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Table 1: Methodology of defining neighborhood by residents’ perceptions and the variables considered in studies
by Western scholars
Methodology and the variables considered in examination of neighborhood

Time period ] Some related studies
territory

The 1960s Urban neighborhood as a social and spatial unit Lee (1968)
Considering neighborhood as a subjective schemea Keller (1968)
Examination of descriptive information of residents about the neighborhood using
quantitative methods (common ideas on neighborhood name, neighborhood Lee (1973)

The 1970s center_, Iogal S1gns, etc.)_ . . . Haney and Knowles
Examination and analysis of the area and size of neighborhood territory (1978)
The impact of neighborhood location in the city on the perceived neighborhood
size
Investigation of individual difference variables in residents perceptions of
neighborhood territory

The 1980s Influence of variables such as gender, age, level of education, neighborhood Guestand Lee (1984)

S - ; ; : - Haeberle (1988)

location in the city, and duration of residence on perceived area and size of the
neighborhood

Continuing previous studies by examining variables of individual differences in
residents’ perceptions using interviews with different groups of residents

The 1990s Influence of variables such as race and social origin on residents’ perceptions
Influence of social relationships with neighbors on the perceived size of the
neighborhood

Lee and Campbell
(1997)
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Use of GIS software to combine different layers of spatial and social information

of the neighborhood and overlaying the maps to determine the territory of

From 2000
onwards

neighborhoods

Analyzing the information on the perceived territory of neighborhoods
Proposing a common area among residents
Proposing shared boundaries among residents

Coulton et al. (2001)
Campbell et al. (2009)
Lohmann and
McMurran (2009)
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Table 2: General information of residents participating in the survey

Variable

Male
Female
15-19
20-39
40-59
More than 60

Gender

Age

Secondary school and less

Level of education
degree

Bachelors' degree

Masters' degree and PhD

Freelance jobs
Employee
Student
Housewife
Retired
Unemployed
Less than 5 years
6-15
16-25
More than 25 years
Owner
Tenant
Native
Non-native

Occupation

Duration of residence

Ownership type

Residence type

High school and associate

Number of total Percentage of total
guestionnaires questionnaires
402 67%
198 33%
84 14%
276 46%
162 27%
78 13%
228 38%
240 40%
120 20%
12 2%
200 33.33%
82 13.33%
117 19.5%
111 18.5%
76 12.66%
14 2.33%
174 29%
216 36%
90 15%
120 20%
486 81%
114 19%
492 82%
108 18%
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Fig. 1 Cognitive map of perceived neighborhood territory in 6 selected neighborhoods
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Table 3: Percentage and opinions of residents in 6 neighborhoods of Mashhad
Positive response to Neiahborhood
Texture Neighborhood living in the Neighborhood name g
. center
neighborhood
0,
Historical ~ Sarshour neighborhood %82 %38 (Sarshour) Migi;;'our
Middle Sa'ad Abad %79 %18 (Sa ad Abad) %42 (None)
neighborhood
Samzghand 0 o 0
neighborhood %75 %25 (Samzghand) %22 (Samzghand)
Touraj neighborhood
Neighborhood 2, Area %72 %26 (Touraj) %32 (None)
New 18, District 8
Neighborhood 9 0 o . 0
Ghasim Abad %80 %20 (Hijab) %27 (None)
0, i 0, i
Shahrbani Town %90 %68 (Shahrbani %70 (business
Town) center)
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Table 4: Comparison of peopl€e’ s views on neighborhood territory in 6 neighborhoods of Mashhad (areas are in
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Fig. 2 Specifying common area among respondents in 6 neighborhoods in 10% classifications of common area
among respondents
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Table 5: Comparison of average perceived neighborhood area in 6 studied neighborhoods

Percentage of
perceived territory

Texture Neighborhood Mean to the contracted df Slgnlf_lc_ance
area coefficient
area of the
neighborhood
Historical Sarshour 1671 11.42 21.9%
neighborhood
Middle Sal ad Abad 3.79 13.15%
neighborhood
Samzghand 0
neighborhood 76 18% 5 0.000
Touraj neighborhood 16.34  14.35 20.9%
New Neighborhood 9
Ghasim Abad 5.18 16.18%
Shahrbani Town 19 67.85%

neighborhood
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Table 6: Comparison of average perceived neighborhood area in 6 studied neighborhoods

Variable Group Mean SD Z Significance coefficient
Male 12.036 11.6
Gender Female 10.045 l058 2% 0011
Ownership type %’:’12?]; 1915836 iégg -2.816 0.05
Residence type Native 1175 11.69 -1.415 0.157

Non-native 8.93

7.98
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Table 7: Testing mean difference among different groups in 6 selected neighborhoods

Variable Group Mean SD DF Slgnlf]cgnce
coefficient
Secondary school and less 10.87 11.04 0.379
High school and associate
Level of education degree 12.02 11.36 3
Bachelors' degree 10.42 10.8
Masters' degree and PhD 18.59 18.00
15-19 10.02 10.91 0.115
Age 20-39 12.04 11.04 3
40-59 11.27 12.02
More than 60 10.75 11.03
Freelance jobs 12.68 12.16 0.05
Employee 12.31 12.22
Occupation Studen_t 9.94 9.99 5
Housewife 9.54 9.89
Retired 11.56 11.21
Unemployed 15.75 13.72
Less than 5 years 9.89 10.85 0.067
Duration of residence 6-15 11.25 1081 3
16-25 13.86 12.38
More than 25 years 12.01 12.76
Completely friends 12 12.58 0.206
Neighborhood Sometimes communicating 11.93 10.90 3
relations Just greetings 11.56 11.66
Do not know at all 9.37 9.55
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Currently, neighborhoods play an important role in local plans and programs in cities
and have an important status in urban development. Urban neighborhoods are referred
to as the key to urban development, public participation, and giving identity to urban
environments. On the other hand, in Iranian urbanization also neighborhood has a very
long history and it has been one of the main elements in the structure of Iranian cities.
One important issue in relation to neighborhood concept is the proper definition of the
territory of neighborhoods. Many of the plans and programs provided for development,
improvement, and enhancement of neighborhoods are somehow linked to the territory
of neighborhoods and their definition. Meanwhile, the first step is to correctly define
the dimensions and boundaries of neighborhoods and the role of neighborhood
residents. In this regard, despite studies carried out in western countries and the
development of methods to assess and analyze perceptions of residents of the territory,
there have been very few studies in the country.

The present study aims to firstly determine the extent of collectiveness of residents
perceptions of neighborhoods' territory and secondly examine and analyze how the
eight variables (derived from individual differences among neighborhood residents)
affect residents’ perceptions of neighborhood territory. The considered variables are
gender, age, education, job, duration of residence, type of ownership, mode of residence
(native, non-native), and having neighborhood relations. First, the theoretical
foundations associated with the study are reviewed and then the methods used to define
neighborhood territory are introduced using residents’ opinions.

The research method is quantitative and survey along with statistical analysis and
spatial information analysis. For this purpose, 600 combined questionnaires along with
annex map were distributed in 6 neighborhoods of Mashhad according to the
neighborhoods determined in Detailed Plan of the city of Mashhad (including
neighborhoods of Sarshur, Saad Abad, Samzghand, Tourg, Shahrbani Town and
neighborhood 9 of Qasim Abad). Sampling method was multistage cluster sampling.
The information analysis process was carried out in two stages. In the first stage,
descriptive information of residents’ perception of the neighborhood was analyzed and
in the second stage, the information obtained from cognitive maps of residents from the
territory of the neighborhood was analyzed using Geographic Information System
(GIS).

The study results show that the majority of respondents try to define their place of
residence in the framework of a neighborhood territory. Regarding the variables of
neighborhood name and location of the neighborhood center, in most neighborhoods,
there is disagreement among the residents. Meanwhile, local centers and neighborhood
mosgues play an important role in residents perceptions of neighborhood territory.
Analysis of the information regarding the neighborhood’s perceived territory shows
that in all neighborhoods, the average perceived territory area of the neighborhood is
lower than the contracted neighborhood area in the Detailed Plan. Overlap rates in the
studied neighborhoods were reported as ranging between 10 to 70 percent among
residents.
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The results of examining common points in neighborhood borders show that in most
neighborhoods the boundaries of the contracted neighborhood territory in the Detailed
Plan in four geographical directions are different from the neighborhood borders
perceived by the residents. Also, in the respondents answers, the location of the
common area territory in each of the neighborhoods is mostly based on the activity
centers within the neighborhoods.

Results of Kruskal-Wallis statistical test show that residents perceptions of
neighborhoods' territories in different urban contexts are different from the contracted
neighborhoods defined in urban development plans. Also, the average perceived
territory areas in different urban contexts are significantly different from each other.
To examine the variables of individual differences of residents and how they affect the
residents perceptions, the mean area index of residents perceptions of the
neighborhood territory was used. Mann-Whitney statistical test was used to analyze the
three variables of gender, type of ownership, and type of residence; and Kruskal-Wallis
test was used to analyze the five variables of education, age, duration of residence, type
of occupation, and the number of neighborhood relations. The results show that males
and owners of residential units significantly perceive the neighborhood territory larger
than the other groups, and residents who are housewives and students, compared to
other groups of occupations, significantly perceive the neighborhood territory smaller
than the other groups of employees. Regarding the variables of age, duration of
residence, level of education, and the amount of neighborhood relations, there were no
significant differencesin residents perceptions of neighborhood territory.

The present study provides recommendations on application of residents perceptions
in the process of defining neighborhoods' territories and determining variables in this
regard. Also, it is recommended to use new tools such as Geographic Information
System (GIS) and its analytical tools in the process of determining neighborhoods
territories.
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