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Abstract: Sustainability is built on three key pillars: economic, environmental, and social. Among these, social 
sustainability has received the least scholarly attention. This study explores social sustainability with a focus on 
social interaction in public open spaces, identifying the factors that influence such interactions among neighborhood 
residents. Specifically, it seeks to answer the research question: What are the key factors that influence social 
interaction in public open spaces within residential neighborhoods? A qualitative content analysis is employed, 
synthesizing insights from academic articles, papers, and books. Additionally, a comparative case study approach is 
used to analyze multiple cases, revealing relationships, differences, and similarities. The findings highlight that a 
well-designed environment is crucial for fostering social interaction. Three main categories influencing social 
interaction in public open spaces are identified: Demographic Characteristics of Neighborhood Residents (DCNR), 
Physical Characteristics of Recreational Facilities (PCRF), and Social Sustainability Characteristics (SSC). The 
study concludes that integrating these factors into public space design can enhance social cohesion and community 
well-being. By emphasizing social sustainability in urban planning and policymaking, this research underscores the 
need for inclusive, vibrant neighborhoods. Addressing the identified factors enables urban planners and designers to 
strengthen community ties and improve overall urban quality of life. 
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1. Introduction 
Social interaction refers to a sequence of dynamic exchanges through which individuals assign 

meaning, interpret, and respond to one another (Salih and Ismail 2017). It also encompasses communal 
activities among neighbors, such as borrowing or lending tools, informal visits, and seeking assistance 
during emergencies (Unger and Wandersman 1985). Social interactions play a pivotal role in the social 
sustainability of urban communities, as they enhance the sense of community and safety in urban 
neighborhoods (Dave 2011). Neighborhood public open spaces are critical to urban areas, offering spaces 
for various recreational and sporting activities for residents of all age groups, from youngsters to the 
elderly (Carlisle and Stankovich 2014). These spaces contribute significantly to physical, social, 
emotional, and environmental well-being, serving as integral components of the urban fabric and 
addressing the daily needs of urban populations. The availability and quality of green spaces within 
neighborhoods are strongly linked to residents' overall health and well-being (Chen et al., 2016). Previous 
studies have underscored the importance of public open spaces in fostering social interaction among 
neighborhood residents. For instance, Bekker et al. (2010), Kara et al. (2011), Sakip et al. (2015), and 
Salih and Ismail (2017) highlight those open spaces are vital settings for social engagement and 
community enjoyment. However, effective social interaction requires a conducive environment, which 
depends on various factors such as the design, components, location, and facilities of public open spaces 
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(Godbey 2009). Additionally, the types and characteristics of recreational activities available in these 
spaces significantly influence their capacity to facilitate social interactions. 

Social interaction in public open spaces provides multiple benefits, including improved health and 
well-being, reduced sedentary behavior and stress, enhanced social cohesion among diverse demographic 
groups, support for urban regeneration initiatives, stimulation of economic growth, and increased 
property values (Salih and Ismail 2017). Furthermore, several studies, such as Dave (2011), and Holland 
et al. (2007), Henning and Lieberg (1996), emphasize that social interaction strengthens the sense of 
community and safety in urban neighborhoods. Despite the recognized significance of social interaction 
in public open spaces, limited research has comprehensively examined the interplay of factors 
influencing these interactions within residential neighborhoods. Most studies tend to focus on isolated 
aspects, such as the physical design or the availability of facilities, without integrating these into a broader 
framework for understanding and enhancing social sustainability. To address this gap, this study seeks 
to answer the following research question: What are the key factors influencing social interaction among 
neighborhood residents in public open spaces?  

The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2 reviews relevant studies on social interaction in 
public open spaces. Section 3 discusses the methodology employed for data collection and analysis. 
Section 4 presents the main findings of the study. Finally, Section 5 provides recommendations for 
improving neighborhood public open spaces and suggestions for future research directions. 

2. Literature Review 
The literature review aims to extensively examine the concept of residential neighborhoods and their 

significance in achieving overall sustainability at the neighborhood scale. It also explores the definition 
and role of neighborhood recreational facilities in fostering community well-being. Additionally, this 
section delves into various definitions and perspectives on social sustainability, emphasizing its relevance 
within urban contexts. Furthermore, the literature review elaborates on the concept, types, and key 
indicators of social interaction among neighborhood residents. It highlights factors that may influence 
social interaction in public open spaces, providing a comprehensive understanding of the subject. 

The literature review is organized into the following subsections: 
 Concept and significance of residential neighborhoods scale 
 Concept and indicators of urban social sustainability 
 Social interaction in residential neighborhoods 
 Neighborhood recreational facilities and social interactions 
 Factors influencing social interaction among users in public open spaces 
This structured approach facilitates a thorough investigation of the interconnected themes and lays 

the foundation for understanding the critical role of neighborhood design in enhancing social 
sustainability. 

2.1. Significance of Residential Neighborhoods Scale 
Literature provides various definitions and perspectives on the concept of a neighborhood. According 

to recent studies, neighborhoods are often characterized as geographically confined areas where residents 
share a sense of social cohesion and similarity (Dempsey et al. 2012). Martí et al. (2022) defines 
neighborhoods as areas marked by physical boundaries and distinct degrees of social unity among 
residents. Similarly, Jenks and Dempsey (2007) emphasize that neighborhoods differ significantly in size, 
characteristics, and physical appearances, reflecting their local contexts and needs. The U.S. National 
Commission on Neighborhoods highlights that neighborhood are primarily defined by the perceptions of 
their residents, underscoring their subjective and social dimensions (Mendoza-Graf et al. 2023). 

Khavarian-Garmsir et al. (2023) define neighborhoods as areas where individuals live, work, and 
engage in daily activities. Can (2012) identifies walkable streets, human-scaled blocks, and functional 
public spaces as essential components for local connectivity and urban integration. Jacobs (1961) 
emphasizes designing vibrant streets and interconnected parks, squares, and public buildings to promote 
social interactions and community ties, noting that disconnected spaces hinder neighborhood vibrancy. 
The concept of a neighborhood varies across cultures, geographies, and urban contexts. For this study, a 
neighborhood is defined as a localized area where residents live, interact, and conduct daily activities, 
often supported by recreational facilities and public spaces. Neighborhoods are crucial for urban 
sustainability, serving as the smallest social and political units within a city (Hemani and Das 2016). 
Choguill (2008) emphasizes that achieving global sustainability requires sustainable neighborhoods, 
making them fundamental to broader urban development initiatives. 
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2.2. Concept and Indicators of Urban Social Sustainability  
Social sustainability is a fundamental pillar of sustainable urban development. However, it has 

historically received less attention than the economic and environmental dimensions of sustainability 
(Colantonio 2010; Dave 2011; Hamiduddin 2015; Omann and Spangenberg 2002; Woodcraft et al. 2011). 
This disparity in focus is often attributed to the intangible nature of social sustainability and its reliance 
on contextual factors, which make it challenging to define and measure (Cuthill 2010; Hemani and Das 
2016; Neamţu 2012). Consequently, social sustainability has lagged in both conceptual development and 
practical implementation. The ambiguity surrounding the concept has also resulted in a lack of 
standardized criteria for its application, further complicating its integration into urban planning and 
policy (Bramley et al. 2006). Nonetheless, scholars have proposed several definitions and frameworks to 
enhance understanding and applicability, highlighting its core values and indicators. 

Definitions of Social Sustainability 

The literature offers diverse interpretations of social sustainability: 
 Equity and Democracy: Social sustainability is built on the principles of equity and democracy, 

with democracy encompassing the exercise of political, civil, economic, social, and cultural 
rights (Colantonio 2010). 

 Civil Society and Inclusion: It involves fostering coexistence among diverse cultural and social 
groups, promoting inclusion, and improving quality of life for all segments of society (Polese 
and Stren 2000; Colantonio 2010). 

 Social Inclusion and Harm Reduction: Social sustainability supports the development of 
activities that mitigate social harm and promote cultural enrichment (Khan 2016; Vavik and 
Keitsch 2010). 

 Developmental Goals: Assefa and Frostell (2007) position social sustainability as the ultimate 
goal of development, with economic and environmental sustainability serving as tools to 
achieve it. 

 Interpersonal Interaction: Social sustainability is defined as a process enabling individuals and 
communities to interact and achieve their goals while considering environmental factors 
(Colantonio 2010). 

Indicators of Social Sustainability 

Indicators of social sustainability have evolved over time, moving from traditional measures such as 
poverty reduction and equity to more nuanced, intangible concepts like social capital, happiness, and 
sense of place (Colantonio 2010). These "soft concepts" highlight the qualitative aspects of social 
sustainability, which are increasingly recognized as vital to urban planning and development. Table 1 
presents a compilation of essential social sustainability indicators. 

Table 1. Social sustainability indicators. 
Social Sustainability Features Reference 
Social equity 
participation & control 
Social Cohesion 
Health & Safety 
Accessibility & Satisfaction 
Cultural value 

Olukoya and Atanda (2020) 
Atanda and Öztürk (2020) 

Physical resilience 
Social networking and interaction 
Safety and security 
Sense of attachment 
Participation 

Olukoya and Atanda (2020) 

Health and Comfort 
Safety and security 
Culture and heritage 
Accessibility 
Inclusiveness 
Participation 

Wan and Ng (2018) 
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Education 
Social Equity 
Environmental Awareness 
Social Cohesion 
Health and Safety 
Accessibility and Satisfaction 
Culture Value 

TemeljotovSalaj et al. (n.d.) 

Based on the reviewed literature, social interaction emerges as a critical aspect of social sustainability, 
consistently highlighted across numerous studies. It has been widely recognized as one of the most 
significant determinants of social sustainability, serving as a cornerstone for fostering community 
cohesion, inclusion, and well-being. Social interaction not only enhances social ties within communities 
but also plays a pivotal role in creating socially resilient and sustainable urban environments. 

2.3. Concept of Social Interaction in Residential Neighborhoods 
Social interaction is a vital aspect of any society, facilitating connections among individuals from 

diverse cultural and social backgrounds. Its primary goals include exchanging information, making 
decisions, generating ideas, resolving personal issues, and participating in communal activities (Marmot 
2011). Effective social interaction relies on opportunities for communication and the availability of 
appropriate physical spaces that promote interaction (Skjaeveland and Garling 1997). According to 
Skjaeveland and Garling (1997), four key spatial prerequisites for fostering social interaction include: 
 Appropriate Social Areas: The presence and extent of areas specifically designed for interaction 

are critical. 
 Functional Street Furniture: The availability of physical elements, such as benches and tables, 

tailored for social engagement enhances interaction opportunities. 
 Aesthetic and Visibility Factors: The overall appearance and visibility of a location influence 

its ability to attract and support social interaction. 
 Private-Open Spaces: Features such as front yards, porches, and verandas provide semi-private 

settings for informal interaction among neighbors. 

Definitions of Social Interaction 
The concept of social interaction has been defined and explored from various perspectives: 
Definitions of social interaction vary across different perspectives. Unger and Wandersman (1985) 

characterized it as activities such as informal visits, tool borrowing, or seeking help in emergencies. Dave 
(2011) underscored the significance of local social interaction in promoting social sustainability, 
community cohesion, and safety. Doda (2005) defined social interaction as verbal or non-verbal 
exchanges between two or more individuals. Abbaszadeh (2009) saw it as informal discourse facilitating 
access to social and economic resources. Hirschfield and Bowers (1997) portrayed social interaction as 
a foundational process crucial for human development and societal order, emphasizing its role in 
nurturing societal cohesion. Thus, social interaction can be categorized into two primary types: 
 Informal Interaction: Spontaneous, casual encounters such as hallway conversations, greetings 

in shared spaces, or brief chats in parking lots. 
 Formal Participation: Deliberate engagement in organized community activities, such as 

neighborhood associations, sports teams, or local service groups (Ross and Jang 2000; Dempsey 
et al. 2011). 

While the literature presents diverse perspectives on social interaction, this research focuses on face-
to-face social interactions within residential neighborhoods. These interactions include all activities that 
bring neighbors together, such as casual conversations, borrowing or lending materials, and participating 
in shared events. This emphasis on direct, interpersonal engagement underscores its importance in 
strengthening community bonds and enhancing the quality of life in neighborhoods. 

2.4. Neighborhood Recreational Facilities and Social Interactions 
Neighborhood parks are vital recreational spaces that enhance residents' quality of life, supporting 

both active and passive activities (Von Kursell 1997; Malek et al. 2012). Active recreation includes 
activities like sports or hiking, while passive recreation involves less physical engagement, such as 
reading or enjoying nature. Defined as leisure spaces within residential areas, these parks promote social 
interaction and daily activities without cost (Cui et al., 2024). Key features typically include playgrounds, 
sports courts, jogging paths, shelters, rest areas, restrooms, and parking facilities. 
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To foster social interaction in urban settings, intentional design strategies for public spaces are 
essential. These spaces can engage with individuals' sociocultural dynamics and encourage communal 
activities (Mamaghani et al. 2015). Bekker et al. (2010) highlight the use of interactive play tools in 
recreational areas to promote social and physical engagement, facilitating collaborative play and 
strengthening social bonds. Figure 1 illustrates Bekker's concept of designing playful environments to 
enhance neighborhood interactions. 

 
Figure 1. Players social interaction patterns (Source: Bekker et al. 2010). 

To summarize, the presence of well-designed physical open spaces is critical for fostering social 
interaction among neighborhood members. Neighborhood parks play a pivotal role in urban development, 
enhancing social cohesion and cultural connections (Kara et al. 2011). The reviewed literature establishes 
a strong correlation between open spaces and the social interactions of residents, highlighting the 
importance of accessible and functional recreational facilities in building vibrant communities. This 
research investigates the factors influencing social interactions among users of neighborhood recreational 
facilities, aiming to provide actionable insights for enhancing their design and usability. Figure 2 below 
illustrates examples of such facilities, showcasing their potential to support communal activities and 
improve neighborhood livability. 
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Figure 2: Neighborhood Recreational Facilities (Source: Author). 

2.5. Factors Influencing Social Interaction among Users in Open Public Spaces 
This section is structured into two primary segments: The Theoretical Framework delves into 

pertinent literature regarding the factors that impact social interaction, while the Case Study Review 
scrutinizes how these factors have manifested in diverse global settings. 

Theoretical Framework 
Several studies emphasize that social interaction requires an appropriate context to occur. A range of 

physical and environmental factors significantly influence social interaction in open public spaces, such 
as recreational facilities. These include the design, spatial elements, proximity, location, and amenities 
available within the area (Godbey (2009). Additionally, the variety and characteristics of recreational 
and physical activities further enhance the role of open spaces in fostering interaction among residents. 

Research consistently highlights the importance of physical environments in shaping social 
interaction (Hertzberger 2010; Beske 2007; Şensoy 2012; Montgomery 2013; Kara 2022). These 
environments can support various forms of social interaction, ranging from passive engagements, such 
as casual conversations, to active exchanges, such as group sports or organized activities (Hertzberger 
2010). Space design directly or indirectly influences the likelihood of interaction by affecting the duration 
of users' presence and their willingness to engage with others. 

Non-Environmental Factors 

Non-physical factors also play a significant role in shaping social interactions. Social and economic 
homogeneity within neighborhoods has been identified as a crucial determinant, with more homogeneous 
communities tending to exhibit higher levels of interaction (Talen 1999). Homeownership is another 
influential factor, as homeowners are generally more likely to interact with neighbors compared to renters 
(Roberts 1984). Farshidi (2016) presents an extensive array of non-environmental factors that impact 
social interaction, encompassing demographics such as age, gender, marital status, and ethnicity; 
household composition factors like tenure type, family size, and the number of children; community 
stability elements including length of residency and intent to stay in the area; socioeconomic status 
indicators such as employment, education, and household income; employment patterns like working 
hours and proximity to workplaces; and transportation aspects such as mode of transport and ownership 
of vehicles. Farshidi (2016) also identifies physical proximity, visual attractiveness, privacy, affordance 
(ease of use), and density as key factors that significantly affect interactions in shared spaces. These 
factors influence the quality and frequency of social engagement among residents. 

Case Studies 

Case studies from diverse global settings offer additional perspectives on how both physical and non-
environmental factors influence social interaction within neighborhoods. For instance, research indicates 
that in urban parks, thoughtfully planned walking paths and seating layouts can enhance chances for 
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social engagement (Hertzberger 2010). Similarly, within community centers, the incorporation of multi-
functional spaces encourages a range of activities that contribute to nurturing social cohesion 
(Montgomery 2013). 

Salih and Ismail (2017) conducted a comprehensive study to identify the environmental and physical 
factors that influence social interaction in open spaces. The primary objective of the research was to 
explore the key elements that enhance social interaction in green open spaces by highlighting the 
importance of spaces that meet specific criteria for fostering social and community engagement. Utilizing 
a content analysis approach, the study reviewed over 25 sources, including academic articles, research 
papers, and books, to provide a robust understanding of the topic. 

The findings emphasize that an appropriately designed setting is crucial for facilitating social 
interaction. Green open spaces that incorporate essential elements, such as thoughtful design, engaging 
activities, accessibility, user-centered features, and effective management, are pivotal in promoting 
positive social interactions. Key factors identified include: 
 Design, Aesthetics, and Visual Appeal: The visual attractiveness of open spaces significantly 

enhances their usability and promotes interactions. 
 Features and Qualities of Open Spaces: Well-designed components, such as shaded seating 

areas and interactive installations, encourage engagement. 
 Activities and Play Equipment: Recreational facilities cater to diverse age groups, fostering 

community participation. 
 Accessibility: Physical accessibility and proximity to users ensure equitable usage. 
 Connectivity: Integration of open spaces into the broader urban fabric enhances usability and 

social vibrancy. 
 User Characteristics and Preferences: Understanding the demographic and cultural preferences 

of users supports inclusivity. 
 Management and Maintenance: Regular upkeep ensures functionality and aesthetic appeal. 
 Safety and Security: A secure environment fosters a sense of comfort and encourages prolonged 

use. 
Further supporting evidence by Nasar and Julian (1995), building on Jacobs’ (1961) ideas, suggests 

that areas with mixed land use promote increased social contact, walkability, and a strong sense of 
community, which are conducive to informal interactions. Similarly, other researchers (Holland et al. 
2007; Mean and Tims 2005; Shaftoe 2012) have highlighted that well-maintained spaces, strategic 
location, accessibility, and the availability of engaging activities are critical for enhancing social vibrancy 
and inclusivity. 

Moreover, studies underscore that environmental quality, aesthetic appeal, experiential opportunities 
(Peters et al. 2010), and the availability of high-quality public open spaces (Lee and Maheswaran 2011) 
significantly influence social cohesion. These factors collectively enhance the quality of life and provide 
opportunities for meaningful interactions, ultimately strengthening community bonds. This body of 
research illustrates the intricate interplay between environmental, physical, and social factors in fostering 
vibrant and socially cohesive open spaces, offering valuable insights for urban planners and designers. 

Social success and inclusion are influenced significantly by design-related factors (Billingham 2002; 
Carmona 2021; Gehl 2013; Holland et al. 2007; Mean and Tims 2005). Elements such as the diversity of 
physical forms, sufficient pedestrian circulation (Law 2000), and the thoughtful arrangement of 
components (Elsheshtawy 2015) play a critical role in fostering interpersonal relationships. Conversely, 
physical barriers can obstruct social interaction, emphasizing the need to carefully evaluate the balance 
between visual connectedness and privacy (Porta 1999). Physical characteristics, such as visual appeal, 
cleanliness, and safety, also significantly impact the likelihood of social interaction. Studies have shown 
that aesthetic qualities (Rad and Ngah 2013; Sugiyama et al. 2009) and a sense of safety and security 
(Pasaogullari and Doratli 2004) enhance the attractiveness of public spaces, encouraging community 
members to engage socially. 

Moreover, spaces that cater to various community needs—such as areas for daily essentials, 
transitional spaces, sociability zones, and quiet solitude areas—substantially affect the frequency of 
social interactions among residents (Cattell et al. 2008). These spaces provide opportunities for 
spontaneous encounters, planned activities, and reflective solitude, ensuring inclusivity for all 
demographic groups. The factors influencing social interaction in neighborhood recreational facilities 
are summarized in Table 2 below, providing a comprehensive framework for designing spaces that 
promote community engagement and cohesion. Perceptions of public open spaces vary across individuals 
and socio-economic groups, influencing usage patterns and forecasts. Unique constraints and preferences 
shape psychological accessibility, potentially leading to a decline in use (Park, 2017). Additionally, 
physical attributes play a crucial role in fostering opportunities for social interactions, ranging from 
casual encounters to deeper engagements (Hertzberger, 2010). These attributes also shape residents’ 
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perceptions of their neighborhoods, influencing behaviors and choices. As a result, psychological 
accessibility impacts the use of public open spaces in residential areas (Park, 2017). This suggests that 
incorporating diverse physical attributes in public open space design can enhance social interaction and 
foster greater inclusion among residents. 

Table 2. Key Factors Influencing Social Interaction in Neighborhood Open Public Spaces. 
Social Interaction Influencing Factors References 

 Connectivity of open spaces and parks in 
neighborhood design Mixed land use  

 High-density neighborhoods 
Jacobs (1961) 

 Physical design and layout patterns of open 
spaces 

 Location of open spaces 
Karuppannan and Sivam (2011) 

 Presence and size of appropriate areas for 
interaction  

 Design of physical elements (e.g., street 
furniture) 

 Appearance, visibility, and privacy of 
locations 

Skjaeveland and Garling (1997) 

 Homeownership (owner vs. rental tenure) Yamamura (2011); Roberts (1984) 
 Neighborhood density Freeman (2001) 
 Distance and proximity of open spaces 
 Facilities and recreational activities in open 

spaces 
Godbey (2009) 

 Demographics (age, gender, marital status, 
ethnicity) 

 Household composition (size, type, number 
of children) 

 Community stability (residency duration, 
intent to remain) 

 Socioeconomic status (education, 
employment, income) 

 Employment patterns (working hours, 
workplace proximity) 

 Transportation (mode and vehicle ownership) 
 Physical proximity and connectivity of 

communal spaces 

Farshidi (2016) 
Wan and Ng (2018) 

 Design, visual appeal, and imagery of open 
spaces 

 Integration of open spaces with surrounding 
areas 

Salih and Ismail (2017) 

 Management and maintenance of open 
spaces 

Salih and Ismail (2017); Holland et al. 
(2007); Shaftoe (2012) 

 Ensuring safety and security of open spaces 
Salih and Ismail (2017); Pasaogullari and 
Doratli (2004) 

 Social activities and engagement within 
spaces 

Carmona(2021); Dines et al. (2006); Gehl 
(2013) 

 High-quality public open spaces Lee and Maheswaran (2011) 

 Aesthetic appeal and cleanliness of spaces 
Peters et al. (2010); Bigdeli Rad and Ngah 
(2013); Sugiyama et al. (2009) 

 Physical attributes and attractiveness of 
spaces 

Bigdeli Rad and Ngah (2013); Sugiyama et 
al. (2009) 



 

9 
 

 

 Dedicated areas for daily necessities, 
socialization, and solitude 

Cattell et al. (2008) 
Olukoya and Atanda (2020) 
Atanda and Öztürk (2020) 

The factors influencing social interaction can be categorized into three primary dimensions: 
 Demographic Characteristics of Neighborhood Residents (DCNR) 
 Physical Characteristics of Recreational Facilities (PCRF) 
 Social Sustainability Characteristics (SSC) 
The following case studies illustrate the impact of these factors on social interactions in open public 

spaces across different global contexts. 

Case Study 1: Raman (2010) 

In a study by Raman exploring the relationship between design, layout, and social interaction in six 
distinct neighborhoods in the United Kingdom with varying densities and configurations, a mixed-
method approach was employed. Questionnaire surveys were utilized to gauge community cohesiveness 
and map social networks, while observational surveys were conducted to evaluate social activities, 
pedestrian flow, and the built environment's quality. The study revealed that physical characteristics, 
spatial arrangement, and architectural design significantly impact social networks, interaction frequency, 
and connection quality. It was found that high-rise residential structures can impede physical proximity 
and limit social interactions, despite the presence of open spaces. Conversely, well-connected communal 
areas, such as recreational spaces within neighborhoods, were observed to facilitate more frequent and 
meaningful social interactions. Additionally, the study highlighted the importance of visual connectivity 
among residences in enhancing social networks within these communities.In summary, the presence of 
well-designed, connected open spaces significantly enhances social interaction, while high-rise buildings, 
despite providing open spaces, reduce such interactions due to their restrictive layouts. 

Case Study 2: Salih and Ismail (2018) 

This study used a survey of 270 respondents to examine factors affecting social interactions in 
Baghdad parks. Key elements evaluated included design quality, diverse activities, accessibility, safety, 
and maintenance. Findings highlighted those well-maintained parks with thoughtful design, varied 
activities, and effective safety measures enhance social interaction. Conversely, high crowd density, 
noise, and poor management negatively impact engagement. The study concludes that accessible, well-
managed parks are vital for fostering community interaction, while overcrowding and neglect deter 
meaningful connections.The insights from both studies underscore the critical importance of open space 
quality and design in facilitating social interaction. While physical factors such as layout, connectivity, 
and aesthetics play a prominent role, non-physical aspects like safety, administration, and crowd 
management are equally significant. Urban planners and designers must holistically integrate these 
factors to create environments that support vibrant social networks. 

Similarly, Almansor (2021) examined factors influencing social interaction in communal spaces 
within Barsha, Iraq. Using a literature review and expert analysis, the study identified key factors such 
as safety, community sense, privacy, accessibility, climate-responsive design, maintenance, education, 
gender, employment, and familial or social ties within neighborhoods. In Saudi Arabia, Sammakieh et 
al. (2021) investigated factors influencing social interaction in Jeddah's public spaces. Key factors 
included accessibility, safety, landscape features, urban design, sensory stimuli, stress-free environments, 
recreation, comfort, pedestrian-friendly layouts, mixed-use integration, ventilation, multifunctionality, 
and service availability. These elements fostered socially vibrant and inclusive spaces. 

Lastly, Mangunsong (2018) examined determinants influencing the quality of social interaction in 
neighborhood parks across five municipalities in Jakarta. Using descriptive and correlational analyses, 
the study evaluated 25 local parks designed to facilitate social interaction. The findings revealed that 
while park design itself had no direct impact, factors such as the beauty and harmony of the parks, 
maintenance standards, cleanliness, and environmental health were significantly influential in promoting 
social interactions among residents.The extracted factors from these studies are summarized in Table 3, 
which outlines the key elements affecting social interactions in public open spaces across diverse contexts. 
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Table 3. Key Factors Influencing Social Interaction in Neighborhood Open Public Spaces (Case Study-
Based). 

Case Study  
Extracted Factors influence social interaction in public 
open space 

Reference 

United 
Kingdom 

 Well-connected common area 
 Quality Location of the public open space 
 High Rise Residential Buildings (Taller tower blocks) 

(Negative influence on social interaction among 
residents in the neighborhood recreational facilities) 

Raman (2010) 

Iraq-Basra 

 Education status 
 Gender 
 Employment status 
 The existence of relations in the same neighborhood 
 Accessibility 
 Climate responsive design 
 Maintenance 
 Location of public open spaces 
 Safety and security 
 Sense of community 
 Privacy 

Almansor 
(2021) 

Iraq-Baghdad 

 Design and image of the parks 
 High quality and diverse activities of parks 
 Accessibility 
 Administration (Management) 
 Connectivity 
 Crowd density and noise (Negative influence on social 

interaction in the neighborhood recreational facilities) 
 Safety and security 

Salih and 
Ismail (2018) 

Saudi Arabia 
– Jeddah City 

 Landscape features (Lighting, Finishing) 
 Space morphology (Urban form), Size, Shape and 

others 
 Relaxation and recreational activities 
 Pedestrian-friendly design 
 Physical and visual accessibility 
 Safety measures 
 Ventilation 
 Multifunctionality  
 Vending outlets (Food, drinks & others) 
 Service availability and management, such as toilets 
 Hazard protection 
 Connectedness to the city 
 Positive sensory stimuli 
 Stress-free environment 
 Comfort 
 Encouraging communication (Psychologically) 
 Safety and security 

Sammakieh et 
al. (2021) 

Indonesia – 
Jakarta 

 Beauty and harmony of neighborhood park 
 Maintenance of neighborhood park 
 Cleanliness and Environmental Health of 

neighborhood park 

Mangunsong 
(2018) 
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3. Material and Methods  
The primary objective of this review is to examine the factors influencing social interaction in open 

public spaces, such as neighborhood recreational facilities. The review demonstrates that open public 
spaces designed to meet specific criteria are essential for fostering and enhancing social interaction 
among residents. 

Data Collection and Analysis Data Collection 

The data collection process involved a comprehensive and systematic online search to identify 
literature relevant to neighborhoods, neighborhood open public spaces, social sustainability, and social 
interaction. To ensure the inclusion of high-quality sources, databases such as Scopus, Web of Science, 
and Google Scholar were searched using predefined keywords and Boolean operators. The selection 
process followed clearly defined inclusion and exclusion criteria, prioritizing peer-reviewed journal 
articles, books, technical reports, and conference proceedings. Studies lacking empirical data or not 
directly addressing social interaction in neighborhood public spaces were excluded. 

The study also incorporated a theoretical exploration of factors influencing social interaction in 
neighborhood open public spaces, synthesizing findings from disciplines such as urban planning, 
sociology, and environmental psychology. Additionally, a case study analysis was conducted to compare 
how various global contexts shape social interaction. Case studies were selected based on criteria such 
as geographical diversity, cultural context, and policy framework, ensuring a broad representation of 
urban environments. Each case was examined based on spatial layout, accessibility, design interventions, 
and user behavior to identify commonalities and differences in fostering social interaction. 

For data analysis, two key approaches were employed. Content analysis was used to identify and 
quantify recurring concepts, phrases, and themes within the collected data, aiding in the discovery of 
patterns aligned with the study's objectives. Additionally, case study analysis, as outlined by Kaarbo and 
Beasley (1999), systematically compared multiple cases to reveal relationships, patterns, and variations 
across different contexts. This approach, widely used across disciplines, provided valuable insights into 
how different factors influence social interaction.The selection of case studies was guided by alignment 
with the research objectives and data accessibility. By integrating theoretical research with practical case 
study comparisons, this two-phase methodology offers a comprehensive understanding of the factors 
shaping social interaction in neighborhood open public spaces. The findings aim to inform better design 
and management practices to enhance social sustainability and community cohesion. 

4. Results and Discussion 
This study analyzed case studies to explore factors influencing social interaction in public spaces, 

parks, and recreational facilities, revealing significant variations across countries due to differing social 
and cultural contexts. In Iraq, demographic factors like gender and education were pivotal, while physical 
attributes of recreational facilities were the most influential overall. Key factors identified include 
accessibility, proper maintenance, climate-responsive designs, diverse activities, and amenities such as 
vending outlets and effective management systems. 

Several case studies, including those from Iraq, Jeddah City (Saudi Arabia), and the United Kingdom, 
highlighted the importance of connectivity between public open spaces and residential neighborhoods. 
This connectivity fosters greater accessibility and integration, significantly enhancing social interactions 
among neighborhood residents.The social sustainability characteristic category emphasized the role of 
safety and security systems in encouraging social interaction, particularly in Iraq and Jeddah. Well-
designed safety measures contribute to user comfort and trust, motivating residents to visit and interact 
within these spaces. The study underscores the necessity of addressing potential threats to user well-
being in public spaces to create environments conducive to social interaction. 

In conclusion, this research highlights the importance of considering both demographic 
characteristics (e.g., gender and education) and physical factors (e.g., design, accessibility, and 
maintenance) in promoting social interaction in public open spaces. Based on the findings from the 
literature and case studies, Tables 4, 5, and 6 present the final list of factors and sub-variables influencing 
social interaction among neighborhood residents in public open spaces, including neighborhood 
recreational facilities. 

Table 4. DCNR Factors Influencing Social Interaction in Neighborhood Recreational Facilities. 
Category Factors Sub-variables Sub-variables References 

DCNR 
Tenure type - - 
Age group - - 
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Gender - - 
Marital status - - 
Number of children in the family - - 
Job status - - 
Education level - - 
Household income - - 
Working hours - - 
Transportation - - 
The existence of relations 
(Relatives) in the same residential 
neighborhood 

- - 

Table 5. PCRF Factors Influencing Social Interaction in Neighborhood Recreational Facilities. 

Category Factors Sub-variables 
Sub-variables 
References 

PCRF 

Availability and 
management of 
facilities 

 Availability & management of 
the toilets in the neighborhood 
recreational facilities 

 Availability and management of 
parking facilities 

Sammakieh et al. 
(2021) 

Types and 
characteristics of 
recreational and 
physical activities 

 Provision of children's 
playground in the neighborhood 
recreational facilities 

 Provision of football fields in the 
neighborhood recreational 
facilities. 

 Provision of jogging routes in 
the neighborhood recreational 
facilities. 

 Provision of rest area in the 
neighborhood recreational 
facilities. 

Cui et al. (2024) 

Visual 
connectivity 
(Permeability) 

 Visual controllability (The 
transparency of the 
neighborhood recreational 
facilities with very high level of 
visibility) 

 Visibility of neighborhood 
recreational facility 
(Showcasing clearly the 
activities and options of the 
recreational facilities for the 
neighborhood residents) 

Farshidi (2016) 

Affordance 
(Place Capacity) 

 Capacity of neighborhood 
recreational facilities that 
provide access to a diverse range 
of activities 

Farshidi (2016) 

Accessibility 
 The proximity of the 

neighborhood recreational 
Almansor (2021) 
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facilities to users in the 
neighborhood  

 The accessibility to 
neighborhood recreational 
facilities to both genders 

 The number of females who 
have access to neighborhood 
recreational facilities. 

 The number of males who have 
access to neighborhood 
recreational facilities. 

 The number of children who 
have access to neighborhood 
recreational facilities. 

 The number of elderlies who 
have access to neighborhood 
recreational facilities. 

 The number of disabled who 
have access to neighborhood 
recreational facilities. 

 Connectivity of parks into the 
neighborhood design 

Shirazi and Keivani 
(2019) 
Farshidi (2016) 

Maintenance  

 Periodic maintenance of 
neighborhood recreational 
facilities 

Almansor (2021) 

Climate 
responsive design 

 An appropriate design for the 
environmental climate of the city 

 The selection of construction 
materials is appropriate for the 
location and area. 

 Provision of shelter/shaded areas 
in the neighborhood recreational 
facilities (Coverage from sun or 
rain) 

Almansor (2021) 
Chang (2025) 

Landscape 
features 
(Aesthetic 
appeal) 

 Provision of suitable finishing 
materials, lighting, and 
furnishings within neighborhood 
recreational facilities. 

Sammakieh et al. 
(2021) 

Safety measures 

 Availability of the railings and 
fire suppression systems within 
the neighborhood recreational 
facilities. 

Sammakieh et al. 
(2021) 

Vending outlets 

 Availability of the food & drinks 
Kiosks in the neighborhood 
recreational facilities 

Sammakieh et al. 
(2021) 

Hazard protection 
 Protection of contact with 

potentially dangerous substances 
that might lead to Health damage 

Sammakieh et al. 
(2021) 
Ahmed (2012) 
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and potential threats to the 
neighborhood recreational 
facilities user’s safety. 

 Cleanness of the neighborhood 
recreational facilities (Regular 
garbage collection). 

Table 6. SSC Factors Influencing Social Interaction in Neighborhood Recreational Facilities. 

Category Factors Sub-variables 
Sub-variables 
References 

SSC 

Density 

 The number of neighborhood 
recreational facilities users. 

 The number of residents per house. 
 The population density of the 

residential neighborhood relative to its 
total area of the neighborhood 

Almansor 
(2021) 

Characteristics 
and interests of 

users 
(Neighborhood 

Residents) 

- - 

Privacy 

 Perceived privacy and comfort in using 
neighborhood recreational facilities 

 Physical or visible barriers (trees and 
fences). 

Almansor 
(2021) 

Safety and 
security 

 The incidence of crime or the 
prevalence of conflict in the residential 
neighborhood 

 Percentage of neighborhood residents 
who feel safe in their neighborhood 
recreational facilities during daylight 
and nighttime. 

Almansor 
(2021) 

Sense of 
community 

 Engagement in social activities and 
community affairs of the residential 
neighborhood by using social media, 
WhatsApp group and others 
(Participatory decision-making 
pertinent to the neighborhood) 

Almansor 
(2021) 

5. Conclusion 
This study underscores the crucial role of well-designed public open spaces in fostering social 

interaction among neighborhood residents. Key factors such as thoughtful design, diverse activities, 
accessibility, safety, effective management, and regular maintenance are essential for promoting 
meaningful engagement in parks and other shared areas. Neighborhood recreational facilities, in 
particular, serve as vital spaces for socialization, cultural exchange, and community-building, making 
them integral to urban social sustainability. The findings emphasize that a city’s overall sustainability 
depends on the well-being of its neighborhoods, highlighting the need to address local challenges to 
achieve broader urban sustainability goals. 

The study identifies three primary categories of factors influencing social interaction: demographic 
characteristics of neighborhood residents, physical characteristics of recreational facilities, and social 
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sustainability characteristics. Case study comparisons reveal significant regional variations in these 
factors, shaped by weather conditions, cultural norms, and socioeconomic characteristics. This 
underscores the necessity for context-specific approaches when planning and designing public spaces. 

While providing valuable insights, the study has limitations. The reliance on secondary data may 
restrict contextual depth, and the proposed framework has not been empirically validated in specific 
neighborhoods or regions. Future research should conduct empirical investigations across diverse 
geographic and cultural settings to refine the framework. Longitudinal studies could further explore the 
long-term impacts of public open space design on social interaction and community well-being. 
Additionally, advancements in smart infrastructure and technology could enhance public space usability. 
Given the variation in social interaction factors across contexts, expert-based surveys are essential to 
identify the specific influences within particular settings. 

Despite its significance in urban sustainability, social sustainability remains the least explored pillar 
in scholarly research. This study addresses this gap by positioning social interaction as a key indicator 
and advocating for its integration into urban planning and policy frameworks. By emphasizing the need 
for tailored, community-driven public space design, the study contributes to sustainable urban 
development. Engaging residents in the planning process ensures accessibility, safety, and inclusivity, 
while integrating social and environmental sustainability enhances long-term urban resilience. These 
insights offer a foundation for policymakers, urban planners, and designers to create vibrant, socially 
cohesive neighborhoods that support broader sustainability objectives. 
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