Oleh yang
demikian, ukuran fizikan dan sosial perlu digabungkan dalam strategi untuk
meningkatkan keselamatan. Maklumat ini dapat digunakan oleh perancang landskap,
perekabentuk dan pihak berkuasa dalam usaha untuk merekabentuk dan mengurus
landskap naturalistik di taman-taman bandaran yang dianggap sebagai selamat oleh para

pengguna.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

There is no doubt that the rich diverse forms of life on earth such as plants, animals,
microorganisms, their genes and the ecosystems they develop is of immense value. Such
biodiversity can have aesthetic, ethical, and direct or indirect economic values (Ehrlich
& Ehrlich, 1992) or, more simply, resource and non-resource values (World
Conservation Monitoring Centre, 1992). Nevertheless, human activities lead to the
global extinction of many species and threaten the biodiversity on which life depends
(Williams & Cary, 2002). Throughout the recent decades, the growth of human
population and urbanization has led to a huge environmental loss such as ecosystem
deterioration and reduction of green spaces (Gairola & Noresah, 2010) and more
importantly, the significant loss of habitats in the urban landscape (McKinney, 2002).
Urban green spaces have very significant conservation values because they are remnant
habitats of rare and endangered species with a high level of biological diversity (Gairola
& Noresah, 2010). It is generally recognized that the biological diversity of green spaces
in urban landscape is very crucial for the ecosystem which is consecutively important for

the wellbeing of humans and the environment (Gairola & Noresah, 2010).

As a result of this, issues related to the conservation of urban wildlife are becoming
increasingly important study objects (Vuorisalo, Lahtinen, & Laaksonen, 2001). Natural

and semi-natural landscapes such as parks, which are often also valuable wildlife



habitats, can form an important part of the landscape in towns and cities (Tregay &

Gustavsson, 1983).

The matters mentioned above are prompting landscape architects worldwide to put
forward plans for creating more ecologically friendly urban landscapes. The point is “to
preserve nature, keep disturbance to nature at a minimum and to restore, create or
emulate nature where it does not exist” (Jim & Chen, 2006, P. 346). In this style of
landscape design, artificial features tend to be limited. This approach is termed

naturalistic.

Despite the values and benefits of naturalistic landscapes documented by a number of
scholars, there are some negative aspects to them, which will be explained in the next

paragraphs.

1.2 Statement of problem

Although, naturalistic landscapes have great benefits and values for people (Berman,
Jonides, & Kaplan, 2008), but the perceived threats of naturalistic landscapes either
through humans, accidents, or the subconscious mind is far more than within the
traditional, formal, and well-maintained urban landscapes (Ozgiiner, Kendle, &
Bisgrove, 2007). Gobster and Westphal (2004) mention that one of the key elements in
designing urban environments is safety, although it does not always seem to be in

complete compatibility with the naturalness and beauty of urban green space. In a study



by Jorgensen, Hitchmough, and Dunnett (2007) naturalistic woodlands were considered
to be unsafe because of fears of assault, theft or harassment and threats from groups of
youngsters. This is confirmed by previous studies (Coles & Bussey, 2000; MacNaghten
& Urry, 2000). Forsyth (2003), Parsons (1995), and Ulrich (1986) have found that, as
the naturalistic dense vegetation increases, the sense of safety in urban areas decreases.
Similar to that, parks with dense, unmaintained vegetation become a big risk to people
(Schroeder, 1989). In confirmation of this, Anderson and Stokes (1989) found that, in a
small-scale urban context, well-maintained vegetation that clearly appears to have been
“designed” enhances the security and attractiveness of urban parking lots in the United

States.

Aside from that, some scholars have pointed out that the more cautioned people are
towards safety, the less they go to certain public parks (Molnar, Gortmaker, Bull, &
Buka, 2004; Jorgensen, Hitchmough, & Calvert, 2002; Jacobs, 1961). Those who intend
to offer ideas for new park planning, have tried to show the sites as 'natural’ in order to
increase the number of animals and plants in their parks, but this seems to have become
a big alarm and create higher levels of fear among those who use the parks, especially
females (Malek & Mariapan, 2009). Glass, More, and Zwick, (1994) stated that a user’s
perception of personal safety in urban recreational parks was more important than their
visual attractiveness. This is supported by Madge (1997) who concluded that fear is a
major issue structuring the use of public parks in Leicester. Scott and Jackson (1996)
found that a strategy of making parks safer was the most important change for increasing

park use. Additionally, Westover, Flickinger, & Chubb, (1980) reported that 30 percent



of Ohio state park visitors avoid Ohio’s urban parks because of concern for personal
safety and security. In the study of Mumcu, Diizenli, and Ozbilen, (2010), people
pointed out that they would prefer not to sit in places in urban open areas that have low
levels of safety. George (2003), in his study regarding tourists, found that feelings of
unsafely may cause tourists to keep away from particular destinations and participation
in certain activities at a destination. Fisher and Nasar (1992) noted that fewer people are

found in areas considered unsafe on college campuses.

The importance of park use cannot be ignored in urban contexts. Urban parks and green
spaces provide various physical, psychological, social, and environmental benefits that
improve the quality of life in the urban environment. Parks benefit people, physically, by
increasing opportunities for physical activities (Maas, Verheij, Spreeuwenberg, &
Groenewegen, 2008; Tzoulas et al., 2007; Giles-Corti et al., 2005; Gobster, 2002). Also
some studies (Chang, Hammitt, Chen, Machnik, & Su, 2008) show that viewing nature
improved people’s physiological responses such as blood volume pulse. The
psychological benefits of having parks is that they can cause stress reduction (Chiesura,
2004; Godbey, Roy, Payne, & Orsega-Smith ,1998), improvement in cognitive
functioning (Berman, Jonides, & Kaplan, 2008), improvement in people's moods
(Barton, & Pretty, 2010), create situations in which people can be able to relax more,
and finally they are great places for people who want to experience nature and escape
from the city (Berto, Massaccesi, & Pasini, 2008; Abkar, Kamal, Mariapan, Maulan, &
Sheybani, 2010; Karmanov & Hamel, 2008; Han, 2007; Chiesura, 2004). Social

benefits, furthermore, are defined by an increasing sense of community and belonging



(Glover, Shinew, & Parry, 2005; Shinew, Glover, & Parry, 2004; Kweon, Sullivan, &
Wiley, 1998), and opportunity for affiliation with others (Tinsley, Tinsley, & Croskeys,
2002). A significant relationship was found between the use of the parks and perceived
state of health: Study participants who often used local parks were more likely to report
good health than those who did not (Nor Akmar, Konijnendijk, Stigsdotter, & Nilson,

2012; Nielsen & Hansen, 2007).

A lack of sense of safety caused by naturalistic landscapes conclusively leads to a
decline in park use, which in turn contributes to the decline in urban residents’ sense of
peacefulness and involvement in outdoor physical activities. This may be a significant
negative factor that contributes to urban health problems, such as increase in cases of
obesity, hypertension, heart disease and depression. The World Health Organization's
1986 Ottawa Charter highlighted the importance of creating supportive environments

and building healthy public policy as two major goals for promoting health.

A number of scholars argue that actual and perceived safety is influenced by design.
“Crime prevention through environmental design” theories (so-called CPTED), such as
“defensible space theory”, are based on this assumption. Many scholars have also
explored the role of design in perceived safety. Yucel (2008) indicated that park design
is an effective factor in safety perception. Luymes and Tamminga (1995) stated that the
environment of a park will have the biggest impact on people who are very sensitive
towards safety issues. Chapin’s study in Central Park, New York, indicated that park
design besides citizen involvement, programming and maintenance, and enforcement
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makes public parks safer (Chapin, 1991). Egan (1991) found that the potential park
users' behavioral responses are affected by their impressions of the physical design of a
park. Roman and Farrell (2002) contended that parks with poor designs can lead to
major social costs (crime), which result not from the producers of the designs, but from
people in the community. Elsewhere, the possibility of reducing visitors’ fear through

design is discussed (Jorgensen, 2004; Jorgensen et al., 2002; Sangster, 1995).

Many studies examine the role of visual characteristics in perceived safety. Some of
these are in the context of urban parks. Currently there is only one study that addresses
the issue of perceived safety in naturalistic landscapes in urban parks (Jorgerson et al.,
2002) by focusing on visual characteristics: spatial arrangement (full enclosure, partial
enclosure, no enclosure) and edge treatment (no understory, no understory with flowers,
dense understory with flowers, dense understory and native woodland edge). The results
of this study suggest that we can make more naturalistic parks, parks in which we can

have more vegetation, while maintaining them safe.

However, there are many other visual characteristics (including Prospect, Refuge, and
Escape) that are not examined in the above-mentioned research. In addition, despite
there being a huge number of studies regarding Prospect and Refuge, It is not clear how
their indicators affect perceived safety. This presents a knowledge gap that needs to be
closed by new research. Therefore, the point of departure for this study was a systematic
study regarding the relationship between the mentioned visual characteristics (and their
indicators) and perceived safety in naturalistic landscapes in urban parks.
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The following research questions will be addressed in this study.

Main research question

How do visual characteristics of naturalistic landscapes in urban parks contribute to

perceived safety?
Sub-research questions

Sub RQ 1: What is the people’s perception of safety for naturalistic landscapes in urban

parks?

Sub RQ 2: What is the people’s perception of safety according to the visual

characteristics in naturalistic landscapes in urban parks?

Sub RQ 3: What are the factors that affect the perceived safety of naturalistic

landscapes in urban parks?

1.3 Goal and objectives

The goal of this study was to determine the influence of visual characteristics on

perceived safety of naturalistic landscapes in urban parks. The objectives are:

1: To examine the people’s perceived safety of naturalistic landscapes in urban parks.

2: To determine the people’s perceived safety according to visual characteristics in

naturalistic landscapes in urban parks. This objective will be addressed by two sub-
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objectives: a) to determine whether, people’s perceived safety varies according to visual
characteristics; b) to determine whether differences (if there are any), once the effect of

non-visual factors is removed, are still significant.

3: To determine the factors that influence perceived safety of naturalistic landscapes in
urban parks. This objective has three sub-objectives: a) to determine the relationship
between perceived safety of naturalistic landscapes in urban parks and perceived safety
according to visual characteristics; b) to determine the relationship between perceived
safety of naturalistic landscapes in urban parks and concerns regarding dangers; c) to
determine whether personal characteristics and experiences cause difference on the

perceived safety of naturalistic landscapes in urban parks.

1.4 Study hypothesis

In line with the first objective and with reference to the work of Loewen, Steel, and

Suedfeld (1993) and Fisher and Nasar (1992), this study hypothesized that:

H1: There are significant differences among scores for perceived safety according to

visual characteristics.

The differences among safety scores according to visual characteristics suggest two
possibilities: a) The visual characteristics create these differences; or b) The differences

are created by non-visual factors. However there is no existing study that tests these
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possibilities, since previous studies ignore the effect of non-visual factors. Thus, with

regard to these differences, the present study hypothesized that:

H2: Differences among scores for perceived safety according to visual characteristics
are not influenced by non-visual factors and, when the effects of non-visual factors are

removed, the differences are still significant.

Appleton (1975) states that through evolution, humans prefer a setting in which they can
see a broad vista (Prospect) without being seen (Refuge). People want these preferences
to increase their chance of life by being able to have a safe observation point and the
potential to react well against their enemies. If a person were to be attacked by an
offender, what could he or she do? If people feel unable to defend themselves, they will
try to escape. In this case, it is of the utmost importance that no surroundings obstruct
their escape (Appleton, 1975). Based on this theory the following hypotheses were put

forward for testing:

H3: There is a significant relationship between perceived safety of naturalistic

landscapes in urban parks and perceived safety according to visual characteristics.

H4: There is a significant relationship between perceived safety of naturalistic

landscapes in urban parks and concerns regarding dangers.



The fourth hypothesis is not a direct result from the Prospect—Refuge Theory; However
If we want to elaborate that theory psychologically, we could say that one's perception of
safety would be related to his or her self-perception of defenselessness to attack, or self-
assurance in the aptitude to deter or escape it. Reasonably, those who are more
concerned about their safety (against different types of dangers) have more fears of

vulnerability to attack. Which in turn cause less safety perception.

A number of scholars found that demographic factors including gender (eg. warr, 1990;
Box, Hale, & Andrews, 1988; Skogan & Maxfield, 1980), and ethnicity (eg. Perkins
&Taylor, 1996) as well as familiarity (eg. Bannister & Fyfe, 2001) and previous
victimization experience (eg. George, 2003) are influential in perceived safety. With

reference to the mentioned studies this study hypothesized that:

H5: Personal characteristics and experiences cause difference on perceived safety of

naturalistic landscapes in urban parks.

1.5 Study assumptions and limitations

A. The context of this study is naturalistic landscapes in urban parks. As the focus is
only on naturalistic landscapes rather than the whole park, characteristics of parks (such
as park size, location, number of activities organized and staff) that have been associated

with perceived safety in previous research, are not considered in this study.
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B. Previous studies demonstrate that there are different types of naturalistic landscape.
However, because the issue of safety in terms of visual characteristics by focusing on
naturalistic landscapes is not well addressed, this study is interested only in naturalistic
landscapes in urban parks in general. Therefore it is not concerned about types of

naturalistic landscapes.

C. Since light availability affects perceptions of visual characteristics, to exclude this

effect the focus of this study is limited to the daytime.

1.6 Justification for this study

The present research attempts to explore the relationship between perceived safety and
visual characteristics in two ways. The first is to test whether safety perceptions (for
naturalistic landscapes in urban parks) vary according to visual characteristics. The
second involves testing whether perceived safety according to visual characteristics
affects perceived safety of naturalistic landscapes in urban parks. This framework can be
expanded and applied in different contexts by science researchers. Herzog and Miller
(1998) mentioned that the context includes both physical and non-physical factors.
Physical factors include the type of setting as well as informational and perception-based
predictors. Non-physical factors include knowledge, culture, ethnic status, expertise and
personality. In terms of practice, it should be pointed out that those involved in
landscape management have traditionally focused more on issues regarding the beauty

of the landscape rather than safety (Schroeder & Anderson, 1984). The findings of this
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study will inform landscape managers, planners, designers and authorities of people’s
wishes and provide them with some guidelines from design to management level in
regards to safety perceptions. This in turn will help strike a balance between what is
beneficial for people and what the public expect from the landscapes. In order for urban
greening plans to get far, it is necessary to consider public attitudes and people's support
(Gobster & Hull, 2000). Finally, this research can contribute to public health by

increasing park usage and encouraging outdoor physical activities.

1.7 Definition of terminologies

a. Design style “reflects how key objectives such as vegetation type, abundance,
dimension, shape, color, density, configuration, location, seasonality and management

define social and private spaces” (Jim & Chen, 2006, p. 345).

b. Danger versus fear: Danger carries a stronger implication of cognitive appraisal, fear

or emotional reaction. Danger can be attractive (Herzog & Kutzli, 2002)

e Physical danger: a danger stemming from the physical structure of the

environment (Herzog and Smith, 1988)

e Social danger: a danger stemming from a social source (Herzog and Smith,

1988)

c. Fear is defined as the feeling of distress, alarm or worry caused by perceived

impending danger and/or harassment (Madge, 1997).
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d. Formal landscape is “a more formal-looking landscape marked by: artificial features
or geometric or uniform patterns; a neat and tidy appearance or intensive maintenance;

and obvious human control in its design and management” (Ozgiiner et al., 2007, p. 37).

e. Naturalistic landscape is “a more natural looking landscape marked by: species
diversity, structural complexity of plant communities or absence of uniformity;
maximized use of natural elements and usually, but not always, native plants and animal
species; minimized use of artificial elements and overt human control in the design and
management; and maximized use of natural or spontaneous processes and ecological

principles in the design and management” (Ozguner et al., 2007, p. 37).

f. Perceived personal danger can refer to a general fear of becoming a victim (Blébaum

& Hunecke, 2005)

g. Safety ” is the condition of being safe from risk or danger: the quality or state of not
presenting or involving risk or danger” (Van den berg, 2006, P. 7). In the present study,

by “safety”’, we mean both personal safety and physical safety.

e Physical safety: refers to being safe from physical danger (Gobster and
Westphal, 2004)
e Personal safety: refers to being safe from social danger (Gobster and Westphal,

2004)
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h. Security is the quest for a situation or moment in which something undesirable does

not exist or does not occur (Crawford, 2002).

I. Security versus safety:” the notion of security is broader than safety. Safety concerns
physical protection in particular (for example, against robberies, violence and traffic
accidents). Security also concerns more intangible threats, such as terrorist attacks,

natural disasters and war” (Van den berg, 2006, P. 7).

J. Visual characteristics include Prospect, Refuge and Escape, which are defined as

follows.

i. Escape: “Either an exit route from a potential threat, or a connection to

others who could respond in case of an attack” (Fisher & Nasar, 1992, P. 40)

ii. Prospect: “An unimpeded opportunity to see” (Appleton, 1975, P. 73)

iii. Refuge: “An opportunity to hide” (Appleton, 1975, P. 73).

k. Visual characteristics indicators include Panorama, Vista, Secondary Prospect,
Primary Refuge (Concealment), Secondary Refuge, Shadow, Multiple Pathways,

Movement Ease and Proximity to Occupied Buildings, which are defined as follows:
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Vi.

Vil.

Movement Ease: Refers to the ease of moving through a setting (Herzog &

Kropscott, 2004).

Multiple Pathways: Refers to providing the opportunity for unpredictable or

changeable routes for escape.

Panorama: Refers to “a wide view from a good vantage-point” (Appleton,

1975, P. 85)

Primary Refuge (Concealment): Refers to “the view from within a hiding

place” (Herzog & Kutzli, 2002, P. 821; Woodcock, 1982).

Proximity to Occupied Buildings: Refers to being close to buildings or

structures where people who may help are available.

Secondary Prospect: Refers to a view from hill or other vantage point from

which one might expect to have a good view (Woodcock, 1982).

Secondary Refuge: Refers to “the view of a hiding place from a vantage point

outside it” (Herzog & Kutzli, 2002, P. 821; Woodcock, 1982).
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viii.  Shadow: Dominant shadows in the setting (Herzog & Flynn-Smith, 2001)

IX. Vista: Refers to “a view which is restricted by conspicuous boundary

margins” (Appleton, 1975, P. 85)

1.8 Organization of thesis

This thesis is organized as follows to facilitate reading and discussion:

Chapter 1 of this thesis introduces the study background, issues, gaps and needs which
motivated the researcher to conduct this study. It also explains who and how they will
benefit from this study, as well as the research goal and objectives. Finally, selected

terminologies pertinent to this study are defined.

Chapter 2 discusses a review of the literature regarding perceived safety (with an

emphasis on the role of visual characteristics), naturalistic landscapes and urban parks.

Chapter 3 explains the methodology adopted for this study. It includes the research
design, sampling design, sample size, the development of the data collection instrument,

and data analysis.

16



Chapter 4 describes the results of the data analyses, which includes descriptive and

inferential data analyses. It then discusses the findings.

Chapter 5 consists of the summary of findings, the conclusion in light of the study goal

and objectives, and finally, recommendations for future studies.

17



REFERENCES

Aalbers, M. B., & Rancati, S. (2008). Feeling insecure in large housing estates: Tackling
Unsicherheit in the risk society. Urban Studies, 45(13), 2735-2757.

Abkar, M., Kamal, M., Mariapan, M., Maulan, S., & Sheybani, M. (2010). The role of
urban green spaces in mood change. Australian Journal of Basic and Applied
Sciences, 4(10), 5352-5361.

Agnew, R. S. (1985). Neutralizing the impact of crime. Criminal Justice and Behavior,
12(2), 221-239.

Ahmad, Z., Ahmad, N., & Abdullah, H. (2009). Urbanism, Space and Human
Psychology: Value Change and Urbanization in Malaysia. European Journal of
Social Sciences, 11(3), 464-470.

Akbar, K.F., Hale, W.H.G., & Headley, A.D. (2003). Assessment of scenic beauty of the
roadside vegetation in northern England. Landscape Urban Plan. 63, 139-144.

Alexander, C. L. (2008). Safety, fear and belonging: The everyday realities of civic
identity formation in Fenham, Newcastle upon Tyne. ACME: An International E-
Journal for Critical Geographies, 7(2), 173-198.

Altman, 1., & Zube, E. H. (1989). Public places and spaces: Plenum Press New York.

Aminzadeh, B., & Afshar, D. (2004). Urban parks and addiction. Journal of Urban
Design, 9(1), 73-87.

Anderson, L., & Stokes, G. (1989). Planting in parking lots to improve perceived
attractiveness and security. Journal of arboriculture., 15(1), 7.

Andrews, M., & Gatersleben, B. (2010). Variations in perceptions of danger, fear and
preference in a simulated natural environment. Journal of Environmental
Psychology, 30(4), 473-481.

Angel, S. (1968). Discouraging crime through city planning: Center for Planning and
Development Research, Institute of Urban and Regional Development,
University of California.

Appleton, J. (1975). The Experience of Landscape: New York: John Wiley and Sons.
Appleton, J. (1984). Prospects and refuges re-visited. Landscape Journal, 3(2), 91-103.

Arab-Moghaddam, N., Henderson, K. A., & Sheikholeslami, R. (2007). Women's leisure
and constraints to participation: Iranian perspectives. Journal of leisure research,
39(1), 1009.

191



Armstrong, T., & Katz, C. (2010). Further evidence on the discriminant validity of
perceptual incivilities measures. Justice Quarterly, 27(2), 280-304.

Aronson, E., Ellsworth, P., Carlsmith, JM., & Gonzales, MH (1995) Methods of
research in social psychology, 2nd edition. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Baker, R. K., Lange, D. L., & Ball-Rokeach, S. (1983). Mass media and violence (Vol.
2): Chelsea House.

Bannister, J., & Fyfe, N. (2001). Introduction: fear and the city. Urban Studies, 38(5-6),
807-813.

Barton, J., & Pretty, J. (2010). What is the best dose of nature and green exercise for
improving mental health? A multi-study analysis. Environmental science &
technology, 44(10), 3947-3955.

Bedimo-Rung, A. L., Mowen, A. J., & Cohen, D. A. (2005). The significance of parks to
physical activity and public health: a conceptual model. American journal of
preventive medicine, 28(2), 159-168.

Berman, M. G., Jonides, J., & Kaplan, S. (2008). The cognitive benefits of interacting
with nature. Psychological Science, 19(12), 1207-1212.

Berto, R., Massaccesi, S., & Pasini, M. (2008). Do eye movements measured across high
and low fascination photographs differ? Addressing Kaplan's fascination
hypothesis. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 28(2), 185-191.

Bird, E. B. (2012). Exploring community perceptions of pacific spirit regional park: the
question of safety. Unpublished dissertation. University of British Columbia,
Canada.

Bird, C. E., & Fremont, A. M. (1991). Gender, time use, and health. Journal of Health
and social Behavior, 114-129.

Bixler, R. D., & Floyd, M. F. (1997). Nature is scary, disgusting, and uncomfortable.
Environment and behavior, 29(4), 443-467.

Blobaum, A and Hunecke, M. (2005). Perceived Danger in Urban Public Space: The
Impacts of Physical Features and Personal Factors. Environment and Behavior;
37; 465- 486.

Bottoms, A. E., & Wiles, P. (1997). Environmental criminology: The Oxford handbook
of criminology.

Box, S., Hale, C., & Andrews, G. (1988). Explaining fear of crime. British Journal of
Criminology, 28(3), 340-356.

192



Bradshaw, A., & Handley, J. (1982). An ecological approach to landscape design:
principles and problems. Landscape Design, 138, 30-34.

Branas, C. C., Cheney, R. A., MacDonald, J. M., Tam, V. W., Jackson, T. D., & Ten
Have, T. R. (2011). A difference-in-differences analysis of health, safety, and
greening vacant urban space. American Journal of Epidemiology, 174(11), 1296-
1306.

Brooker, R., & Corder, M. (1986). Environmental economy: E. & FN Spon.

Brown, B. B., Werner, C. M., Amburgey, J. W., & Szalay, C. (2007). Walkable route
perceptions and physical features: Converging evidence for en route walking
experiences. Environment and Behavior, 39, 34-61.

Brownlow, A. (2005). A geography of men’s fear. Geoforum, 36(5), 581-592.

Brownlow, A. (2006). Inherited fragmentations and narratives of environmental control
in entrepreneurial Philadelphia. In Heynen, N. C., Kaika, M., & Swyngedouw, E.
(Ed). In the nature of cities: urban political ecology and the politics of urban
metabolism (Vol. 3): (PP 208-225). Taylor & Francis US.

Brownmiller, S. (1975). Against our will: Women, men and rape. London: Martin,
Secker and Warburg.

Brownson, R. C., Baker, E. A., Housemann, R. A., Brennan, L. K., & Bacak, S. J.
(2001). Environmental and policy determinants of physical activity in the United
States. Journal Information, 91(12).

Brunson, L., Kuo, F. E., & Sullivan, W. C. (2001). Resident Appropriation of Defensible
Space in Public Housing Implications for Safety and Community. Environment
and behavior, 33(5), 626-652.

Buchecker, M., Hunziker, M., & Kienast, F. (2003). Participatory landscape
development: overcoming social barriers to public involvement. Landscape and
Urban Planning, 64(1), 29-46.

Buijs, A. E., Elands, B. H. M. & Langers, F. (2009) No wilderness for immigrants:
cultural differences in images of nature and landscape preferences, Landscape
and Urban Planning, 91, 113-123.

Burgess, J. (1996). Focusing on fear: the use of focus groups in a project for the
Community Forest Unit, Countryside Commission. Area, 130-135.

Burgess, J., Harrison, C. M., & Limb, M. (1988). People, parks and the urban green: a

study of popular meanings and values for open spaces in the city. Urban Studies,
25(6), 455-473.

193



Burns, R. C., & Graefe, A. R. (2007). Constraints to outdoor recreation: Exploring the
effects of disabilities on perceptions and participation. Journal of leisure
research, 39(1), 156.

Byrne, J. (2012).When green is White: The cultural politics of race, nature and social
exclusion in a Los Angeles urban national park. Geoforum. 43: 595-611

Carr, S., Francis, M., Rivlin, L. & Stone, A. (1992). Public Space. Environment and
Behavior Series. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Chang, C. Y., Hammitt, W. E., Chen, P. K., Machnik, L., & Su, W. C. (2008).
Psychophysiological responses and restorative values of natural environments in
Taiwan. Landscape and Urban Planning, 85(2), 79-84.

Chapin, D. (1991). Making green places safer places: experiences in New York City.
Landscape Architecture Review, 12(3), 16-18.

Chiesura, A. (2004). The role of urban parks for the sustainable city. Landscape and
Urban Planning, 68(1), 129-138.

Cinar, E. A. & Cubukcu, E. (2013). Micro Scale Environmental Characteristics and Fear
of Crime. Asian journal of environment-behavior studies, 4 (11), 75-84.

Clements J. Revealed: the carbon footprint of a murder. http://blogs.mirror.co.uk/anything-
you say/2009/02/revealed-the-carbon footprint.htmI2009 Website visited 2nd
October, 2009

Cohen, D.A., Mars, T., Williamson, S., Derose, K.P., Martine, H., Setodji, C., &
McKenzie, T.L. (2010). Parks and physical activity: Why are some parks used
more than others?. Preventive Medicine , 50 , S9-S12.

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological bulletin, 112(1), 155.

Cole, L., (1983). Urban nature conservation. In: Warren, A., Goldsmith, F.B. (Eds.),
Conservation in Perspective. John Wiley and Sons, Chichester.

Coles, R., & Bussey, S. (2000). Urban forest landscapes in the UK- progressing the
social agenda. Landscape and Urban Planning, 52(2), 181-188.

Cozens, P., Hillier, D., & Prescott, G. (2001a). Crime and the design of residential
property-exploring the theoretical background-Part 1. Property Management,
19(2), 136-164.

Cozens, P., Hillier, D., & Prescott, G. (2001b). Defensible space: burglars and police
evaluate urban residential design. Security Journal, 14(4), 43-62.

194


http://blogs.mirror.co.uk/anything-you%20say/2009/02/revealed-the-carbon%20footprint.html2009
http://blogs.mirror.co.uk/anything-you%20say/2009/02/revealed-the-carbon%20footprint.html2009

Cozens, P., Neale, R., Whitaker, J., & Hillier, D. (2003). Managing crime and the fear of
crime at railway stations: a case study in South Wales (UK). International
Journal of Transport Management, 1(3), 121-132.

Cozens, P. M. (2000). Investigating defensible space and the criminogenic capacity of
characteristic British housing designs. University of Glamorgan.

Crawford, A. (2002). Crime and Insecurity: The Governance of safety in Europe.
Cullompton: Willan.

Crowe, T. D. (2000). Crime prevention through environmental design: Applications of
architectural design and space management concepts: Butterworth-Heinemann.

Cresswell, J. W. (2003). Research design. Qualitative and Quantitative approaches.
Thousand oaks, California, Sage publications.

Crompton, J. L. (2004). Temporal changes in perceived constraints to visiting state
parks. Journal of leisure research, 36(2), 160-182.

Dahmann, N., Wolch, J., Joassart-Marcelli, P., Reynolds, K., & Jerrett, M. (2010). The
active city? Disparities in provision of urban public recreation resources. Health
& Place, 16(3), 431-445.

Dallago, L., Perkins, D. D., Santinello, M., Boyce, W., Molcho, M., & Morgan, A.
(2009). Adolescent place attachment, social capital, and perceived safety: a
comparison of 13 countries. American journal of community psychology, 44(1-
2), 148-160.

Daniel, T.C., Boster, R.S. (1976). Measuring landscape aesthetics: the scenic beauty
estimation method. USDA forest service research paper RM-167. Rocky
Mountain Forest and Range Exp. Stn. Fort Collins, CO, pp. 67

Davidson, R N. (1981). Crime and Environment. St. Martin’s Press, New York.

Dosen, A. S., & Ostwald, M. J. (2013). Methodological characteristics of research
testing prospect- refuge theory: a comparative analysis. Architectural Science
Review (ahead-of-print), 1-10.

Dubow, F., McCabe, E., & Kaplan, C. Reactions to Crime: A Critical Review of the
Literature. Washington: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1979.

Dunnett, N., & Stokes, A. (1998). Dynamic Meadows: new uses for annuals-dramatic
and romantic effects far removed from the Victorian bedding tradition.
Landscape Design, 271, 11-15.

195



Dunnett, N., Swanwick, C., & Woolley, H. (2002). Improving urban parks, play areas
and green spaces: Department for Transport, Local Government and the
Regions.

Dunnet, N., Hitchmough, J.D. (2004). The Dynamic Landscape, Design, Ecology and
Management of Naturalistic Urban Planting. Spon Press, London.

Dunnet, N., & Hitchmough, J. (1996). Excitement and energy. Landscape Design, 251,
43-46.

Dunnett, N., & Clayden, A. (2007). Rain gardens: Managing water sustainably in the
garden and designed landscape: Timber Pr.

Edwards, D., Jay, M., Jensen, F. S., Lucas, B., Marzano, M., Montangé, C., Peace, A.,
Weiss, G. (2012). Public preferences for structural attributes of forests: Towards
a pan-European perspective. Forest Policy and Economics, 19, 12-19.

Egan, J. (1991). Breaking through the myth of public safety. Landscape Architecture
Review, 12(3), 7-9.

Ehrlich, P. R., & Ehrlich, A. H. (1992). The value of biodiversity. Ambio. Stockholm,
21(3), 219-226.

Eplan, L.S. (1988). Planning Urban Park System: The Charleston Experience. In Stein J.
M. (Ed.), Public Infrastructure Planning and Management (pp. 131-148).
Newbury Parks: Sage Publications

Evenson, K. R., Block, R., Roux, A. V. D., McGinn, A. P., Wen, F., & Rodriguez, D. A.
(2012). Associations of adult physical activity with perceived safety and police-
recorded crime: the Multi-ethnic Study of Atherosclerosis. International journal
of behavioral nutrition and physical activity, 9(1), 146.

Fesenmaier, D.R., & Lieber, S.R., (1985). Spatial structure and behavior response in
outdoor recreation participation. Geografiska Annaler B 67 (2), 131-138.

Fisher, B. S., & May, D. (2009). College Students' Crime-Related Fears on Campus Are
Fear-Provoking Cues Gendered? Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice,
25(3), 300-321.

Fisher, B. S., & Nasar, J. L. (1992). Fear of crime in relation to three exterior site
features prospect, refuge, and escape. Environment and behavior, 24(1), 35-65.

Fisher, B., & Nasar, J. (1991). Prospect and refuge: fear of crime and the building design
characteristics. Paper delivered at the joint ASCP and ASEOP international
conference, Oxford England, July 11, 1991.

196



Fjortoft, I., & Sageie, J. (2000). The natural environment as a playground for children:
Landscape description and analyses of a natural playscape. Landscape and
Urban Planning, 48(1), 83-97.

Fletcher, J. (1983). Assessing the impact of actual and perceived safety and security
problems on park use and enjoyment. Journal of park and recreation
administration, 1(2).

Floyd, M. F., & Gramann, J. H. (1993). Effects of acculturation and structural
assimilation in resource-based recreation: The case of Mexican Americans.
Journal of leisure research.

Floyd, M.F. (2001). Managing parks in a multicultural society: searching for common
ground. Managing Recreation Use 18, 41-51.

Forsyth, A. (2003). People and urban green areas: perception and use. University of
Minnesota, Design Center for American Urban Landscapes.

Foster, S., & Giles-Corti, B. (2008). The built environment, neighborhood crime and
constrained physical activity: an exploration of inconsistent findings. Preventive
medicine, 47(3), 241-251.

Fraser, E. D. G. & Kenney, W. A. (2000) Cultural background and landscape history as
factors affecting perceptions of the urban forest, Journal of Arboriculture, 26, pp.
106-112.

Gatersleben, B., & Andrews, M. (2013). When walking in nature is not restorative: The
role of prospect and refuge. Health & Place, 20, 91-101.

Gairola, S., & Noresah, M. (2010). Emerging trend of urban green space research and
the implications for safeguarding biodiversity: a viewpoint. Nature and science,
8(7), 43-49.

Garofalo, J. (1981). NCCD Research Review: Crime and the Mass Media: a Selective
Review of Research. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 18(2), 319-
350.

Garcia-Ramon, M. D., Ortiz, A., & Prats, M. (2004). Urban planning, gender and the use
of public space in a peripherical neighbourhood of Barcelona. Cities, 21, 215-223.

Gearin, E., & Kahle, C. (2006). Teen and adult perceptions of urban green space in Los
Angeles. Children, Youth and Environments, 16(1), 25-48.

George, R. (2003). Tourist's perceptions of safety and security while visiting Cape
Town. Tourism Management, 24(5), 575-585.

197



Georges-Abeyie, D. E., & Harries, K. D. (1980). Crime: A spatial perspective:
Columbia University Press New York.

Gifford, R., Hine, D. W., Muller-Clemm, W., D’Arcy, J. R., & Shaw, K. T. (2000).
Decoding Modern Architecture A Lens Model Approach for Understanding the
Aesthetic Differences of Architects and Laypersons. Environment and behavior,
32(2), 163-187.

Giles-Corti, B., Broomhall, M. H., Knuiman, M., Collins, C., Douglas, K., Ng, K., et al.
(2005). Increasing walking: how important is distance to, attractiveness, and size
of public open space? American journal of preventive medicine, 28(2 S 2), 169-
176.

Glass. R.J, More. T.A, Zwick. R. (1994). Human relationship with wildlife in Vermont,
In Proceeding of the 1994 northeastern Recreation Research Symposium,
Saratoga Springs. GTR: NE-198. Northeastern Experiment Station, New York,
PP: 47-50.

Glasson, J., & Cozens, P. (2011). Making communities safer from crime: An
undervalued element in impact assessment. Environmental Impact Assessment
Review, 31(1), 25-35.

Glover, T. D., Shinew, K. J., & Parry, D. C. (2005). Association, sociability and civic
culture: The democratic effect of community gardening. Leisure Sciences, 27,
75-92.

Gobster, P. H. (1994). The Urban Savanna Reuniting Ecological Preference and
Function. Ecological Restoration, 12(1), 64-71.

Gobster, P. H. (1998). Urban parks as green walls or green magnets? Interracial relations
in neighborhood boundary parks. Landscape and Urban Planning, 41(1), 43-55.

Gobster, P. (2002). Managing urban parks for a racially and ethnically diverse clientele.
Leisure Sciences, 24, 143-159.

Gobster, P. H., & Hull, R. B. (2000). Restoring nature: perspectives from the social
sciences and humanities: Island Press.

Gobster, P. H., & Westphal, L. M. (2004). The human dimensions of urban greenways:
planning for recreation and related experiences. Landscape and Urban Planning,
68(2), 147-165.

Godbey, G., Roy, M., Payne, L., & Orsega-Smith, E. (1998). The relation between
health and use of local parks. National Recreation Foundation.

Godbay, G.(1980). The relationship of crime and fear of crime among the elderly to use

of public recreation and urban parks. Washington, D.C.; American Association
of Retired Persons.

198



Goffman, E. (1971). Relations in public. microstructure of the public order: Harper &
Row, New York, USA.

Gold, S. M. (1986). User characteristics and response to vegetation in neighbourhood
parks. Arboricultural journal, 10(4), 275-287.

Golicnik, B., & Ward Thompson, C. (2010). Emerging relationships between design and
use of urban park spaces. Landscape and Urban Planning, 94(1), 38-53.

Groat, L., & Wang, D. (2002). Architectural research methods: Wiley.

Groff, E., & McCord, E. S. (2011). The role of neighborhood parks as crime generators.
Security Journal, 25(1), 1-24.

Grow, H., Saelens, B., Kerr, J., Durant, N., Norman, G., & Sallis, J. (2008). Where are
youth active? Roles of proximity, active transport, and built environment.
Medicine+ Science in Sports+ Exercise, 40(12), 2071.

Haans, A., & de Kort, Y. A. W. (2012). Light distribution in dynamic street lighting:
Two experimental studies on its effects on perceived safety, prospect,
concealment, and escape. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 32, 342-352.

Han, K. T. (2007). Responses to six major terrestrial biomes in terms of scenic beauty,
preference, and restorativeness. Environment and behavior, 39(4), 529-556.

Hanus-Fajerska, E., Karczewska, I., & Ciarkowska, K. (2010). Naturalistic garden as
recommended solution for conservation of local biodiversity in degraded areas.
Folia Hort, 22(2), 75-80.

Hands, D. E., & Brown, R. D. (2002). Enhancing visual preference of ecological
rehabilitation sites. Landscape and Urban Planning, 58(1), 57-70.

Hanink, D., & White, K. (1999). Distance effects in the demand for wildland
recreational services: the case of national parks in the United States.
Environment and planning A, 31, 477-492.

Harries, K. D. (1974). The geography of crime and justice: McGraw-Hill Book
Company.

Hassinger, J. (1985). Fear of crime in public environments. Journal of Architectural and
Planning Research, 2, 289-300.

Hayward, J. (1989). Urban parks: Research, planning, and social change. Public Spaces
and Places, 193-216.

Helfand, G. E., Sik Park, J., Nassauer, J. I., & Kosek, S. (2006). The economics of

native plants in residential landscape designs. Landscape and Urban Planning,
78(3), 229-240.

199



Henderson, K. A., & Bialeschki, M. D. (2005). Leisure and active lifestyles: Research
reflections. Leisure Sciences, 27(5), 355-365.

Henderson, S. P. B., Perkins, N. H., & Nelischer, M. (1998). Residential lawn
alternatives: a study of their distribution, form and structure. Landscape and
Urban Planning, 42(2), 135-145.

Henshel, R. L. (1980). The purposes of laboratory experimentation and the virtues of
deliberate artificiality. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 16(5), 466-
478.

Herzog, T. R., & Chernick, K. K. (2000). Tranquility and danger in urban and natural
settings. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 20(1), 29-39.

Herzog, T. R., & Flynn-Smith, J. A. (2001). Preference and perceived danger as a
function of the perceived curvature, length, and width of urban alleys.
Environment and behavior, 33(5), 653-666.

Herzog, T. R, & Smith, G. A. (1988). Danger, mystery, and environmental preference.
Environment and behavior, 20(3), 320-344.

Herzog, T. R., Kaplan, S., & Kaplan, R. (1976). The prediction of preference for
familiar urban places. Environment and behavior, 8(4), 627-645.

Herzog, T. R.,, & Kirk, K. M. (2005). Pathway curvature and border visibility as
predictors of preference and danger in forest settings. Environment and behavior,
37(5), 620-639.

Herzog, T. R., & Kropscott, L. S. (2004). Legibility, mystery, and visual access as
predictors of preference and perceived danger in forest settings without
pathways. Environment and behavior, 36(5), 659-677.

Herzog, T. R., & Kutzli, G. E. (2002). Preference and perceived danger in field/forest
settings. Environment and behavior, 34(6), 819-835.

Herzog, T. R., & Miller, E. J. (1998). The role of mystery in perceived danger and
environmental preference. Environment and behavior, 30(4), 429-449.

Hindley, J. (2007). A Park for the 21st Century: Observations on the Transformation of
Mile End Park. Capitalism nature socialism, 18(4), 104-124.

Hitchmough, J. (2000). Establishment of cultivated herbaceous perennials in purpose-
sown native wildflower meadows in south-west Scotland. Landscape and Urban
Planning, 51(1), 37-51.

Hitchmough, J., de la Fleur, M., & Findlay, C. (2004). Establishing North American

prairie vegetation in urban parks in northern England: Part 1. Effect of sowing
season, sowing rate and soil type. Landscape and Urban Planning, 66(2), 75-90.

200



Hitchmough, J., & Dunnett, N. (1997). New public planting. Landscape Design, 264,
49-52.

Hitchmough, J., & Dunnett, N. (2004). Introduction to naturalistic planting in urban
landscapes. The Dynamic Landscape, 1-22.

Hitchmough, J., & Woudstra, J. (1999). The ecology of exotic herbaceous perennials
grown in managed, native grassy vegetation in urban landscapes. Landscape and
Urban Planning, 45(2), 107-121.

Ho, C., Sasidharan, V., ElImendorf, W., Willits, F. K., Graefe, A., & Godbey, G. (2005).
Gender and ethnic variations in urban park preferences, visitation, and perceived
benefits. Journal of leisure research, 37(3), 281-306.

Hollick, T. (1982). Community environment in Leeds. Landscape Design, 138, 15-17.

Hope, T., & Hough, M. (1988). Area, crime and incivility: a profile from the British
Crime Survey. Communities and crime reduction, 30-47.

Department of statistics Malaysia. (2013).
http://www.statistics.gov.my/portal/index.php?option=com_content&view=articl
e&id=1465 ang=en

Hull, R.B., & Revel, G. R. (1989). Issues in sampling landscapes for visual quality
assessments. Landscape and urban planning (17), 323-330.

Hultsman, W. (1995). Recognizing patterns of leisure constraints: an extension of the
exploration of dimensionality. Journal of leisure research, 27(3), 228-244.

Hung, K., & Crompton, J. L. (2006). Benefits and constraints associated with the use of
an urban park reported by a sample of elderly in Hong Kong. Leisure studies,
25(3), 291-311.

Jackson, E. L. (1993). Recognizing patterns of leisure constraints: Results from
alternative analyses. Journal of leisure research, 25, 129-129.

Jackson, E. L., & Witt, P. A. (1994). Change and stability in leisure constraints: a
comparison of two surveys conducted four years apart. Journal of leisure
research, 26(4), 322-336.

Jacobs. J. (1961). The uses of neighborhood parks. In J, Jacobs. The death and life of
great American cities (pp. 116-145). New York: Modern Library.

Jankovska, 1., Straupe, I., & Panagopoulos, T. (2010). Professionals awareness in

promotion of conservation and management of urban forests as green
infrastructure of Riga, Latvia. WSEAS Trans Environ Dev, 6(8), 614-623.

201


http://www.statistics.gov.my/portal/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1465%20ang=en
http://www.statistics.gov.my/portal/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1465%20ang=en

Jeffery, C. (1969). Crime prevention and control through environmental engineering.
Criminology, 7(3), 35-58.

Johnson, C. & Bowker, J. (1999) On-site wildland activity choices among African
Americans and White Americans in the rural south: implications for
management, Journal of Park and Recreation Administration, 17, 21-39.

Johnston, J., 1990. Establishing ecology parks in London. In: Gordon, D. (Ed.), Green
Cities: Ecologically Sound Approaches to Urban Space (pp. 177-183). Black Rose,
Monteral

Jim, C., & Chen, W. Y. (2006). Perception and attitude of residents toward urban green
spaces in Guangzhou (China). Environmental management, 38(3), 338-349.

Johansson, M., Rosén, M., Killer, R. (2011). Individual factors influencing the
assessment of the outdoor lighting of an urban footpath. Lighting research and
Technology, 43(1), 31-43.

Jorgensen, A., Hitchmough, J., & Calvert, T. (2002). Woodland spaces and edges: their
impact on perception of safety and preference. Landscape and Urban Planning,
60(3), 135-150.

Jorgensen, A., Hitchmough, J., & Dunnett, N. (2007). Woodland as a setting for
housing-appreciation and fear and the contribution to residential satisfaction and
place identity in Warrington New Town, UK. Landscape and Urban Planning,
79(3), 273-287.

Jorgensen, A. (2004). The social and cultural context of ecological plantings. In:
Dunnett, N., Hitchmough, J.D. (Eds.), The Dynamic Landscape, Design, Ecology
and Management of Naturalistic Urban Planting. (pp. 293-325). London: Spon
Press.

Junge, X., Lindemann-Matthies, P., & Matthies, D. (2004). People’s perception and
appreciation of plant diversity along waysides. Verh. Ges. O" kol, 34, 420-434

Kaltenborn, B. r. P., & Bjerke, T. (2002). Associations between environmental value
orientations and landscape preferences. Landscape and Urban Planning, 59(1),
1-11.

Kaplan, R. (1984). Impact of urban nature: A theoretical analysis. Urban Ecology, 8(3),
189-197.

Kaplan, R., & Herbert, E. J. (1987). Cultural and sub-cultural comparisons in
preferences for natural settings. Landscape and Urban Planning, 14, 281-293.

Kaplan, R., & Kaplan, S. (1989). The experience of nature: A psychological perspective.
New York: Cambridge University Press.

202



Kaplan, R., Kaplan, S., & Ryan, R. (1998). With people in mind: Design and
management of everyday nature: Island Press.

Kaplan, R. & Talbot, J. (1988) Ethnicity and preference for natural settings: a review
and recent findings, Landscape and Urban Planning, 15, 107-117.

Kaplan, R. (2007). Employees’ reactions to nearby nature at their workplace: The wild
and the tame. Landscape and Urban Planning, 82(1), 17-24.

Karmanov, D., & Hamel, R. (2008). Assessing the restorative potential of contemporary
urban environment (s): Beyond the nature versus urban dichotomy. Landscape
and Urban Planning, 86(2), 115-125.

Kelling, G., & Coles, C. (1996). Fixing broken windows: Restoring order and reducing
crime in American cities: New York: Free Press.

Kelling, G. L., & Wilson, J. Q. (1982). Broken windows. Atlantic Monthly, 249(3), 29-
38.

Kendle, T., & Forbes, S. (1997). Urban nature conservation: landscape management in
the urban countryside: E & FN Spon (Thomson Professional).

Kennedy, L. W., & Silverman, R. A. (1984). Significant others and fear of crime among
the elderly. The International Journal of Aging and Human Development, 20(4),
241-256.

Kennedy, C., & Southwood, T. (1984). The number of species of insects associated with
British trees: a re-analysis. The Journal of Animal Ecology, 455-478.

Kerr, J., Rosenberg, D., & Frank, L. (2012). The Role of the Built Environment in
Healthy Aging Community Design, Physical Activity, and Health among Older
Adults. Journal of Planning Literature, 27(1), 43-60.

Kirk, N. L. (1988). Factors affecting perceptions of safety in a campus environment.
EDRA: Environmental Design Research Association.

Kong, L. L. L., Yuen, B., Briffett, C., & Sodhi, N. S. (1997). Nature and nurture, danger
and delight: urban women's experiences of the natural world. Landscape
Research, 22(3), 245-266.

Kong, L., Yuen, B., Sodhi, N.S., & Briffett, C. (1999). The construction and experience
of nature: perspectives of urban youths. Tijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale
Geografie 90 (1), 3-16.

Konijnendijk, C. C. (2008). The Forest and the City: The cultural landscape of urban
woodland: Springer.

203



Koole, S. L., & Van den Berg, A. E. (2005). Lost in the Wilderness: Terror
Management, Action Orientation, and Nature Evaluation. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 88(6), 1014.

Kort, Y. d., & ljsselsteijn, W. A. (2006). Reality check: The role of realism in stress
reduction using media technology. Cyberpsychology & Behavior, 9(2), 230-233.

Koskela, H., & Pain, R. (2000). Revisiting fear and place: women's fear of attack and the
built environment. Geoforum, 31(2), 269-280.

Koskela, H. (1997), Bold Walks and Breakings: Women’s Spatial Confidence Versus
Fear of Violence. Gender, Place and Culture, 4, 301-319.

Koskela, H. (1999), ‘Gendered Exclusions’: Women’s Fear of Violence and Changing
Relations to Space. Human Geography, 81, 111-124

Krahn, H., & Kennedy, L. W. (1985). Producing personal safety: The effects of crime
rates, police force size, and fear of crime. Criminology, 23(4), 697-710.

Kraut, D. T. (1999). Hanging out the no vacancy sign: eliminating the blight of vacant
buildings from urban areas. NYUL Rev., 74, 1139.

Krenichyn, K. (2006). “The only place to go and be in the city”: women talk about
exercise, being outdoors, and the meanings of a large urban park. Health &
Place, 12(4), 631-643.

Kullberg, A. My home is my castle: residential well-being and perceived safety
indifferent types of housing areas in Sweden, Ph.D. Thesis, Linkdping
University, 2010.

Kuo, F. E., & Sullivan, W. C. (2001). Environment and Crime in the Inner City Does
Vegetation Reduce Crime? Environment and behavior, 33(3), 343-367.

Kuo, F. E., Bacaicoa, M., & Sullivan, W. C. (1998). Transforming Inner-City
Landscapes Trees, Sense of Safety, and Preference. Environment and behavior,
30(1), 28-59.

Kweon, B. S., Sullivan, W. C., & Wiley, A. (1998). Green common spaces and the
social integration of inner-city older adults. Environment and behavior, 30, 832—
858.

LaGrange, R. L., Ferraro, K. F., & Supancic, M. (1992). Perceived risk and fear of
crime: Role of social and physical incivilities. Journal of Research in Crime and
Delinquency, 29(3), 311-334.

Laumann, K., Garling, T., & Stormark, K. M. (2001). Rating scale measures of

restorative components of environments. Journal of Environmental Psychology,
21(1), 31-44.

204



Lewis, D. A., & Maxfield, M. G. (1980). Fear in the neighborhoods: An investigation of
the impact of crime. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 17(2), 160-
189.

Lickorish, S., Luscombe, G., & Scott, R. (1997). Wildflowers work: a technical guide to
creating and managing wildflower landscapes: Landlife.

Lindemann-Matthies, P., Kirchhein, J., & Matthies, D. (2004). Perception of plant
diversity by children and their parents. Verhandlungen der Gesellschaft fur
Okologie, 34, 416.

Lindgren, T., & Nilsen, M. R. (2012). Safety in residential areas. Tijdschrift voor
economische en sociale geografie, 103 (2), 196-208.

Lindsey, G., Maraj, M., & Kuan, SC. (2001). Access, equity and urban greenways: an
exploratory investigation. The Professional Geographer 53 (2), 332—346.

Lo, A. Y. H,, &Jim, C. (2010). Differential community effects on perception and use of
urban green spaces. Cities, 27(6), 430-442.

Loeliger, J. B. (2001). Japanese Paddy Field Landscapes: A Cross-cultural Examination
of Scenic Preferences: University of Guelph, Canada.

Loewen, L. J., Steel, G. D., & Suedfeld, P. (1993). Perceived safety from crime in the
urban environment. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 13(4), 323-331.

Loukaitou-Sideris, A. (1995). Urban form and social context: cultural differentiation in
the uses of urban parks. Journal of Planning Education and Research, 14(2), 89-
102.

Lutz, A. R., Simpson-Housley, P., & Deman, A. F. (1999). Wilderness rural and urban
attitudes and perceptions. Environment and behavior, 31(2), 259-266.

Luymes, D. T., & Tamminga, K. (1995). Integrating public safety and use into planning
urban greenways. Landscape and Urban Planning, 33(1), 391-400.

Maas, J., Verheij, R. A., Spreeuwenberg, P., & Groenewegen, P. P. (2008). Physical
activity as a possible mechanism behind the relationship between green space
and health: a multilevel analysis. BMC Public Health, 8(1), 206.

Maas, J., Spreeuwenberg, P., Van Winsum-Westra, M., Verheij, R. A., de Vries, S., &
Groenewegen, P. P. (2009). Is green space in the living environment associated
with people's feelings of social safety? Environment and planning. A, 41(7),
1763-1777.

Macnaghten, P., & Urry, J. (2000). Bodies in the woods. Body & Society, 6(3-4), 166-
182.

205



Madge, C. (1997). Public parks and the geography of fear. Tijdschr. Econ. Soc. Geogr,
88 (3), 237-250.

MacDonald, J. E., & Gifford, R. (1989). Territorial cues and defensible space theory:
The burglar's point of view. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 9(3), 193-
205.

Malek, N. A., & Mariapan, M. (2009). Visitors perception on vandalism and safety
issues in a Malaysian urban park. Theoretical and Empirical Researches in
Urban Management, 4(4 (13)), 93-107.

Malone, K., & Tranter, P. J. (2003). School grounds as sites for learning: Making the
most of environmental opportunities. Environmental Education Research, 9(3),
283-303.

Mallén, A. (2005). Trygghet i Skargardsmiljo. En Studieom Rédsla for Brott i Aboland.
Lund: Sociologiska institutionen, Lunds Universitet.

Maller, C., Townsend, M., Pryor, A., Brown, P., St. & Leger, L. (2005). Healthy nature
healthy people, ‘contact with nature’ as an upstream health promotion
intervention for populations. Health Promotion International 21 (1), 45-54.

Manning, O. (1982). Design for man and nature. Landscape. Design, 140, 30-32.

Martin, M. W., & Sell, J. (1979). The Role of the Experiment in the Social Sciences*.
The Sociological Quarterly, 20(4), 581-590.

Maruthaveeran, S. (2010). Establishing performance indicators from the user perspective
as tools to evaluate the safety aspects of urban parks in Kuala Lumpur. Pertanika
Journal of Social Science & Humanities, 18(2), 199-207.

Maulan, S. (2002). Seremban Urban Park, Malaysia: A Preference Study. University
Libraries, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University.

Maulan, S. (2006). A perceptual study of wetlands: implications for wetland restoration
in the urban areas in malaysia. Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University.

Mawby, R. I. (2001). Burglary. Devon, UK: Willan Publishing.

McAndrew, F.T., Turner, S., Fiedeldey, A.C., Sharma, Y. A Cross-Cultural Ranking of
the Pleasantness of Visual and Non-Visual Features of Outdoor Environments.
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Human Behavior and Evolution
Society, Davis, California, July, 1998.

McChesney, J., Gerken, M., & McDonald, K. (2005). Reaching out to Hispanics in
recreation. Parks and Recreation 40 (3), 74-78.

206



McDermott, R. (2002). Experimental methods in political science. Annual Review of
Political Science, 5(1), 31-61.

McGraw, K. M., & Hoekstra, V. (1994). Experimentation in political science: Historical
trends and future directions. Research in micropolitics, 4, 3-29.

McHarg, I. (1969). Design with Nature. Doubleday, New York.

McKinney, M. L. (2002). Urbanization, biodiversity, and conservation. BioScience,
52(10), 883-890.

Mealey, L., & Theis, P. (1995). The relationship between mood and preferences among
natural landscapes: An evolutionary perspective. Ethology and Sociobiology,
16(3), 247-256.

Michael, S. E., & Hull, R. B. (1994). Effects of vegetation on crime in urban parks.
Interim report for the US Forest Service and the International Society of
Arboriculture, 49.

Mitchell, E.S. (1986). Multiple triangulation: A methodology for nursing science.
Advances in Nursing Science, 8(3), 18-26.

Mitchell, L. S., & Lovingood Jr, P. E. (1976). Public Urban Recreation: An Investigation
of Spatial Relationships. Journal of leisure research, 8 (1), 6-20.

Mohamed, N., & Othman, N. (2010). Push and Pull Factor: Determining the Visitors
Satisfactions at Urban Recreational Area. Procedia-Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 49, 175-182.

Mohd Kher Bin Hussein, (2004). Malaysia Biodiversity. Alam Cipta Faculty Rekabentuk
dan Senibina (6), 28- 33.

Molnar, B. E., Gortmaker, S. L., Bull, F. C., & Buka, S. L. (2004). Unsafe to play?
Neighborhood disorder and lack of safety predict reduced physical activity
among urban children and adolescents. American journal of health promotion,
18(5), 378-386.

Mook, DG. (1983). In defense of external invalidity. American Psychologist, 38, 379-
387.

Moran, R., & Dolphin, C. (1986). The defensible space concept theoretical and
operational explication. Environment and behavior, 18(3), 396-416.

More, T.A. (1999). A functionalist approach to user fees. Journal of Leisure Research
31 (3), 227-244.

Muderrisoglu, H. & Demir, Z. (2004). The relationship between perceived beauty and
safety. Journal of applied sciences, 4(1), 72-77.

207



Mumcu,S. Diizenli, T & Ozbilen, A. (2010). Prospect and refuge as the predictors of
preferences for seating areas. Scientific Research and Essays, 5(11), 1223-1233.

Nager, A. R., & Wentworth, W. (1976). Bryant Park: A comprehensive evaluation of its
image and use with implications for urban open space design: Centre for Human
Environments.

Nair, G., Ditton, J., & Phillips, S. (1993). Environmental improvements and the fear of
crime. British Journal of Criminology, 33(4), 555-561.

Nasar, J. L., & Fisher, B. (1993). Hot spots of fear and crime: A multi-method
investigation. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 13(3), 187-206.

Nasar, J. L., Fisher, B., & Grannis, M. (1993). Proximate physical cues to fear of crime.
Landscape and Urban Planning, 26(1), 161-178.

Nasar, J. L., & Jones, K. M. (1997). Landscapes of fear and stress. Environment and
behavior, 29(3), 291-323.

Nasar, J. L. (2000). The evaluative image of place. In W. B. Walsh, K. H. Craik, & R. H.
Price (Eds.), Person-environment psychology: New directions and perspectives
(pp. 117-168). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Nassauer, J. I. (1995). Messy ecosystems, orderly frames. Landscape Journal, 14(2),
161-170.

Newman, O. (1972). Defensible space: Crime prevention through urban design. New
York: The Macmillan Company

Newman, O. (1971). Crime Prevention through Architectural Design. Washington, DC:
US Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

Newman, O., & Franck, K. A. (1980). Factors influencing crime and instability in urban
housing developments: US Department of Justice, National Institute of Justice
Washington.

Newman, O., University, N. Y., Planning, I. 0., & Housing (1973). Architectural design
for crime prevention. No.: U, 214.

Newman, O. (1996). Creating defensible space: Diane Publishing Company.

Nicholls, S. (2001). Measuring the accessibility and equity of public parks: a case study
using GIS. Managing Leisure 6 (4), 201-219.

Nielsen, T.S, Harder, H and Jensen, P.N. Detecting user patterns in public green space
A GPS based survey of visitor behavior and movement patterns in a park in
Denmark. Paper presented to AS Found, Copenhagen, June 2010.

208



Nielsen, T.B., and Hanson, K.B. (2007). Do green areas affect health? Results from a
Danish survey on the use of green areas and health indicators. Health and place,
13, 839-850.

Niepoth, W. (1973). Users and non-users of recreation and park services. In: Gray, D.,
Pelegrino, D.A. (Eds.), Reflections on the Recreation and Park Movement. (pp.
131-142). W.C. Brown Company, Dubuque, lowa,

Nies, M.A., Vollman, M., Cook, T. (1999). African—American women’s experiences
with physical activity in their daily lives. Public Health Nursing, 16, 23-31.

Nor’ A aini, O., & Kamarul Ain, K. (2007, November). Keeping the green in urban
area: An approach towards sustainable development. Paper presented at the
Seminar Kebangsaan Rupabandar Malaysia, Perak, Malaysia.

Nor Akmar, A.A., Konijnendijk, C.C., Stigsdotter, U.K., & Nilson, K. (2012).
Malaysian Case Studies on the Relation between Use of Green Space and Health
Promotion. In: Aziz, N.A.A.A (Ed): Green Space use and management in
Malaysia. Forest and Landscape Research. No 51- 2012(pp. 127-140). Forest
and Landscape Denmark, Frederiksberg.

Normoyle, J.B. & Foley, J.M. (1988). The defensible space model of fear and elderly
public housing residents. Environment and Behavior, 20(1), 50-74.

Orellana, D., Bregt, A. K., Ligtenberg, A., & Wachowicz, M.(2012). Exploring visitor
movement patterns in natural recreational areas. Tourism Management (33), 672-
682.

Oresjo, E., R. Andersson, E. Holmqvist, L. Pettersson & C. Siwertsson. (2004). Large
Housing Estates in Sweden. Policies and Practices. Utrecht: Faculty of
Geosciences, Utrecht University.

Ostermann, F. O. (2010). Digital representation of park use and visual analysis of visitor
activities. Computers, Environment and Urban Systems, 34(6), 452-464.

O" zgu'ner, H., Kendle, A., & Bisgrove, R. (2007). Attitudes of landscape professionals
towards naturalistic versus formal urban landscapes in the UK. Landscape and
Urban Planning, 81(1), 34-45.

O" zgu'ner, H., Kendle, A.D., (2006). Public attitudes towards naturalistic versus
designed landscapes in the city of Sheffield (UK). Landsc. Urban Plan. 74, 139—
157.

Pablant, P., & Baxter, J. C. (1975). Environmental correlates of school vandalism.
Journal of the American Institute of Planners, 41(4), 270-279.

Pain, R. (2001). Gender, race, age and fear in the city. Urban Studies, 38(5-6), 899-913.

209



Pain, R., & Townshend, T. (2002). A safer city centre for all? Senses ofcommunity
safety'in Newcastle upon Tyne. Geoforum, 33(1), 105-119.

Painter, K. (1996). The influence of street lighting improvements on crime, fear and
pedestrian street use, after dark. Landscape and Urban Planning, 35(2), 193-201.

Painter, K. (1989). Crime prevention and public lighting with special focus on elderly
people. Middlesex: Middlesex Polytechnic, Centre for Criminology.

Parks, S.E., Housemann, R.A., & Brownson, R.C. (2003). Differential correlates of
physical activity in urban and rural adults of various socio-economic
backgrounds in the United States. Journal of Epidemiology and Community
Health 57 (1), 29-35.

Park, A. J., Calvert, T. W., Brantingham, P. L., & Brantingham, P. J. (2008). The Use of
Virtual and Mixed Reality Environments for Urban Behavioural Studies.
PsychNology Journal, 6(2), 119-130.

Park, A. J., Spicer, V., Guterres, M., Brantingham, P. L., & Jenion, G. Testing
perception of crime in a virtual environment. Paper presented at the Intelligence
and Security Informatics (ISI), 2010 IEEE International Conference.

Parsons, R. (1995). Conflict between ecological sustainability and environmental
aesthetics: Conundrum, canard or curiosity. Landscape and Urban Planning,
32(3), 227-244.

Pawson. E., & Banks, G (1993), Rape and Fear in a New Zealand City. Area, 25, 55-63

Perez-Verdin, G., Lee, M.E., & Chavez, D.J. (2004). Outdoor recreation in a protected
area in Southern Durango, Mexico: analysis of local residents’ perceptions.
Society and Natural Resources , 17, 897-910.

Perkins, D. D., Florin, P., Rich, R. C., Wandersman, A., & Chavis, D. M. (1990).
Participation and the social and physical environment of residential blocks:
Crime and community context. American journal of community psychology,
18(1), 83-115.

Perkins, D. D., & Taylor, R. B. (1996). Ecological assessments of community disorder:
Their relationship to fear of crime and theoretical implications. American journal
of community psychology, 24(1), 63-107.

Perkins, D. D., Wandersman, A., Rich, R. C., & Taylor, R. B. (1993). The physical
environment of street crime: Defensible space, territoriality and incivilities.
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 13(1), 29-49.

Perkins, D. D., Meeks, J. W., & Taylor, R. B. (1992). The physical environment of street
blocks and resident perceptions of crime and disorder: Implications for theory
and measurement. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 12(1), 21-34.

210



Petherick, N. (2001). Environmental design and fear: the prospect-refuge model and the
university college of the Cariboo campus. Western Geography, 10 (11), 89-112.

Philipp, S.F. (1999). Are we welcome? African—American racial acceptance in leisure
activities and the importance given to children’s leisure. Journal of Leisure
Research, 31, 385-403.

Pikora, T., Giles-Corti, B., Bull, F., et al. (2003). Developing a framework for
assessment of the environmental determinants of walking and cycling. Soc Scl
Med;56(8), 1693-703.

Price-Spratlen, T., & Santoro, W. A. (2011). Neighborhood disorder and individual
community capacity: How incivilities inform three domains of psychosocial
assessment. Sociological Spectrum, 31(5), 579-605.

Pryce, S. (1991). Community control of landscape management. Plan. Outlook, 34 (2),
75-82.

Pyle, G.(1974). The Spatial Dynamics of Crime. University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

Rad, G. P., Zamani, N., & Radhakrishna, R. B. (2008). Public Attitudes Towards
Naturalistic and Designed Landscapes in the City of Tehran, Iran. Proceeding of
the 24™ annual meeting. E.A.R.T.H. University, Costa Rica, 402-410

Ravenscroft, N., & Markwell, S. (2000). Ethnicity and the integration and exclusion of
young people through urban park and recreation provision. Managing Leisure,
5(3), 135-150.

Roberts, N.S., & Rodriguez, D.A. (2001). Reaching out. National Parks 78 (9-10), 38—
39.

Robinson, J. B., Lawton, B. A., Taylor, R. B., & Perkins, D. D. (2003). Multilevel
longitudinal impacts of incivilities: fear of crime, expected safety, and block
satisfaction. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 19(3), 237-274.

Rishbeth, C. (2001). Ethnic minority groups and the design of public open space: an
inclusive landscape? Landscape Research, 26(4), 351-366.

Rohe, W. M., & Burby, R. J. (1988). Fear of crime in public housing. Environment and
behavior, 20(6), 700-720.

Roman, J., & Farrell, G. (2002). Cost-benefit Analysis for Crime Prevention:
Opportunity Costs, Routine Savings and Crime Externalities. In N. Tilley (Ed.),
Evaluation for Crime Prevention (Criminal Justice Studies Vol. 14) (pp. 53-92).
Monsey: Criminal Justice Press.

211



Ross, C. E., & Jang, S. J. (2000). Neighborhood disorder, fear, and mistrust: The
buffering role of social ties with neighbors. American journal of community
psychology, 28(4), 401-420.

Rutledge A.J. & Molnar D.J. (1986). Anatomy of Park. (2nd Ed.) New York: McGraw
Hill Book Co.

Sangster, M. (1995). Planning and designing new woodlands for people. In: Ferris-Kaan,
R. (Ed.), The Ecology of Woodland Creation (pp. 53-76). John Wiley & Sons,
Chichester.

Sanesi, G., & Chiarello, F. (2006). Residents and urban green spaces: the case of Bari.
Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 4(3), 125-134.

Sasidharan, V., Willits, F., & Godbey, G. (2005). Cultural differences in urban
recreation patterns: an examination of park usage and activity participation
across six population subgroups. Managing Leisure 10 (1), 19-38.

Schroeder, H. W. (1982). Preferred features of urban parks and forests. Journal of
Arboriculture, 8(12), 317-322.

Schroeder, H. W. (1983). Variations in the perception of urban forest recreation sites.
Leisure Sciences, 5(3), 221-230.

Schroeder, H.W. (1989). Environment, behaviour and design research on urban forests.
In Ervin H. Zube and Gary T. Moore (Eds.), Advances in environment,
behaviour and design (Vol. 2). New York: Plenum Publishing Corporation.

Schroeder, H. W., & Anderson, L. (1984). Perception of personal safety in urban
recreation sites. Journal of leisure research, 16(2), 178-194.

Schutt, R.K. (2001) Investigation the social world, 3rd edition. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Pine Forge Press.

Schwartz, Z., Lin, L.-C., (2006). The impact of fees on visitation of national parks.
Tourism Management, 27, 1386-1396.

Scott, D., & Munson, W. (1994). Perceived constraints to park usage among individuals
with low incomes. Journal of Park and Recreation Administration 12 (4), 79-96.

Scott, D., & Jackson, E. L. (1996). Factors that limit and strategies that might encourage
people’s use of public parks. Journal of park and recreation administration, 14
(1), 1-17

Shaffer, G. S., & Anderson, L. (1985). Perceptions of the security and attractiveness of
urban parking lots. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 5(4), 311-323.

212



Shang, H., & Bishop, I. D. (2000). Visual thresholds for detection, recognition and
visual impact in landscape settings. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 20,
125-140.

Shenassa, E. D., Liebhaber, A., & Ezeamama, A. (2006). Perceived safety of area of
residence and exercise: a pan-European study. American Journal of
Epidemiology, 163(11), 1012-1017.

Shinew, K. J., Glover, T. D., & Parry, D. C. (2004). Leisure spaces as potential sites for
interracial interaction: Community gardens in urban areas. Journal of Leisure
Research, 36, 336-355.

Simonice, T. (2003). Preference and perceived naturalness in visual perception of
naturalistic landscapes. Zb. Bioteh. Fak. Univ. Ljublj. Kmet. 81, 369-387.

Singh, S. N., Todd Donavan, D., Mishra, S., & Little, T. D. (2008). The latent structure
of landscape perception: A mean and covariance structure modeling approach.
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 28(4), 339-352.

Singh, P., & Ellard, C. G. (2012). Functional analysis of concealment: A novel
application of prospect and refuge theory. Behavioural processes, 91(1), 22-25.

Sister, C., Wolch, J., Wilson, J., Linder, A., Seymour, M., Byrne, J., & Swift, J. (2007).
Green Visions Plan for 21st Century Southern California: Park and Open Space
Resources in the Green Visions Plan Area. University of Southern California
GIS Research Laboratory and Center for Sustainable Cities, Los Angeles,
California, p. 159.

Skogan, M., & Maxfield, M. (1980) Reactions to Crime Project Evanston, Il: Center for
Urban Affairs, Northwest University.

Skowron, M.A., Stodolska, M., & Shinew, K., (2008). Determinants of leisure time
physical activity participation among Latina women. Leisure Sciences 30 (5),
429-447.

Smith, S.L.J. (1980). Intervening opportunities and travel to urban recreation centers.
Journal of Leisure Research, 12 (4), 296-308.

Smith, S. J. (1983). Public policy and the effects of crime in the inner city: a British
example. Urban Studies, 20(2), 229-239.

Smoyer-Tomic, K.E., Hewko, J.N., & Hodgson, M.J. (2004). Spatial accessibility and

equity of playgrounds in Edmonton, Canada. The Canadian Geographer 48 (3),
287-302.

213



Sommer, R., & Sommer, B. B. (1992). A practical guide to behavioral research: Oxford
University Press.

Sparks, R., Girling, E., & Loader, I. (2001). Fear and everyday urban lives. Urban
Studies, 38(5-6), 885-898.

Spirn, AW. (1984). The Granite Garden: Urban Nature and Human Design. Basic
Books, New York.

Spielberger, C. D. (1972). Anxiety as an emotional state. Anxiety-Current trends and
theory. Oxford. Academic Press.

Spotts, D.M., & Stynes, D.J. (1985). Measuring the public’s familiarity with recreation
areas. Journal of Leisure Research 17 (4), 253-265.

Stamps, A. E. I11. (1990). Use of photographs to simulate environments: A metaanalysis.
Perceptual and Motor Skills, 71, 907-913.

Stamps, A. E. Ill. (2005). Visual permeability, locomotive permeability, safety, and
enclosure. Environment and behavior, 37(5), 587-619.

Stamps, A. E. 1ll. (2007). Evaluating spaciousness in static and dynamic media. Design
Studies, 28, 535-557.

Stamps, A. E. I11. (2008). Some findings on prospect and refuge theory: ii. Perceptual
and motor skills, 107(1), 141-158.

Stamps, A. E.I11. (2009). On shape and spaciousness. Environment and behavior, 41(4),
526-548.

Stodolska, M., Shinew, K. J., Acevedo, J. C., & lzenstark, D. (2011). Perceptions of
urban parks as havens and contested terrains by Mexican-Americans in Chicago
neighborhoods. Leisure Sciences, 33(2), 103-126.

Strumse, E. (1996). Demographic differences in the visual preferences for agrarian
landscapes in western Norway. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 16(1), 17-
31.

Talbot, J. F., & Kaplan, R. (1984). Needs and fears: The response to trees and nature in
the inner city. Journal of Arboriculture, 10(8), 222-228.

Talen, E. (1998). Visualizing fairness: equity maps for planners. Journal of the
American Planning Association, 64, 22—38.

Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (1998). Mixed methodology: Combining qualitative and
quantitative approaches (\Vol. 46): Sage Publications, Incorporated.

214



Taylor, R. B., Gottfredson, S. D., & Brower, S. (1984). Block crime and fear: Defensible
space, local social ties, and territorial functioning. Journal of Research in Crime
and Delinquency, 21(4), 303-331.

Taylor, R. B., Shumaker, S. A., & Gottfredson, S. D. (1985). Neighborhood-level links
between physical features and local sentiments: Deterioration, fear of crime, and
confidence. Journal of Architectural and Planning Research, 2(4), 261-275.

Tenngart Ivarsson, C., & Hagerhall, C. M. (2008). The perceived restorativeness of
gardens- Assessing the restorativeness of a mixed built and natural scene type.
Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 7(2), 107-118.

Thompson, C. W. (2002). Urban open space in the 21st century. Landscape and Urban
Planning, 60, 59-72.

Tinsley, H. E. A., Tinsley, D. J., & Croskeys, C. E. (2002). Park usage, social milieu,
and psychosocial benefits of park use reported by older urban park users from
four ethnic groups. Leisure Sciences, 24(2), 199-218.

Tips, W. E. J. & Savasdisara, T. (1986) Landscape preference evaluation and
sociocultural background: a comparison among Asian countries, Journal of
Environmental Management, 22,113-124.

Toet, A., & van Schaik, M. G. (2012). Effects of signals of disorder on fear of crime in
real and virtual environments. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 32(3), 260-
276.

Tregay, R., & Gustavsson, R. (1983). Oakwood's new landscape: designing for nature in
the residential environment: Sveriges lantbruksuniversitet.

Troped PJ, Saunders RP, Pate RR, et al.(2003). Correlates of recreational and
transportation physical activity among adults in a New England community. Prey
Med;37(4):304-10.

Tzoulas, K.,Korpela,K.,Venn,S.,Yli-Pelkonen,V.,Kazmierczak,A.,Niemel” a, J., James,
P.(2007). Promoting ecosystem and human health in urban areas using green
infrastructure: A literature review. Landscape and Urban Planning, 81, 167-178.

Ulrich, R. S. (1986). Human responses to vegetation and landscapes. Landscape and
Urban Planning, 13, 29-44.

Ulrich, R. S. (1993). Biophilia, biophobia, and natural landscapes. The biophilia
hypothesis, 73-137.

Valentine, G. (1989). The geography of women’s fear. Area, 21, 385-390.

215



Van den Berg, A. E., Vlek, C. A., & Coeterier, J. F. (1998). Group differences in the
aesthetic evaluation of nature development plans: A multilevel approach. Journal
of Environmental Psychology, 18(2), 141-157.

Van den Berg, L. (2006). The safe city: safety and urban development in European
cities: Ashgate Publishing Company.

Van den Berg, A. E., & van Winsum-Westra, M. (2010). Manicured, romantic, or wild?
The relation between need for structure and preferences for garden styles. Urban
Forestry & Urban Greening, 9(3), 179-186.

Virden, R. &Walker, G. (1999) Ethnic/racial and gender variations among means given
to and preferences for, the natural environment, Leisure Sciences, 21, 219-239.

Voorhees C, Young DR. (2003). Personal, social, and environmental correlates of
physical activity in urban Latinas. Am J Prey Med; 25(3(Si)):61-8.

Vrij, A., & Winkel, F. W. (1991). Characteristics of the built environment and fear of
crime: A research note on interventions in unsafe locations.

Vuorisalo, T., Lahtinen, R., & Laaksonen, H. (2001). Urban biodiversity in local
newspapers: a historical perspective. Biodiversity and conservation, 10(10),
1739-1756.

Walby, S. (1989) Theorising patriarchy, Sociology, 23, 213-234

Wang, K., & Taylor, R. B. (2006). Simulated walks through dangerous alleys: Impacts
of features and progress on fear. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 26(4),
269-283.

Warr, M. (1984). Fear of victimization: Why are women and the elderly more afraid.
Social Science Quarterly, 65(3), 681-702.

Warr, M. (1990). Dangerous situations: social context and fear of victimization. Social
Forces, 68, 891-907.

Weidemann, S., Anderson, J. R., Butterfield, D. I, & O'Donnell, P. M. (1982).
Residents' Perceptions of Satisfaction and Safety A Basis for Change in
Multifamily Housing. Environment and behavior, 14(6), 695-724.

Wekerle, G. (1991). Planning safer parks for women. Landscape Architecture Review,
12(3), 5-6.

Wekerle, G. R. (1992). A working guide for planning and designing safer urban
environments: City of Toronto Planning and Development Dept.

Wekerle, G. R., & Whitzman, C. (1995). Safe cities: Van Nostrand Reinhold New York.

216



West, P.C., (1989). Urban region parks and black minorities: subculture, marginality and
interracial relations in park use in the Detroit metropolitan area. Leisure Sciences
11 (1), 11-28.

West, P.C., (1993). The tyranny of metaphor: interracial relations, minority recreation,
and the wildlands—urban interface. In: Ewert, A., Chavez, D.J., Magill, A.W.
(Eds.), Culture, Conflict and Communication in the Wildlands— Urban Interface.
(pp. 109-115). Westview Press, Boulder.

Westover. T.N, Flickinger. T. B, & Chubb. M. (1980). Crime and law enforcement.
Parks and Recreation, 15 (8), 29-33.

Westover, T.N. (1985). Perceptions of crime and safety in three midwestern parks.
Professional Geographer, 37 (4), 410-420.

Whitzman, C. (2002). The" Voice of Women" in Canadian Local Government. In
Andrew, C., Graham, K. A., Philips, S.D. (Ed). Urban Affairs: Back on the
Policy Agenda (pp. 93-118). McGill-Queen's Press-MQUP.

Whyte, W. (1988). City: Rediscovering the Center. New York: Doubleday.

Wilbur, J., Chandler, P.J., & Dancy, B .(2003). Correlates of physical activity in urban
Midwestern African American women. Am J Prev Med;25 (3(Si)), 45-52.

Will, A. O. (1975). Men, Women and Rape. New York: Bantam.

Willis, A. (1992), Women and Crime: Key Findings from the Report on crime
Prevention in the Leicester City Challenge Area. Leicester: School of Social
Work, University of Leicester

Williams, K.J.H.,Cary, J.. 2002, Landscape Preferences, Ecological Quality, and
Biodiversity Protection. Environment and Behavior, (34), 257-274.

Wilson-Doenges, G. (2000). An exploration of sense of community and fear of crime in
gated communities. Environment and Behavior, 32(5), 597-611.

Wood, L., Shannon, T., Bulsara, M., Pikora, T., McCormack, G., & Giles-Corti, B.
(2008). The anatomy of the safe and social suburb: an exploratory study of the
built environment, social capital and residents’ perceptions of safety. Health &
Place, 14(1), 15-31.

Woodcock, D. M. (1982). A functionalist approach to environmental preference.
University of Michigan.

World Conservation Monitoring Centre. (1992). Global Biodiversity. Status of the
Earth’s Living Resources. Chapman & Hall, London.

217



Yang, B.E., & Kaplan, R. (1990). The perception of landscape style: a cross-cultural
comparison. Landscape and urban planning (19), 251-262

Yavuz, N., & Welch, E. W. (2010). Addressing fear of crime in public space: gender
differences in reaction to safety measures in train transit. Urban Studies, 47(12),
2491-2515.

Yong, C.K. & Kho, N.L. (2004). Crime Prevention: Some Innitiatives in Crime
Prevention. Malaysian Town plan, 1(3): 23-28.

Yicel G.F. (2008). Determination of relationship among demographic variables and the
perceptions of safety of urban park users: a case study in three different park in
istanbul, turkey. Journal of Yasar University, 3(12), 1877-1890.

Yuen B. (1996). Creating the Garden City; the Singapore Experience. Urban Studies, 33
(6), 955-970.

Zadegan, Y. R., Behe, B. K., & Gough, R. (2008). Consumer preferences for native
plants in Montana residential landscapes and perceptions for naturalistic designs.
Journal of Environmental Horticulture, 26(2), 109.

Zube, E. H. & Pitt, D. G. (1981) Cross-cultural perceptions of scenic and heritage
landscapes, Landscape Planning, 8, 69-87.

Zube, E. H., Pitt, D. G., & Anderson, T. W. (1975). Perception and prediction of scenic
resource values of the Northeast. In Zube, E. H., Brush, R. O., & Fabos, J. G.
(Ed) Landscape assessment: values, perceptions and resources, (PP. 3-30).
Dowden, Hutchinson & Ross Pennsylvania.

218



	UNDERGRADUATES’ PERCEPTIONS OF VISUAL CHARACTERISTICS AND SAFETY OF URBAN PARKS' NATURALISTIC LANDSCAPES IN THE KLANG VALLEY, MALAYSIA
	ABSTRACT
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	CHAPTERS
	REFERENCES



