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Abstract 

An important aspect of city life is people’s experience. Perceived safety is one 

important aspect of that experience. In a large perspective, perceived safety concerns 

discussions on just public space. In a small perspective, it has direct implications for 

people’s mobility and ultimately their quality of life. Current literature emphasises the 

importance of main street as an urban public space. Given that perceived safety matters 

to urban life in large, and people’s everyday experience in particular, and that the main 

street has great potential as a public space, it is important to understand perceived safety 

on main street. The aim of this study is to contribute to knowledge on what is important 

for street users’ perceived safety on main streets, and how the frontage on main streets 

can contribute to perceived safety. Through a questionnaire, interviews and place 

observations carried out on Odengatan, Stockholm, this study finds that among nine 

perceived safety aspects, “mix of people”, followed by (informal) “social control” and 

“urban form”, were the aspects that would make the highest number of street users on 

Odengatan feel safe. It also finds that active frontage was directly connected to the 

street users’ experience on Odengatan; the three aspects were connected to several 

factors of active frontage. In addition, it finds that those active frontage factors are able 

to contribute positively to perceived safety in the case of Odengatan.  
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Sammanfattning 

En viktig del av livet i staden är människornas upplevelse. Trygghet är en viktig aspekt 

av den upplevelsen. I det stora perspektivet ingår trygghet i diskussioner om rättvisa 

allmänna platser. I ett närmare perspektiv har trygghet direkta konsekvenser för 

människors rörlighet och i slutändan deras livskvalitet. Aktuell litteratur betonar vikten 

av huvudgatan som en allmän plats. Med utgångspunkt i att trygghet har betydelse för 

stadslivet i allmänhet, och människors vardagliga upplevelse i synnerhet, och att 

huvudgatan har stor potential som allmän plats, är det viktigt att förstå trygghet på 

huvudgator. Syftet med denna studie är att bidra till kunskap om vad som är viktigt för 

tryggheten på huvudgator för gatornas användare, och hur fasaden på huvudgatorna kan 

bidra till den tryggheten. Genom en enkät, samt intervjuer och platsobservationer 

genomförda på Odengatan, Stockholm, finner denna studie att bland nio 

trygghetsaspekter, var "mix av människor", följt av (informell) "social kontroll" och 

"gestaltning" de aspekter som skulle göra flest gatuanvändare trygga på Odengatan. 

Studien finner också att aktiva fasader var direkt kopplat till användarnas upplevelse på 

Odengatan; de tre trygghetsaspekterna berörde flera faktorer inom aktiva fasader. Den 

visar även att dessa faktorer kan bidra positivt till tryggheten på Odengatan. 
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1 Introduction  

An important aspect of city life is the experience for the people. The success of urban 

public space often implies comfortable, active and accessible places (Heffernan et al., 

2014). Feeling safe becomes a crucial part of the experience in such places. In addition 

to an individual’s actual risk of crime, an important concern is also one’s perceived 

safety. Perceived safety refers to an individual’s experience of “the risk of becoming a 

victim of crime and disturbance of public order” (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018, p. 60). The 

risk of becoming a victim and the experience of it, can be equally important to people’s 

reality (Halbur, 2010; Uittenbogaard et al., 2018).  

 

Perceived safety has relevance in both large and small scale. Seen as a spatial justice 

issue, perceived safety can be included in the discussions of just public space (Haas & 

Mehaffy, 2018) and the universal right to the city (Harvey, 2008). For example, Vania 

Ceccato (2014, p. 129) argues there is a need to view “safe mobility as an individual 

right, to be attained by all, regardless of the individual’s gender, age, abilities or 

resources”.  

 

In a smaller perspective, perceived safety has direct implications for the individual. 

Many people try to adjust to, and minimise, their perceived risk of becoming a victim. 

Some, especially women, modify their activities in public place and hide their 

valuables. Other groups such as older people, may avoid parks or are afraid to spend 

time outside. Although these things do not always mean a decrease in quality of life, 

behavioural adjustments and limitations in movement outdoors, as well as the 

emotional reactions of unease and sometimes fear, have shown to affect life quality 

negatively (Bremberg et al., 2015; Jackson and Gray, 2010). Research suggests that it 

can damage psychological well-being, decrease collective trust and cohesion (Jackson 

and Gray, 2010). 

 

The main street is one type of urban street. It is a local commercial street which serves 

both as a link to other places and as a place to remain in. It provides a wide range of 

goods and services and is accessible for both pedestrians and public transport travellers. 

Main street has both an economic and communicative importance through shops, 

banks, offices, schools and community functions (Vaughan et al., 2018). A core quality 

of a main street is the architectural style and materials of the buildings and the uses of 

them, Carmona (2015) writes. And he emphasises a certain importance of the uses of 

ground floor level–the ground floor level of the buildings is important for the whole 

character of the street (Carmona, 2015). But the ground floor has an importance for the 

experience on the street beyond the purely aesthetic value.  

 

Given that the perceived safety concerns urban life in large, and people’s everyday 

experience in particular, and that the main street has great potential as a public space, 

it is important to understand perceived safety on main street. 

 

In the work of creating places with high level of perceived safety in urban environment, 

urban planners and designers are considered vital (Dempsey, 2012; Mehta and Bosson, 

2018). The urban development concept of BoTryggt2030 is a Swedish contemporary 

initiative, which can be seen as a response to the call for urban planners and designers 
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to get involved in perceived safety issues. BoTryggt2030 is currently developing 

guidelines for environmental design in new and existing built environment 

(BoTryggt2030, n.d.). 

 

In practice, resources are limited. Because of this, there is a need to plan for a wide 

range of citizens’ needs (Mehta, 2014), and to prioritise among values in projects 

connected to perceived safety (Polismyndigheten i Stockholms län, 2005). One 

important part of being resourceful and make informed decisions, is to understand what 

aspects are important for perceived safety so that efforts concerning perceived safety 

will have the most effect. 

 

Then, what factors could be important for perceived safety in the context of main street? 

Carmona (2015) argues that main streets have great potential, in the form of both local 

significance and untapped growth potential. However, the potential may not be utilised 

if not a more detailed picture of main streets is researched, Carmona continues. 

Similarly, Talen and Jeong (2017) write that that knowledge on main street qualities 

sometimes is based on incomplete or anecdotal information. They argue that the 

knowledge is limited to individual sites or that it is based on simplified or inappropriate 

data that does not sufficiently measure main street qualities. This motivates a study on 

the main street.  

 

BoTryggt2030 outlines nine fundamental aspects important to safety issues, such as 

lighting, urban form and mix of people. Which of the nine aspects are the most 

important to main street users, is however not researched yet. Previous studies have 

shown a combination of the three environmental features light, open spaces, and access 

to real refuge, were rated as the safest, followed by the combination of light and open 

space (Loewen et al., 1993). And building frontage has proved to be important for 

perceived safety, in that, that streets with long continuity of a frontage was perceived 

as less safe than streets with shorter continuity and many individual buildings (Harvey 

et al., 2015). However, there is still no research made on how such factors may 

contribute to the perceived safety of street users on a main street in a Swedish context.  

 

Building frontages are believed to add interest, life and vitality in public places, when 

there are frequent windows, doors, details and articulation to the frontage, and visible 

internal uses on ground floor level (Llewelyn Davies Yeang, 2007). Today, there are 

both “best practice” guides for urban design and architecture, and local planning 

policies, that advocate such active frontage (Heffernan et al., 2014). However, there are 

yet few empirical studies conducted on the effects of active frontage on perceptions of 

public space, Heffernan et al. (2014) write. They are critical to accepting positive 

benefits of active frontage, theoretically and in practice, without researching them 

further. 

 

This study builds on the argument that more research on frontage is needed. As quality 

of the active frontage (higher activeness) has been found to correlate with perceived 

safety and comfortability (Heffernan et al., 2014), this study also seeks to add to the 

empirical research on active frontage quality by looking into possible contributions of 

factors of active frontage to perceived safety. It is set in the context of a main street in 

Stockholm, Odengatan.  
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1.1 Aim and relevance of research 

The aim of this study is to contribute to knowledge on what is important for street users’ 

perceived safety on main streets, and how the frontage on main streets can contribute 

to perceived safety.  

 

With extended knowledge on what factors are important for perceived safety on main 

streets, including the contribution of active frontage on perceived safety, decisions on 

how to maintain and improve high quality public spaces can be better informed. Thus, 

resources can be more efficiently invested. Ultimately, equal opportunity to use public 

space, and high quality of life, for all people can be better ensured. 

 

1.2 Objective 

The objective of this study is to outline perceived safety as a theoretical concept, 

explore what factors affect the perceived safety, and to what degree, on a main street in 

Stockholm, and analyse how active frontage can contribute to perceived safety on that 

street. 

 

1.3 Research questions  

The main research question that shapes this study is presented below. Based on this 

question, several sub-questions are formulated to guide the different parts of the study.  

 

Main research question 

What factors, and to what degree, affect the perceived safety on a main street in 

Stockholm? 

 

Theoretical question 

(A) What is perceived safety and what are the aspects that affect street users’ perceived 

safety on main streets?  

 

Empirical questions 

(B) To what degree are each of the BoTryggt2030 aspects important to street users’ 

perceived safety on Odengatan? 

 

(C) What is the active frontage quality on Odengatan where perceived safety is high, 

and low respectively? 

 

Analytical question 

(D) How can frontage contribute to perceived safety on Odengatan? 

 

1.4 Delimitations 

Because of the scope and focus of this study, “street users” is in this study defined as 

the people who are walking (with or without aid such as wheelchair), standing, or sitting 

along Odengatan and the immediate surrounding. People using different forms of 

transportation usually use this street too, but they were not considered in this study. 
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In this study, perceived safety as a concept is delimited to consider factors only 

connected to the BoTryggt2030 model. Other factors such as media representations of 

people and places, social background, previous victimization, weather conditions, and 

more, which could affect the perceived safety of street users, are not explored in this 

study.  

 

Because of methodological reasons, such as using one particular case in this study, and 

a small sample of population, possibilities to generalize the findings are very limited. 

 

1.5 Disposition 

The introduction chapter has presented the starting point of this study, including its aim, 

relevance and guiding research questions. The second chapter answers the theoretical 

question, by exploring how the concept of perceived safety can be understood in the 

context of urban planning and design and outlining aspects connected to main streets 

that contribute to street users’ perceived safety. The third chapter describes the three 

methods used and how they were applied in this study. It also presents the model used 

to identify factors that affect perceived safety. 

 

The fourth chapter answers the two empirical questions. First, the result about the 

importance of aspects of perceived safety is presented and analysed. Second, the result 

about active frontage quality is presented and analysed. The fifth chapter connects 

theoretical concepts with the empirical findings. It seeks to answer the last research 

question, by discussing how the perceived safety aspects that are most important for 

street users, connect with active frontage aspects, in order to contribute to perceived 

safety. The sixth and final chapter concludes what the study has achieved and answers 

the main research question. It also critically evaluates the study and suggests further 

research.  
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2 Theoretical concepts 

The second chapter explores how the concept of perceived safety can be understood in 

the context of urban planning and design, and outline aspects that contribute to street 

users’ perceived safety. This is done by an overview of literature within the main topics 

of this study: main street and perceived safety. This chapter aims at answering the first 

research question (A), the theoretical question: 

 

Theoretical question 

(A) What is perceived safety and what are the aspects that affect street users’ perceived 

safety on main streets?  

 

In order to put this study into context, the context of urban planning and design, 

including points of departure for the study, is presented first.  

 

2.1 The context of urban planning and design 

In this study cities are seen as an important arena in the process toward sustainable 

societies. To be able to achieve the global sustainable development goals set by the 

United Nations (UN), the latest UN conference on sustainable housing and urban 

development (Habitat III) concludes that it is in cities, towns and villages that actions 

must be operationalised. Urban spaces are thereby important for addressing common 

challenges. It can be illustrated by the Secretary-General (Clos, 2017, p. v) who writes: 

“[h]ow we envisage and share our urban spaces ultimately impacts how we address 

global challenges”. 

 

A central theme to sustainability in cities that is recently emerging as a field of study, 

is public space. In a research perspective, public space can be seen as a helpful 

framework to understand other processes and systems in urban contexts, Haas and 

Mehaffy (2018) argue. That suggests that public space is understood today as something 

important to cities. Public space has been found for example, to generate economic 

spillovers, and create benefits of ecological, social and personal health (Mehaffy et al., 

2018). 

 

The importance is also supported by Habitat III, which concludes that public places can 

promote safe cities because they are “the key elements of plural and peaceful 

communities, avoiding stigmatizing social groups” (United Nations, 2017, p. 68). This 

study is based on the understanding that the concept of public space is a useful basis on 

which to analyse sustainable development in general, and issues of urban safety in 

particular.  

 

The emphasis of public space can be situated within the approach highlighting the 

qualities for social life of urban users and vibrancy of cities. By critique of modernistic 

top-down, traffic-oriented urban planning by Jane Jacobs (1961), William H. Whyte 

(1980) and Jan Gehl (2011) and more, there has been a shift in urban planning into 

focusing more on a human-scale bottom-up approach, and on consideration on the 

pedestrian experience. The social functions and benefits of public space is emphasised. 
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For example, Whyte believed that public spaces could and should foster community 

interaction and that the social life in public space contributes to quality of life for both 

individuals and society as a whole (Project for Public Spaces, 2010). Jacobs (1961) 

argued sidewalks as public space, are a forum where all city dwellers are able to take 

part socially and economically in city life.  

 

Within urban planning, a changed situation for stakeholders has shifted the view of 

public life in recent years. Mehta and Bosson (2018) write that an increasing range of 

stakeholders take part in visioning and making places today. That has resulted in an 

agile and temporary urbanism, which for streets means that the public life grown in 

interest. It is manifested in the upcoming cafes, restaurants and pop-up destination. 

Also, there has been a rethinking of streets as a friendly place for bicyclists and 

pedestrians (Mehta and Bosson, 2018).  

 

The trend of human-scaled urban design, promoting place-making and public space, 

can be viewed in the light of New Urbanism. This study was inspired by the general 

ideas within this concept. New Urbanism is a trend in urban planning and design 

developed as an alternative to the sprawling, single-use, low-density patterns which is 

seen as typical of post-World War II development in The United States. It promotes 

“walkable, vibrant, beautiful places” which is believed to work for both better 

businesses and local governments, and to promote healthy and happy lives of city 

residents. There is a focus on the walkable city, where the transportation system should 

be multimodal (walking, bicycling, transit use, and driving) and public places (plazas, 

squares, sidewalks, cafes, and porches) are promoted as places for daily interaction and 

public life (CNU, n.d.). 

 

In line with New Urbanism, this study is based on the understanding that public places 

such as streets can support social connections and interactions (Heffernan et al., 2014; 

Vaughan et al., 2018), that public space has capacity to support perceived safety 

(Mehta, 2014), and can function as an information resource and provide an opportunity 

for work (Vaughan et al., 2018). Thereby, this study ultimately understands public place 

focused that are focused on creating spaces for perceived safety, social interaction and 

walkability, as important for mental and physical well-being of urban users. 

 

Going deeper into the theme of public space, this study considers streets as one type of 

public space. The design, uses and maintenance of streets are common concerns within 

the field urban planning and design (Mehta, 2018: Tonnelat, 2010). Therefore, streets 

are in this study discussed through their design, their uses and the maintenance of them. 

Further exploration of streets as public space is found below, in section 2.4.  

 

Cities, and thereby their streets, can be viewed with a relational approach (Högström, 

2018; Lynch, 1960). Lynch (1960) argued that a city is more than its physical elements. 

The moving elements as people, and their activities, are also a part of it. People are not 

simply observers, but active participants creating the city together (Högström, 2018; 

Lynch, 1960; Tonnelat, 2010). In this context, streets are nothing in themselves, they 

are experienced, perceived, given meaning by their users, in relation to the 

surroundings. The visual quality (defined as clarity or legibility) of cityscape elements 

such as paths (including streets) affect the image that the inhabitants create, Lynch 
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(1960) discussed. This study applies this approach, by drawing on the idea that the 

perception of safety on city streets is shaped by the street users’ understanding of the 

physical structures, the people and their actions in that place.  

 

There is no strict physical determinism approach in this study. In accordance with 

Högström’s relativistic interpretation of Jane Jacobs’ ideas, this study rather 

understands streets as being shaped by all its professional actors and local inhabitants, 

by the interactions between them, things and processes, together with by the planned 

and unplanned physical spaces (Högström, 2018). Nevertheless, the streets are still 

ascribed the potential to affect people’s perception of space in this study, which is in 

focus in the study. 

 

2.2 The historical context 

The discussion on the spatial factors influence on crime and safety issues can be traced 

back to the North American context of the 1960’s and 1970’s. In many cities, insecurity 

and lack of “social control” prevailed (Iqbal and Ceccato, 2016). Jacobs (1961) 

critiqued modernistic planning for generating inner-city insecurity. She directed her 

critique to urban planners and architects as she emphasised the spatial aspect of safety–

she promoted high-density cities with mixed residential and commercial uses which 

allowed for natural surveillance to counter insecurity (explained further below, in the 

following section, 2.4). 

 

That perceived safety became a focus within the field of urban planning and design, 

also has origins in the field of criminology. Two prominent works in the early 1970’s 

can be seen as a response to a situation of escalating crime in the growing towns and 

cities. There was a need to counter that development in new ways (Jeffery & 

Chepkemoi, 2019). From Jacobs ideas, the role of the environment in promoting safety 

was clarified further, first in the work of Jeffery 1971. With basis in sociology and 

criminology, he regarded behaviour as a response to environmental opportunities rather 

than as a characteristic of the individual offender. And elements in this approach, were 

elaborated in a similar way later, by Newman 1973.  

 

For Newman (1973), the emphasis was on the idea of defensible space. Defensible 

space refers to several mechanisms that can bring “an environment under control of its 

residents”, with for example “real and symbolic barriers” (Newman, 1973, p. 3). As a 

model, it was launched for residential environments where territoriality and a sense of 

community was believed to be translated into responsibility for ensuring a safe and 

“well-maintained living space” (Newman, 1973, p. 3). The idea was as a response to 

crime occurrence in those areas. 

 

Hillier and Sahbaz (2008) describe differences in the approaches of Jacobs’ idea of the 

mechanism for natural surveillance, and Newman’s idea of defensible space. While the 

goal for both ideas were to reduce crime, the former idea promoted high-density streets 

and neighbourhoods, the latter promoted low-density environments “with restricted 

access to strangers, where inhabitants can recognise strangers as intruders and challenge 

them” (Hillier and Sahbaz, 2008, p. 2). Mixed-use street to promote activity and natural 
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surveillance is contrasted to single-use areas to increase residential control (Hillier and 

Sahbaz, 2008). 
 

The ideas of Jeffrey and Newman are linked to the approach of situational crime 

prevention. In contrast to a social approach, it aims to modify the physical environment 

to reduce the opportunities for crime to occur (Morgan et al., 2012). The premise of 

situational crime prevention is that crime is often opportunistic. To achieve the aim, it 

recommends measures involving identifying, manipulating and controlling the 

situational or environmental factors associated with certain types of crime (Morgan et 

al., 2012). As representatives of the Australian Institute of criminology, Morgan et al. 

(2012) argue there is considerable evidence of the effectiveness of situational crime 

prevention in reducing crime, both in Australia and elsewhere. And it has been found 

to be a cost-efficient strategy to reduce crime, such as residential burglary, in the UK 

(Morgan et al., 2012). 

 

An approach built on the premise of situational crime prevention, is the mechanism of 

broken windows. James Wilson and George Kelling came with the idea in 1982 that 

visible sign of physical disorder (violations of widely accepted norms), such as broken 

windows, as well as social disorder, generates crime and sustains more serious crimes. 

Physical disorders, such as ill-kept buildings, trash and graffiti tags, are in other words 

seen as causes of crime, by causing perception of lack of surveillance and control. 

Attention should therefore be but on reducing such elements (and a zero-tolerance to 

social disorders) (Chepkemoi, 2019; Center for Evidence-Based Crime Policy, n.d.; 

Shelden, n.d.; Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). Chepkemoi (2019) writes that it was widely 

applied in New York in the 1980’s with results such as declined crime rates and more 

appealing areas for investors and tenants. But Chepkemoi also writes that it has not 

been consistently successful when applied elsewhere. 

 

Space syntax is and other approach that has been developed to understand how spatial 

aspects relate to different societal issues, such as safety and crime distribution. It is 

described as a “science-based, human-focused approach that investigates relationships 

between spatial layout and a range of social, economic and environmental phenomena” 

(Space Syntax Network, n.d.) For example, research using the space syntax approach 

has shown how patterns of security and insecurity are affected by spatial design (Space 

Syntax Network, n.d.; Hillier and Shu, 2000). However, space syntax has been 

criticised for its limitations, such as its reducing social practice to movements, and its 

difficulties of theoretical contributions (Netto, 2016). 

 

Crime prevention through environmental design is influential concept (labelled 

CPTED) are based on the ideas of Jacobs and Newman (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). It 

is developed within urban planning and criminology in interconnected ways (Cubbage 

and Smith, 2009; Iqbal and Ceccato, 2016). CPTED is described by Iqbal and Ceccato 

(2016) as place-based strategies, with the purpose of reducing crime and improving 

perceived safety. It has primarily been applied to urban and rural neighbourhoods, 

commercial properties, transport systems and urban parks (Iqbal and Ceccato, 2016). 

 

By time, there has been critique to the deterministic idea that certain physical 

environmental characteristics are directly linked to crime. And social and technological 
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aspects are also included in the concept today. From a focus on discouraging crime 

events, Iqbal and Ceccato (2016) write that the view has shifted to consider social 

factors such as social cohesion and community participation as a way to promote safety. 

Lately, the potential of technology solutions to improve safety has instead been 

emphasised, together with the principles of surveillance, access control, "physical 

design effectiveness", and "sociocultural diversity" (Iqbal and Ceccato, 2016, p. 152). 

CPTED has also become sensitive to the different needs of those who consume and 

experience urban space. Thereby, safety concerns of women, elderly individuals, and 

individuals with disabilities are reflected. (Cubbage and Smith, 2009; Iqbal and 

Ceccato, 2016; Listerborn, 2015). 

 

In a global context, CPTED is widely used by states and local governments. (Morgan 

et al., 2012) writes that there is sufficient evidence that CPTED is a promising approach 

which support its application despite the criticism it has received. In a Swedish context, 

there has been a combination of social welfare policies and situational prevention 

strategies. And in the 1990’s, Sweden community policing was put in the forefront in 

crime prevention. Some of the CPTED principles has had a little significance, according 

to Iqbal and Ceccato (2016).  

 

However, in 2005, the National housing board of Sweden launched several initiatives 

in ich CPTED principles were included. One of the most famous initiatives was 

BoTryggt05, which presented guidelines for housing constructions that incorporated 

CPTED measures (Iqbal and Ceccato, 2016). Today BoTryggt05 is developed to 

include a refined model for housing construction and regeneration of neighbourhoods, 

to be used in all parts of the planning process (BoTryggt2030, n.d.). Similar guidelines 

exist in other places as well. For example, in the UK, there is a similar “Urban Design 

Compendium” which was created by private actors on behalf of the public sector. It is 

intended as guidance on “achieving and assessing the quality of urban design in 

developing and restoring urban areas” (Llewelyn Davies Yeang, 2007, p. 7). Within the 

frame of urban structures to movements, “good practice” guidelines concerning 

different aspects of planning and design (among them, safety) are presented. This kind 

of documents suggest that safety issues today are seen as working by some specific 

principles, and that by following those principles can contribute to diminishing crime 

and increasing perceived safety in different places.  

 

To sum up, the idea that the physical environment has impact on crime and safety (as 

understood in the Western world at least) has prevailed over the last decades. The 

emphasis on different aspects has varied over time and across theories. Theories have 

been refined and some theoretical claims and model within the theories has more 

evidence than others. But the main idea–the belief that urban planning concerns safety–

has been kept. It appears as a paradigm considering that local and national governments, 

along with private actors, have adopted and built on the idea. No strong influence 

dismissing the construction fully has changed the fundamental ideas in a long time. 

That suggests that the research so far is rigid. However, there is at the same time a risk 

of overestimating the potential of urban planning when it comes to contributing to 

safety issues, and downplaying its limitations. For this study however, it is enough to 

be aware that there is a role of the environment in current paradigm of urban planning 

and design.  



12 

 

 

 

 

 

2.3 Perceived safety  

Perceived safety is something that can concern people in many aspects of their lives. 

When it comes to perceived safety in the aspect of urban planning and design, there is 

literature that discuss how it is affected by the environment (Hinkle, 2014; Jackson and 

Gray, 2010; Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). As perceived safety has an emotional 

dimension and may be difficult to research, the ways to define and measure it has been 

critically discussed (Hinkle, 2014; Jackson and Gray, 2010; Litzén, 2006; 

Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). In line with the first research question, this section first 

problematises the term perceived safety and a definition is reached which will be used 

in this study. Secondly, the relationship between physical urban design and perceived 

safety is explored.  

 

2.3.1 Defining perceived safety 

Perceived safety may have different meanings in different contexts and fields of society. 

Concerning what it can mean in a context of urban design, Uittenbogaard et al. (2018) 

describe perceived safety as a person’s subjective feeling. They write, perceived safety 

is “an individual’s experience of the risk of becoming a victim of crime and disturbance 

of public order” (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018, p. 60). Uittenbogaard et al. (2018) argue it 

is distinguished from statistical reasoning about the actual risk of crime (developed 

below in this section), which they call “säkerhet” (safety). By defining perceived safety 

as grounded in the daily lives of all people, makes it a phenomenon to be considered in 

a serious manner, Uittenbogaard et al. (2018) and Litzén (2006) argue. And it allows 

for a closer understanding of the actual problems concerning perceived safety 

(Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

Perceived safety versus fear of crime and perceived risk 

While perceived safety is the focus in this study, fear of crime and perceived risk the 

are terms rather closely related to it. Joshua C. Hinkle (2014) writes that there is not 

a consensus in research about the definitions and measurement of these three 

concepts. However, some literature describes the importance of understanding the 

difference between the terms and argue that researching them must be done with 

carefulness as to be clear what is studied (Hinkle, 2014; Litzén, 2006). Otherwise, 

Hinkle (2014) argues, images of the experiences of people might be erroneous. 

 

Research such as Hinkle’s (2014), shows various ways that people of different 

demographics experience fear and unsafety. One case study (presented in Hinkle, 

2014), the fear of crime was a constant state that some individuals lived in, as opposed 

to an occasional or space-related experience. Thus, treating all kinds of fear and 

perception of safety as working by the same principles, risks limiting the understanding 

of them. Being sensitive to the various ways to experience safety, thereby becomes 

necessary. That way, there is potential for more efficient policies too, Hinkle (2014) 

argues.  
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Perceived safety should be separated from fear of crime, according to Hinkle (2014). 

Using perceived safety as a proxy for fear of crime might result in overstating levels 

of fear in society, Hinkle (2014) writes, as the likelihood of reporting feeling unsafe 

can be higher than reporting fear of crime. Moreover, there might be differences 

across demographic factors, such as gender, in willingness to report one’s own fear 

of crime in surveys. If there is less willingness for a certain group to report fear of 

crime, the image gets distorted. Therefore, caution must be made when measuring and 

drawing conclusions from proxies of fear of crime, such as perceived safety, Hinkle 

(2014) writes.  

 

In a Swedish context, Staffan Litzén (2006) argues for careful treatment of terminology 

and measurements when researching fear of crime. He makes a distinction between 

three classifications of fear of crime. It is similar to the distinction that Hinkle does 

where fear (of crime) is separated from perceived safety (“safe”). The first category is 

fear. Fear is an emotion that incite avoidance and occurs in specific situations. Worry 

is the second, which is less connected to specific situations. Worry is based on an idea 

about the risk that something bad could happen and the unease that this idea brings. The 

third category is safe (“trygg” in Swedish), in this instance referring to both a sense of 

risk and the emotion connected to it in a broader sense (Litzén, 2006). 

 

Actual crime rates versus perceived safety  

Actual risk of crime (measured by for example reported crimes) is also distinguished 

from the concept of perceived safety (Halbur, 2010; Litzén, 2006). It does not have an 

emotional dimension, only a risk dimension (Litzén, 2006). To only consider actual 

crime statistics and ignore the aspect of perceived safety when considering safety 

issues, is to not see the whole picture of urban safety issues, Anastasia Loukaitou-

Sideris (Halbur, 2010) argues. She means that the emotional side of risk of crime cannot 

be ignored. Perceptions of fear is “as significant as the reality”, she argues.  

 

Functional fear versus dysfunctional fear 

Breaking down the concept of fear into parts, there is research which has started to 

make a distinction between functional and dysfunctional fear. Jackson and Gray (2010) 

argue that while criminological research of fear of crime previously oftentimes is seen 

as negative for quality of life, there is evidence that the fear may also lead to taking 

precautions leading to an unchanged quality of life. By expanding the notion of fear to 

differentiate functional fear from dysfunctional fear, their findings suggest that some of 

the proportions of people who experience fear, take precautions motivated by their fear, 

and felt safer as a result. Thereby, they draw attention to the functional and motivational 

aspects of emotions such as fear. And they highlight the usefulness in being sensitive 

to the meaning of fear in research.  

 

2.3.2 Connecting perceived safety to urban planning and design  

Measuring people’s perceptions of places is complicated, in some respects. Ewing and 

Handy (2009, p. 67), defined perception as “the process of attaining awareness or 

understanding of sensory information”. An individual’s perception is the result of the 

interplay between one’s past experiences, culture and interpretation of the perceived. 

While urban design qualities such as enclosure, transparency and complexity can be 
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measured to some degree of objectivity, individual reactions of them cannot, Ewing 

and Handy (2009) write. Own preferences and attitudes to places produce different 

reactions in different people. To be able to measure people’s perceptions of places, their 

assessment of the places has to be studied, they argue (Ewing and Handy, 2009). 

 

In the context of urban streets, Ewing and Handy (2009) present a conceptual 

framework which illustrates their way of understanding what influences, and is 

influenced by, perceived safety. It displays how sense of safety (which in this study is 

treated as a synonym to perceived safety) can be put into context (see Figure 1). In the 

framework, physical features, such as sidewalk width and number of people, together 

with urban design qualities such as transparency and complexity, influence individual 

reactions such as sense of safety in the place. In turn, those reactions affect the overall 

walkability and walking behaviour which is one of the aspects that the research by 

Ewing and Handy (2009) studies. 

 

 
Figure 1. Contextualising perceived safety. Source: Ewing and Handy, 2009, p. 67. 

 

Safety is a corner stone of the quality of public space 

Importance is assigned to streets as public space. While determining the quality of such 

space requires some kind of evaluation, there are few comprehensive instruments today 

with which public space quality can measured, according to Mehta (2014). This fact 

motivated him to comprise a comprehensive index with the purpose of evaluating the 

quality of the dimensions creating a good public space, the public space index (PSI).  

 

The dimension of safety (including perceived safety) can be understood as an important 

public space quality (Ewing and Handy, 2009; Jacobs, 1961; Mehta, 2014). For 

instance, in an index by Mehta (2014), one of the five corner stones for good public 

space, is safety (see Figure 2). The other four corner stones are: inclusiveness, 
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meaningful activities, comfort and pleasurability. It is described as a comprehensive 

index with the purpose of evaluating public space.   

 

The understanding of safety in the index is similar to Ewing and Handy’s (2009) 

framework, where the perceived safety is a result of physical space. However, to Mehta 

(2014), safety is one of the public space qualities themselves, in which perceived safety 

is included. Safety is not mentioned as a dimension of public space quality of its own 

in Ewing and Handy’s (2009) framework, it is only a result of public space quality. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Five dimensions of public space. Source: Mehta, 2014, p. 58. 

 

The public space index is useful not only to conceptualise what are the critical qualities 

that of good public space. It can also be used to define safety in an operational way. In 

the index, seven variables are chosen to measure the aspect of the safety dimension. 

They are: 

• Visual and physical connection and openness to adjacent street/s or spaces 

• Physical condition and maintenance appropriate for the space 

• Lighting quality in space after dark 

• Perceived safety from presence of surveillance cameras, security guards, guides, 

ushers, etc. providing safety 

• Perceived safety from crime during daytime 

• Perceived safety from crime after dark 

• Perceived safety from traffic 

The three top variables are determined by observation, and the four bottom ones are 

measured by the user’s subjective rating. 

 

Definition in this study 

The definition of perceived safety in this study are based on the definitions and 

discussions in this chapter. It will be outlined and explained in the following chapter of 

methodology, under section 3.3 (“Measuring perceived safety”).  
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2.4 Streets as public space 

Public spaces encompass various kinds of spaces. Streets and parks are among the 

traditional, but different kinds of transportation facilities and shopping malls can also 

be included (Tonnelat, 2010). And there are three aspects of public space common in 

the literature; its design, its uses and its management (Mehta, 2018; Tonnelat, 2010). 

These aspects concern urban planning on scales from the very local to the metropolitan 

(Tonnelat, 2010).  

 

How public space can be understood 

Over time, the understanding of public space has changed differs between academic 

fields. Within urban planning, historically public space has been described as open 

space. It is space that is publicly owned and managed, such as streets, plazas and 

recreation areas as parks. In a legal notion, they are in contrast to the private spheres 

home and work. Over time the number and versions of semi-public spaces has increased 

and there are now private-public or only private partnerships that manage them 

(Kärrholm, 2018; Low, 2000; Tonnelat, 2010). The interior-exterior, and the public-

private intersect in different ways (Kärrholm, 2018), which forms a complex array of 

borders (Haas and Mehaffy, 2018). And oftentimes it makes difficult to observe a clear 

demarcation of what is public and what is private (Kärrholm, 2018). Thereby, Tonnelat 

concludes that today, public space is best described as "space accessible to the public" 

(Tonnelat, 2010, p. 1). 

 

Within political philosophy, the Greek agora and the Roman forum has been ideals for 

public space. It can be seen as a place where the equal citizens can discuss the public 

affairs of the city. It could also be seen as a space of challenging the power and public 

involvement, where the actions of the state and monarchs could be questioned (Low, 

2000; Tonnelat, 2010). It is also argued to be an arena for spatial and social justice, as 

well as for diversity (Jacobs 1961; Low and Iveson, 2016). Furthermore, within 

sociology, public space is understood more through the interactions of the citizens, with 

attention to physical and psychological accessibility, and mobility. Tonnelat (2010) 

writes that the sociological perspective of accessibility opens up for a wider scope of 

places that could be considered public (i.e. places with no membership, and free 

circulation of persons and goods). Beyond streets and parks, thereby also spaces of 

mobility, such as train stations, airports and parking lots, and shopping malls are public.  

 

Despite different focus, the two qualities that unites all perspectives is the idea of being 

a part of conversations in society, and the individual right to places. Tonnelat (2010) 

summarises the visions of what public space is, into two main qualities. The first one 

concerns conversation and debate and give attention to the participative democracy. 

The second one concerns the question of mobility where attention is on the right to the 

city. These qualities range from communitarian to anonymous, and from exclusive to 

open. Additionally, she points out, both approaches concern urban form and its 

representation, and she puts them into a context. They "touch upon the question of the 

form of the city and its representations both for inhabitants and visitors, in terms of a 

quality of life, but also in the realm of entrepreneurship and city management, under 

the pressure of urban competition." (Tonnelat, 2010, p. 2) 
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Public spaces are linked to successful cities 

In addition to the theoretical views of public space, there are many normative views 

arguing for what successful public space should contribute to. Considering streets as 

public space, streets have the capacity to be meaningful and valuable places, Mehta 

(2018) writes. To achieve that, he argues the three aspects of street–the design, 

management and uses of the street–must “remain open-ended to represent numerous 

groups and constituencies of the neighbourhood and beyond, and are meaningful to 

them.” (Mehta, 2018, p. 35). This view is connected to concepts of justice and diversity 

(Jacobs 1961).  

 

In the context of a whole city perspective, public space is linked to the performance of 

cities that are considered successful. Based on their research of recent public space 

literature, Heffernan et al. (2014, p. 5) write that cities and towns in “vital and vibrant” 

social and economic states, also are those which have well-maintained public spaces of 

good quality. Thereby they argue for a consideration of the importance of good quality 

public space for the success of cities.  

 

Moreover, the success of streets as public space is also normatively connected to 

concepts such as safety and liveliness. Gehl Architects (2012) write that the street 

should be focused on the need of people. For them, safe and secure, accessible and 

inviting, and lively and diverse places constitute corner stones in the vision for livable 

and sustainable cities that have people’s needs in focus. 

 

Successful public spaces have been found to have many potential benefits. Successful 

public spaces can be defined as comfortable, sociable, accessible and active public 

places that are loved by the people who use them (Heffernan et al., 2014, p. 2). And a 

wide range of social, economic, ecological, cultural and health benefits are connected 

to such public spaces is presented by Heffernan et al. (2014). Below are some of the 

benefits, which suggest public spaces has potential to support both the very place and 

the wider society in many respects. 

 

• Social benefits: Less crime and fear of crime; forum for social interaction. 

• Economic benefits: catalyst to revitalising neighbourhoods through inward 

investment, benefitting to businesses for attracting more people. 

• Environmental benefits: support for diverse ecology, reduced energy consumption. 

• Cultural benefits: open access to cultural activities, establishing meaning for 

individuals and groups. 

• Health benefits: Improved personal health through walking, reduced stress through 

calming greenery (Heffernan et al., 2014, p. 18). 

Because of their potential benefits, public space is argued to have capacity to support 

sustainability agendas (Mehta, 2014). There is a need for good public space as it 

continues to be important for public life, Mehta (2014) argues. He writes, good public 

spaces is a requirement for a socially and psychologically healthy communities today. 

By measuring public space quality (by Mehta’s (2014) constructed Public Space Index 

for example) it is also possible to evaluate the different aspects of it. He argues that the 

quality of public space ultimately says something about the state of the civil society.  
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On the same note, Haas and Mehaffy (2018) write that public space is important for 

sustainable future development of cities. They underpin their arguments with the 

message of the outcome document of the UN Habitat III, which expresses the 

importance of public space for cities to do well in the long term. That is, public spaces 

are key to achieve “more socially, economically and ecologically successful and 

sustainable cities” (Haas and Mehaffy, 2018, p. 1). They argue that the importance in 

public spaces lies in their capacity to support agendas for different sustainability issues, 

p. 3:  

 

“[P]ublic spaces offer the capacity to support a complex agenda of livability and 

sociability, economic prosperity, community cohesion, social justice, and overall 

sustainability for cities.”   

(Haas and Mehaffy, 2018, p. 3) 

 

If the publicness of public spaces is considered, that capacity can be used. The essence 

of the publicness is the fully open, porous and dynamic nature of public space, Haas 

and Mehaffy (2018) describe. In other words, acknowledgement of the openness and 

dynamics of public spaces, affects what effect the public spaces can have.  

  

Currently, however, there is a challenge to public space. Haas and Mehaffy (2018) 

argue there is a diminution of public space today, by processes of degradation, and 

privatisation and overtaken control by private interests. Considering the capacity for 

cities if good public spaces are in place, a public space deficit is a problem. Haas and 

Mehaffy (2018) argue the deficit can be addressed by shifting from what they call the 

conventional design thinking. It is suggested that focusing less on buildings and 

infrastructure and more on culture and places, including using a people-centred 

approach in urban planning and design, can support a revival of public space, thus 

addressing the deficit.  

 

Streets as public space 

Streets are seen as a vital part of a city. For most people, streets and squares constitute 

the very essence of a city, Gehl (2011) writes. Streets are even something basic in 

human settlement: "In the entire history of the human settlement, streets and squares 

have been the basic elements around which all cities were organized.” Gehl, 2011, p. 

89. 

 

A street can be understood both as a path referring to a road of transport somewhere 

else, and a place referring to a place to linger and remain (Carmona, 2015; Mehta and 

Bosson, 2018; von Schönfeld and Bertolini, 2017). The role of the street of addressing 

aspects of mobility is not enough, Mehta and Bosson (2018) argue. Because there are 

more roles that the streets actually perform, such as social, political and economic ones. 

von Schönfeld and Bertolini (2017) share this standpoint. They argue that the role of 

streets can be described as stationary and mobile, active or passive, and as 

accommodating necessary activities, optional activities and/or social activities. For 

example, street users might move at different paces, with or without vehicles, or their 

activities are passive such as sitting on benches, playing with children or shopping. 

Street vending, markets, artistic interventions, political expressions and more may be a 
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part of street life. And the mix of the activities varies over the day, week and year (von 

Schönfeld and Bertolini, 2017).  

 

The street as a public space has a central role in people’s everyday life. As an ordinary 

public space, street characteristics can create affordances for social contacts, Mehta 

(2018) points out, which he sees as crucial to both personal well-being and social 

cohesion. However, different kinds of social behaviour are challenging to the physical 

setting. While passive and fleeting social behaviour in the street can be relatively easy 

to achieve, enduring sociability requires more from the setting. That means, that not all 

streets that are visibly lively are allowing for social behaviour to the same extent 

(Mehta, 2018). 

 

Streets are also central to safety. Jacobs writes streets are the main public places of the 

city and its “most vital organs” (Jacobs, 1961, p. 29). And she stresses one of the main 

tasks for the sidewalks is to keep the city safe. That is, they and their users are not 

“passive beneficiaries of safety” (Jacobs 61, p. 30). Rather, she sees city streets and 

their sidewalks as active agents. Sidewalks, those who use them, and the bordering uses, 

actively create a sense of safety or unsafety. Below (in this chapter), this argument will 

be explored further. 

 

In this light, von Schönfeld and Bertolini (2017) see a main challenge for the street to 

unite functions of moving through the city with lingering and interacting between users. 

They believe that urban streets must be flexible enough to accommodate such various 

and changing roles. They argue that “mobile and stationary functions compete with 

each other and yet can also complement each other in these spaces”. Even if flexible 

streets may be a key element in providing more inclusive spaces where “different 

others” meet, the challenges of that are not easily overcome (von Schönfeld and 

Bertolini, 2017, p. 54). Rather, the challenges are continuously renegotiated based on 

the current needs of street users. That means, despite both the potential and normative 

ideal of streets to accommodate changing needs, there is still constant challenges for 

planning to create such streets (von Schönfeld and Bertolini, 2017).  
 

Main streets as public space 

The idea of the urban street as a public space can help this study understand the concept 

of main street. Described as public open spaces where a diversity of people, actions and 

identities are represented, main streets fit into the definition of public space (Mehta and 

Bosson, 2018). 
 

Main streets have great potential, in the form of both local significance and untapped 

growth potential, Carmona (2015) argues. However, the potential risks not being used 

if not a more detailed picture of main streets is researched, Carmona continues. As 

being explored below, main streets are used for other purposes than just retail, such as 

markets, catering and entertainment. The potential lies in their meaning as a heart of 

the community. And they are places of “social contact and interaction for diverse 

segments of the society” (Carmona, 2015, p. 6). Especially meaningful they are for 

those who are less mobile, for whom local shopping is a vital source of social contact. 

Moreover, as the facilities and networks on the street changes over time, what is 

considered a decline for some groups may be interpreted as sign of life for others 
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(Carmona, 2015). These aspects show that main streets are meaningful in different ways 

for many groups of users. Therefore, main streets is an interesting focus in this study. 

  

Considered a public space, the main street is also a lived space in the sense that the 

nature of users, nature of premises, and street layout affect people’s experience on main 

streets (Vaughan et al., 2018). Vaughan et al. (2018) call for a picture more spatially 

detailed than existing research, to focus more on the lived experience of walking down 

a main street. Thereby, street design is important for people’s experience on main 

streets including safety, social life and comfort. This will also be explored below.  

 

2.4.1 Main streets  

A main street could be described through its several functions. Common traits for a 

main street are its commercial, transport and social functions. Vaughan et al. (2018) 

describe a local main street as a local commercial street that serves both as a link to 

other places and as a place to remain in. In that sense, it is a multi-faceted and complex 

entity, they write. It provides a wide range of goods and services and it is accessible for 

both pedestrians and public transport travellers. Moreover, it has both an economic and 

interactive/communicative importance for the surrounding area through its uses such as 

shops, banks, offices, schools and community functions. Main streets can thereby have 

multiple uses and ownerships. When subdivided into small plots, the main street can 

offer a diversity of business owners, uses, and agents in an area, which is considered to 

be able to support resilient urban systems (Vaughan et al., 2018).  

 

Elements that Vaughan et al. (2018) bring up overlap to a large extent the normative 

main street framework of Talen and Jeong (2017). Talen and Jeong (2017) describe 

American main streets by outlining the characteristics that they see as dominant 

normative principles for a main street in urban street research, i.e. what qualities that 

should make up a main street. The normative principles belong to one of three 

categories: 

 

• Services: the street should offer daily life essentials (e.g. grocery stores, day care 

centres, neighbourhood health clinic) and amenities (e.g. bars and restaurants, 

cafés, “fitness and health”) 

• Opportunities: there should be mixed primary use (that is, other uses than those 

covering daily life essentials and amenities), mixed building age, and chain stores 

(existing side by side to independent business). 

• Qualities: building height to street width ratio (that it is greater than 1:3), there 

should be a sidewalk, and there should not be degrading factors (as parking lots 

vacant lots or vacant housing).  

These principles frame what should be present in a space to be able to call it a main 

street (Talen and Jeong 2017, p. 20). Common elements to those by Vaughan et al. 

(2018) are the wide range of goods and services, as well as main streets being both a 

link to other places as well as a destination.  
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There are studies that show that main streets could contribute to both sociability and 

perceived safety if they offer multiple uses. Jones et al. (2007) argue for many ways in 

which main streets with mixed-use retail-based, transport and interchange qualities can 

contribute to more socially, ecologically and economically sustainable communities. 

Among the potential identified in three cases of main streets, Jones et al. (2007) found 

that main streets can provide safe places. They argue that mixed-use main streets can 

be considered to be safe based on their finding that a low proportion of street users 

stated personal safety was an issue. Moreover, mixed-use main streets have potential to 

create planned and unplanned encounters, informal and formal meetings and places for 

social activity. Additional potential is that main streets can attract many different 

population groups. And that they contribute to economically sustainable centres 

through high satisfaction among residents and visitors (Jones et al., 2007). (That way, 

the multiple uses on a main street contribute in several ways to the perceived safety on 

main streets.) 

 

Jacobs (1961) has a more detailed theory on how mixed-use commercial streets 

(thereby including main streets) contribute to safety. In her book The Death and Life of 

Great American Cities, Jacobs (1961) argues that movement of street users is a requisite 

for a sense of safety on urban streets. The idea is that civilised behaviour on streets, a 

form of public peace, that promotes a sense of safety and discourage crime, is kept 

foremost by the "networks of voluntary controls and standards" among the people 

(Jacobs, 1961, p. 32). It is a form of natural surveillance, or eyes on the streets. Accepted 

behaviour is enforced by the people themselves. As the city streets, sidewalks and their 

users are all active participants, the streets tend to be perceived as safe when they are 

well-used, Jacobs argues. In the same manner, streets empty from people tend to bring 

a feeling of unsafety for the users. Also, with movement on the streets, people in the 

buildings are more prone to look outside, which ensures a continuous cover by the 

guarding eyes on the street, Jacobs (1961) writes. 

 

To achieve the flow of people necessary to assuring the intricate movements and safety 

on streets, Jacobs gives particular importance to the shops, bars, restaurants and other 

public places along the sidewalks. The core idea is that with the effect of eyes on the 

street that they bring about, a safe environment is maintained. As it is difficult to make 

people use streets that they have no reason to use, businesses that are used by day and 

night are a requisite for the surveillance needed to maintain safety, she writes. The more 

interests the businesses can satisfy, the better for the safety of the city, is her point 

(Jacobs, 1961). This argument supports the idea that a mixed-use main street can 

contribute more to perceived safety compared to a single-use street, in that it has 

potential to attract relatively more users to the street, thus more eyes on the street, that 

can maintain civilised behaviour. 

 

Concretely, there are four main ways that stores and other businesses support sidewalk 

safety, according to Jacobs (1961). Firstly, they provide concrete reasons for both 

residents and strangers to use the sidewalks. Secondly, as long as they are frequent 

enough, they make people use the sidewalks as routes to somewhere else. In addition, 

with high variety of kinds of stores and other enterprises, the users create crisscross 

paths. Thirdly, Jacobs writes the storekeepers are typically strong supporters of peace 

and order. Fourth, people are great street watchers if they are many enough, as the 
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activities arising from people doing errands is in itself an attraction to other people 

(Jacobs, 1961). 

 

In an historical perspective, the main street character in different places has changed. 

The balance between local independent shops and chain stores has shifted over time. 

There are main streets where a minority of the shops are local independent shops in 

favour for national chains. A few decades back the situation was rather the opposite, a 

vast majority were local independent shops Litvin & Rosene (2017). Litvin & Rosene 

(2017, p. 822) call it a commercial gentrification. 

 

Additionally, the main street–the walkable street full of local single-location businesses 

that provides service to its surroundings–is considered to be in a process of 

disappearance today (Talen and Jeong, 2017). Simultaneously, there has been a shift in 

emphasis to a more single-purpose places in urban planning. Jones et al., (2007) 

describe a shift in focus by professionals to purpose-built shopping centres and 

pedestrian-free traffic routes. This loss of main street qualities in recent decades has 

been observed not only in urban areas in the United States and other Western societies 

(Talen and Jeong, 2017). For example, the UK high street (British equivalent to main 

street) is described to suffer from car-centric design, loss of local character, less use-

diversity, dominance of chain shops and disinvestment (Talen and Jeong, 2017).  
 

Apart from the economic gentrification mechanism of the trend of decline in 

independent shops, less use-diversity and car-centric design–it risks leading to 

decreasing levels of perceived safety according to the mechanism of eyes on the street. 

With less diversity and locally based business, potentially less interests are satisfied, 

which in turn risks leading to a limited diversity of street user groups using the street. 

Thus, there are less opportunity for eyes on the streets ensuring perceived safety.   

 

The view of car-centric design is contested though, by Mehta and Bosson (2018) who 

on the other hand argue that streets in North America are becoming more pedestrian 

and bicyclist focused. They argue there is a tactical urbanism trend with a public life 

focus (Mehta and Bosson, 2018, p. 2). With a growing range of stakeholders involved 

in visioning and the making of places, there is a “growing desire for public life, albeit 

consumptive, visible in increasing street side cafes, restaurants, and also other pop-up 

destinations and the rethinking of the street as a friendlier place for bicyclists and 

pedestrians” (Mehta and Bosson, 2018, p. 2). It suggests that several urban development 

trends affecting main street design may exist simultaneously and that its norms are 

constantly renegotiated. Despite current trends, perceived safety continues to be 

connected to main streets. And it will be further explored below.  

 

2.4.2 Third places 

An important element for social life in main streets and beyond is places labelled third 

places. Third places are informal public places such as cafés, restaurants, pubs, hair 

salons and churches that make up places of social gatherings outside the realms of home 

and work (Holden, 2019; Oldenburg, 1999). Ray Oldenburg, who coined the term, 

explains in his book The Great Good Place (1999, p. 14) that third places are public 

places that are “inclusively sociable” and function as a “basis of community”. They are 
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ranked as third most important place for an individual–he considers home the most 

important place, and work the second most important. However, a balance between all 

three realms is needed. Thus, third place is a corner stone of human life. 

 

Oldenburg (1999, p. 16) argues that the people’s need for voluntary informal gatherings 

on neutral ground is universal, thereby his definition is wide: “The third place is a 

generic designation for a great variety of public places that host the regular, voluntary, 

informal, and happily anticipated gatherings of individuals beyond the realms of home 

and work.” Pubs in the British and Irish cultures, cafés in the French culture and 

Arabian coffeehouses are examples (Oldenburg, 1999).  

 

Moreover, third places can be seen as the community-gathering places that the users 

themselves identify rather than a title claimed by the business itself.  Mehta and Bosson 

(2010) define third places as community-gathering places identified by the people who 

work and live in the very neighbourhood. It is a place where the users feel welcome, 

people are considered friendly and where they spend time in active and passive 

socialising. 

 

While third places have social attributes that support sociability and place attachment, 

there is also a spatial dimension to third places. Place-based physical qualities is argued 

to have implications for both sociability of and perceived safety on streets. Firstly, 

Oldenburg (1999) explains that a physically distinct place is key for informal public 

life. Proximity and accessibility are important factors, which suggests that meaningful 

community gatherings could not take place at any location, nor vary in place each time. 

Secondly, Mehta and Bosson (2010, p. 780) have found that there are physical qualities 

that support “human use and social interaction”. The qualities found important for the 

sociability on main streets in city centres in North America were personalisation and 

permeability of storefronts, and the provision of shelter and seating.  

 

Of them, Mehta and Bosson (2010) argue, personalisation of a business (in the form of 

signs, displays of goods, and decoration in show windows and on sidewalk) has a direct 

effect perceived safety of that place. High personalisation of property has proved to 

make the street environment appear safer. In the same way, a lack of personalisation 

and care (such as presence of litter, vandalism and poorly maintained buildings) 

decrease the level of perceived safety, several studies have shown (Mehta and Bosson, 

2010). In their study, Mehta and Bosson (2010) found that third places and similar 

businesses scored significantly higher in personalisation than other kinds of business 

did. That suggests that by being physically personalised, third places can contribute to 

higher perceived safety on main streets.  

 

Additionally, permeability from the street (in the form of views, sounds and smells) and 

the comfort from shelter and seating can have an indirect effect on perceived safety. 

Mehta and Bosson’s (2010) study found that permeable street fronts of third places 

made people stop and engage with the business. Also, the businesses had extended their 

territory from their interior space to outdoor space (such as with their personalisation 

features). The result was that people lingered in the place longer time, which opened up 

for conversation opportunities and other social interactions. Thereby, the consequences 

of permeability and extended territory, can contribute to perceived safety too. Because 
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the eyes on the street mechanism is enforced (Jacobs, 1961) and that it is in line Jan 

Gehl’s (2011) idea of active facades (frontage) being able to influence street user 

behaviour (see the following sub-section). 

 

Concerning the territorial aspect of a space, there is literature that argue for the 

importance of clearly marked boundaries of what is public and private space, for both 

actual safety (Jacobs, 1961) and perceived safety (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). The idea 

with such demarcation is to mediate an understanding of the accessibility to that place 

and thus proper behaviour (Jacobs, 1961; Uittenbogaard et al., 2018).  

 

Furthermore, by nuancing the concept of third places, Holden (2019) has found that the 

potential of third places to contribute to perceived safety depends on their type of 

environment. Perceived safety is supported by the mechanism of eyes on the street 

through the provision of the possibility to observe the surrounding space, he explains. 

Third places that are “externalised” environments, such as parks and church after 

service, proved to support perceived safety. In opposite, “internalised” environments, 

such as church during service, where the possibility to observe the surroundings is 

limited, thereby did not contribute to perceived safety. 

 

While Holden (2019) emphasises that the mechanism of eyes on the street can support 

perceived safety, and he adds three factors connected to it. The very act of people 

moving toward a third place, by foot or any means of transport, contributes to the eyes 

of the street. In that context, Holden concludes, lit, well-maintained pedestrian 

environments are important factors. 

 

When it comes to the environment that surrounds third places, light, open spaces, and 

access to real refuge has proved to be most important for perceived safety, Loewen et 

al. (1993) write. A third place can be interpreted as a refuge (Holden, 2019), and 

Loewen et al. (1993, p. 323) defined refuge as “a place where a criminal would not see 

the intended victim, or where other, non-threatening people were likely to to be present” 

[sic]. The results showed that a combination of the three environmental features light, 

open spaces, and access to real refuge, were rated as the safest, followed by the 

combination of light and open space. Third most safe was light and access to refuge, 

and lastly it was light alone (Loewen et al., 1993). These findings suggest that the 

physical features of both third places, and lighting in and maintenance of the 

surroundings play important roles for people’s safety on streets.   

 

2.4.3 Active frontages 

In the context of pedestrians’ experiences of the main street, the ground floor level has 

got particular attention (Carmona, 2015; Heffernan et al., 2014; Jacobs, 1961). A core 

quality of a main street is the architectural style and materials of the buildings and the 

uses of them, Carmona (2015) writes. And he emphasises a certain importance of the 

uses of ground floor level. In main streets, the use is most often retail. However, along 

the street, the character of the retail may vary strongly. The ground floor level of the 

buildings is important for the whole character of the street, Carmona (2015) argues. On 

the main streets of London, “active, attractive ground floor frontages” are considered 
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to make streets welcoming (Gehl Architects, 2004) and in that way contribute positively 

to the street scene in general (Carmona, 2015). 

 

Main streets may include both visible uses in the front of buildings, and less visible 

uses in the back of it that do not require the retail frontage. Also, by definition, they 

include all floors of the buildings (vertically) (with upper stories housing a wide variety 

of residential and non-residential uses) (Carmona, 2015). Still, ground floor frontages 

(horizontally) have a particular importance for the quality of a main street as public 

space (Carmona, 2015; Heffernan et al., 2014; Talen & Jeong, 2017). 

 

One argument is that building frontage has the potential to affect pedestrian experience. 

Active frontage is one of concept capturing that potential. Active frontage can be 

described as the front or edge of a building that has windows and doors, as opposed to 

walls that are blank, fences or garages where these are missing (Heffernan et al., 2014). 

In their paper on the relationship between active frontage quality and perceptions on 

public spaces, Heffernan et al. (2014, p. 3), define an active frontage as “the frontage 

of a building at ground floor level with frequent doors and windows, details and 

articulation to the facade and visible internal uses”. In line with this definition, and by 

interpretation of term frontage in the book City at Eye Level by Stipo (Karssenberg et 

al., 2016), this study understands frontage as separate from facade (as the mere physical 

structure). The frontage is a facade of a building facing a street or other public space, 

that includes different elements that can be judged as active or passive from an urban 

design perspective.  
 

Today, there are both “best practice” guides for urban design and architecture, and local 

planning policies that advocate for active frontages. Despite that, there are few 

empirical studies conducted on the effects of active frontages on perceptions of public 

space, Heffernan et al. (2014) write. One exception is, observational studies in Madrid 

and Copenhagen respectively, which have shown that active frontage had an influence 

on people’s behaviour in that the active frontage made pedestrians move slower, turn 

their heads and/or stop in front of interesting parts of a frontage. Another study showed 

that spaces designed to promote active uses were perceived as more safe than other 

spaces (Heffernan et al., 2014). That way, there appears to be positive benefits for eyes 

on the street and perceived safety in places with active frontage. However, Heffernan 

et al. (2014) argue more research on the subject is needed before strong conclusions can 

and should be made.  

 

The shortage of empirical evidence that Heffernan et al. (2014) discuss, thereby also 

motivated their own study where they found that the quality of active frontages has an 

effect on both safety, comfort, liveliness and sociability of streets (Heffernan et al., 

2014). By evaluating the performance of the design of the frontage, findings showed 

that the higher the quality of the active frontage (higher activeness), the more 

comfortable and safe the public space was perceived as. Among ten perception attribute 

pairs (e.g. active-dormant, comfortable-uncomfortable, safe-unsafe) investigated in the 

study, only the attribute “relaxing-exiting” did not vary with active frontage quality. In 

total, the space examined was perceived as more safe, comfortable, lively, sociable, 

pleasant, convivial, active and interesting as the quality of the active frontage increased 

(Heffernan et al., 2014). 
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To further understand the role of active facade (frontage), Gehl (2011, p. 91) argues 

facades are important because on a small scale they “support the life between 

buildings”. The details of street frontage in outdoor spaces, has an attraction value and 

an importance for how the whole outdoor space functions. The design of the frontages 

can contribute to “activating the public environment”, if they offer entrances and other 

functions relatively close to each other as opposed to dispersed entrances and long 

passages with few exciting features (Gehl, 2011, p. 93). Then there are possibilities for 

concentration for activities and more intense experiences for the pedestrians of the 

street (Gehl, 2011).  

 

In contrast to narrow but deep building units, and careful use of narrow frontage space, 

which is promoted within Gehl’s (2011) view of street ideals, long dead frontages along 

pedestrian routes reduces street life. E.g. passive frontages of banks and offices, or 

voids in the city fabric as parking lots or gas stations. Where long walls leave such 

passages or voids, Gehl (2011) argues that human needs, such as the preference to walk 

short distances rather than long, is neglected. Furthermore, Heffernan et al. (2014) 

would argue such design of frontages would be low in active frontage and therefore 

also contributing to a street perceived less safe and comfortable. Also, Jacobs (1961) 

ideas are in line with the benefits of narrow frontage space for safety promotion. She 

advocates that buildings on a street must be oriented to the streets, i.e. should not have 

blank sides toward the street. That way the principle of voluntary control by people in 

the surrounding can be effective and thus ensure safety. 

 

Building frontages could also be seen as “street walls” enclosing a streetscape, making 

the streets places to be in rather than routes of passing through. Physical characteristics 

of streetscape enclosure, such as tree canopy and the ratio of building height to width 

across the street, has proven to affect perceived safety. In more detail, Harvey et al. 

(2015) found that “streetscapes with the greatest enclosure, fostered by substantial tree 

canopy, many individual buildings, and large cross-sectional proportions, were 

perceived as safest”. See their illustration below, Figure 3. 
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Figure 3. Illustration of two types of streetscape enclosures with high and low perceived 

safety. Description from original source: “Examples of streetscapes with high and low 

perceived safety. Each illustration demonstrates the mean tree canopy coverage, 

buildings per length, and cross-sectional proportion among sites with the highest and 

lowest 20% of perceived safety scores. Variation in streetscape height is a function of 

cross-sectional proportion. Illustrations are not drawn to a particular scale. Both 

illustrations have the same width and street wall continuity.” Source: Harvey et al., 

2015, p. 26. 

 

The strongest effects on perceived safety tree canopy offered, which suggests that other 

elements than the frontage itself affects perceived safety on the street. Still, frontage 

proved to be important. The result suggests that streets with long continuity of a 

frontage was perceived as less safe, than streets with shorter continuity and many 

individual buildings (Harvey et al., 2015). Thereby wall and building length has 

importance for perceived safety, which is supported by Gehl’s (2011) argument of 

active facades.  
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3 Methodology 

In the previous chapter the theoretical research question is answered. The next step of 

the study is finding answers to the two empirical (B) and (C) and the analytical (D) 

research questions. For that, the research strategy with its chosen methods and case of 

study have to be identified and described. The research questions are: 

 

Empirical questions 

(B) To what degree are each of the BoTryggt2030 aspects important to street users’ 

perceived safety on Odengatan? 

 

(C) What is the active frontage quality on Odengatan where perceived safety is high, 

and low respectively? 

 

Analytical question 

(D) How can frontage contribute to perceived safety on Odengatan? 

 

3.1 Methodological framework 

The methodology of this study is informed by Toolkit for the Ethnographic Study of 

Space (TESS). The method is based in ethnography and is aimed to study the everyday 

life of a certain public place. By its qualitative approach, complementing quantitative 

surveys and demographic methods, it offers a way to uncover the cultural rules, beliefs 

and feelings that make up public life (Low et al., 2018), which is useful for the aim of 

this study. More specifically, the everyday experience and perception of safety in the 

public place of an urban main street can be explored with this method. 

 

Moreover, a TESS study is described to discover dynamics and causes to lack of 

diversity, social exclusion and inequality in the use and access of a space. Diversity is 

something that concerns aspects within the BoTryggt2030 aspects that this study aims 

at exploring. Because of this potential, TESS is suggested to be applied in work toward 

creating more socially just spaces for all community groups (Low et al., 2018). 

Diversity and equality in use of and access to spaces are issues linked to the outcomes 

of perceived safety (Jacobs, 2016; Jackson and Gray, 2010). Therefore, contributing to 

knowledge toward such socially just spaces, goes in line with the aim of this study. 

 

The methodology of this study builds on a multiple method structure, in line with TESS 

(Low et al., 2018). The purpose is to produce different understandings, uncovering 

various points of view of the study object, which ultimately will “create an inclusive 

description” (Low et al., 2018, p. 3). Moreover, a benefit of using multiple methods is 

that it allows the researcher to discover possible contradictions in findings from each 

method. In the case of this study it means that perceived safety can be explored in both 

words and quantitative comparable terms.   

 

In line with the aim, this is an exploratory study. Due to the different characters of the 

research questions, three different methods are chosen to answer them. Interviews are 

and place observations are methods chosen from TESS framework. To fully answer the 
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research questions of this study, a complementary method is applied (questionnaire). 

The choice is informed by Mehta’s (2014) framework to evaluate public space quality. 

 

In order to be able to measure the concepts central to this study, perceived safety and 

active frontage, two different models are used. They help answering to different 

research questions according to the table below.  

 

Method type Answers research 

question number 

Model used 

Questionnaire (B) and (C) Perceived safety model of BoTryggt2030 

Interviews (B) and (C) Perceived safety model of BoTryggt2030 

Observation (C) Active frontage assessment scale by 

Llewelyn Davies Yeang (2007) 

 

The models, and their application are described in detail in following sections. Before 

presenting each method separately, the case for the study is identified and described.  

 

3.2 Choice of case and case description 

This study aims to study the main street. To situate the study, Stockholm provides the 

geographical setting. This section identifies a main street which will be looked into in 

this study, it describes the street, and motives the choice of it.   

 

A specific location to base the study in is essential to the methodological framework 

that guided this study, TESS (Low et al., 2018). Also, perceived safety varies in space 

(Bremberg et al., 2015), which means that space matters in this study. Studying several 

locations simultaneously would provide opportunity for comparison and expanded 

analysis compared to focusing on only one case. However, one case is suitable for the 

aim of this study and besides the scope of the thesis limits the number of cases possible 

to study.  
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The case chosen is the street of Odengatan, situated in the northern part of the inner city 

of Stockholm, in the area of Vasastaden (see the map below, Figure 4).  

 

Figure 4. Location of Odengatan. The location of the street chosen as study case, 

Odengatan, is the marked yellow street in the red circle. Source of map: Stockholm 

stad, 2019. 

 

Odengatan is one of the streets in Stockholm that can be classified as a main street. 

Characteristics of Odengatan overlap well with the normative description of what Talen 

and Jeong (2017) define as a main street, presented in the previous chapter (2.4.1). The 

street offers services, i.e. daily life essentials as grocery stores and day care centre, and 

amenities as library and restaurants, cafés, gym, theatre. It offers opportunities, through 

a mix of chain stores and independent stores, its function as public transport node, 

connection to parks (Scheibe Lorentzi, 2018). And has the qualities of sidewalk, and 

few signs of degrading factors.  

 

There are several reasons for the choice of Odengatan as a study case. First, Odengatan 

is one of three main streets of Stockholm that are researched in a larger ongoing 

research project in Stockholm. Second, the importance of Odenplan as a transport node, 

which lies in the centre of the street stretch of Odengatan, is currently increasing. 

Recent reconstruction of the railway systems has made Odenplan one of three inner city 

train stations. A metro line station and stops for main bus lines are already in place since 

long. In line with the vision for Stockholm in 2040, Stockholm will expand the public 

transport even further in the near future, by a new metro line connecting to Odenplan 

from northern city areas. Third, it is expressed in the newest vision document for 

Stockholm city that it should be safe and easy to move across the city by walking and 

biking (Stockholm stad, 2015). Already now the car traffic has decreased despite 

growing number of inhabitants (Scheibe Lorentzi, 2018; Stockholm stad, 2015). 
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These points imply that the flow of people is expecting to increase and already is. And 

more people are likely to frequent the streets around the node of Odenplan. For 

Odengatan it means that the environment of the street will affect the experience for 

more and more street users. Considering these aspects, Odengatan is a relevant and an 

interesting case to choose for this study. 

 

 
Screenshot of Odengatan, facing northwest. Source: Google Maps, 2019. 

 

3.3 Measuring perceived safety 

In order to achieve the aim of exploring perceived safety on main streets, it is necessary 

to identify a relevant and up-to-date definition of perceived safety. Also, the factors 

contributing to it have to be identified and delimited, in order to make it observable and 

measurable. 

 

Definition used in this study 

In this study, the term perceived safety refers to the Swedish term “trygghet”. It uses 

the definition formulated by Uittenbogaard et al. (2018, p. 60), that perceived safety is 

“an individual’s experience of the risk of becoming a victim of crime and disturbance 

of public order”. It encompasses the emotional experience of the risk of becoming a 

victim of crime and disturbance of public order which is the focus in this study. And 

the model used to answer the second research question (presented below) is also based 

on that definition. In this study, “feeling safe” is used as a synonym to the perceived 

safety of an individual. 

 

For the purpose of avoiding confusing and overlapping terms, this study will not use 

“perceived unsafety” as a term. Rather, the level of perceived safety is expressed as 

high or low. To negatively influence perceived safety (as perhaps described as 

perceived unsafe by street users) will in this study be expressed as contributing to lower 

perceived safety (not “perceived unsafety”). It understands low level of perceived 

safety as a possible source of lower quality of life in contrast to the case of high level 

of perceived safety.  
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The model used in this study 

To construct a model specifically made for this study is not possible due to limited time 

and resources. Therefore, using an already developed model makes this study feasible. 

Besides, the benefit of using an existing model for application on an empirical case, 

allows for learning more about the model itself which may improve its usefulness, 

which is an extra benefit of this study.  

 

The model of perceived safety (named Trygghetsmodell in Swedish), meets those 

requirements and therefore it is chosen as the framework to apply in this study. Another 

reason for choosing this model is that it is described to compile the existing academic 

research and practical experiences in the field of perceived safety connected to crime 

and disturbance of public order (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). Also, many of the concepts 

outlined in the theoretical outline above have connections in one way or another to the 

aspects brought up in this model, which makes it theoretically supported and thereby 

useful and relevant to apply in studies such as this one.  

 

The model put forward by Uittenbogaard et al. (2018) in their report Tryggheten i 

samhället (“Perceived safety in society”, my own translation). The report is produced 

on the behalf of Safer Sweden Foundation, a politically and religiously independent 

non-profit non-governmental organisation based in Stockholm, Sweden (Lindgren, 

n.d.). Their work aims to improve the support to victims of crime and to promote 

development within crime prevention. To get the best possible understanding of the 

model, the report by Uittenbogaard et al. (2018) is used. It is their latest published 

document on how they define perceived safety and describe the aspects of the built 

environment that influence it. 

 

Critical reflections on the model 

While the BoTryggt model is useful to because it fits the purpose for this study, its 

premises and character have to be looked at critically to assess its limitations. First, the 

model is built on the assumption that the environment can influence perceived safety. 

By basing a model or research on specific frames and assumptions about the world, 

there is a risk of self-fulfilling prophecy–that one finds only what one wants to find, 

confirming one’s already established view of assumptions. This, in turn, limits 

opportunities to other findings. By focusing on certain factors concerning the physical 

environment (design, uses and management), the use of the BoTryggt model risks 

downplaying the importance of factors outside of that scope, factors that might be 

equally important to perceived safety. One way to resolve this risk is to be explicit of 

ignored factors. Some of such factors are explicitly expressed in the report in which the 

model is explained (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). Personality traits and previous personal 

experiences are discussed as something influencing levels of perceived safety which at 

the same time is not included in the model.  

 

Second - linking assumptions to normative ideas - public space such as streets may not 

necessarily be considered important to the lives of all people, just because it is a current 

planning ideal, visible in the BoTryggt concept. Normatively, public spaces can be seen 

as important places for interactions between people and public institutions, room for 

many communities and possible connections between them, and they can be celebrated 

as such (Nikitin, 2013). Yet, other places, such as “home”, might be equally important 
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for public life to some people. (Not the least because of the technical advancements 

allowing online connection to other known and unknown people and institutions in 

one’s own home). This means that the assumption of the importance of public space 

should not be overestimated, thus the results of this study should be put int their wider 

context so that the factors within the model alone is not interpreted as the only factors 

influencing what has been measured (perceived safety).  

 

A third point that has to be critically examined is the sometimes general descriptions of 

the perceived safety aspects of the model. Some points of the aspects are described in 

general terms. While a strength is that the model can be applied in different context, a 

strong weakness is that an operationalisation of the aspects for a scientific study is made 

somewhat difficult when there are no details on how the connected mechanisms works 

in different cases. This means that the interpretation of the descriptions of the aspects, 

risks being arbitrary, and thus be interpreted implicitly by other researchers. Despite 

using the same model might that way bring different results, which in turn questions its 

reliability and limits the possibility of comparisons.  

 

A final point, is that using a model that is based on a guideline-purposed concept can 

be problematic. While the model used in this study is based on the most current research 

(Uittenbogaard et al, 2018), the very idea of applying the model on various contexts 

implies that the mechanisms described in the model are exists across space. This 

requires carefulness with and sensitivity to local circumstances, norms, practices and 

ideals. Because, even if all aspects of the model are connected to a certain context, it 

might not be as easily applied other contexts. Then, deceiving conclusions might be 

drawn. 

 

Disposition of following sub-sections 

The two sub-sections below focus on describing the purpose and structure of the model, 

and the perceived safety aspects themselves. It is important to outline what the model 

includes, puts emphasis on and what it excludes. Both because of the theoretical 

understanding of the perceived safety concepts which are operationalised, and because 

of the empirical part of the study where perceived safety is measured and analysed.  

 

3.3.1 Purpose and structure of the BoTryggt2030 model 

The model is a step in their work to outline guidelines for the development of new 

cities, urban areas and public spaces. The results of this endeavour are framed into the 

concept of BoTryggt2030. The work to complete the guidelines of the BoTryggt2030 

concept is still ongoing at the time of writing this thesis (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

The model outlines nine aspects of perceived safety (below, they will also be referred 

to as perceived safety aspects). They are: 

• Urban form 

• Mix of functions 

• Mix of people 

• Clearness 

• Social control  
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• Lighting 

• Perimeter protection  

• Management 

• Information 

This study sees the nine aspects as interdependent parts of a whole, which is the same 

as Uittenbogaard et al. (2018) do. The study therefore investigates all of them in the 

empirical data collection. One reason is that the distinction between the nine aspects in 

reality is not always that clear. They intertwine and are mutually dependent 

(Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). Nevertheless, the purpose of describing issues of perceived 

safety in nine separate aspects is partly to provide a comprehensive model that is easy 

to work with, and partly to support “an analytical and a systematic approach” 

Uittenbogaard et al. (2018, p. 63) explains. This motivates the study to use the model 

in its entirety. The model is illustrated below, see Figure 5. 

 

 
Figure 5. The model of BoTryggt2030 illustrating the nine perceived safety aspects. 

(Urban form, Mix of functions, Mix of people, Clearness, Social control, Lighting, 

Perimeter protection, Management, Information.) Source: BoTryggt2030, n.d. 

 

Some of the aspects are described to only indirectly affecting the perceived safety as 

the emphasis for them is on affecting the possibilities to commit crime, and the positive 

influence on perceived safety is a result from that (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 
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However, because of the rather explicit descriptions of how each aspect is believed to 

influence the perceived safety (not only the actual possibilities to commit crime), my 

interpretation is that all aspects may influence the perceived safety to a certain extent. 

This study will therefor consider all nine aspects in its exploration of their influence on 

people’s perceived safety. 

 

As the original source is in Swedish, the terms of the individual aspects are translated 

by me as the researcher into English. Yet, for the sake of transparency and clearness, 

the original terms in Swedish, taken from the formulations of Uittenbogaard et al. 

(2018), are presented for each aspect. 

 

The next sub-section presents an explanation of each of the nine perceived safety 

aspects of the model. In order to make the aspects measurable in this study, particular 

factors within each aspect have been extracted. They are used in the empirical data 

collection to represent each aspect. For the sake of clearness, the next sub-section ends 

with a table summarising the aspects and the extracted factors from each of them. In 

the following two sections (about the methods questionnaire, 3.4, and interviews, 3.5), 

further elaboration of the extraction of factors is found.  

 

3.3.2 Description of the BoTryggt2030 aspects 

Urban form 

Urban form (“gestaltning”) is described as the process that shapes a place (its beauty 

and physical strengths) and the result of that process (the uses of the place and its logic). 

The process of urban form includes work with different scales and within different 

fields such as urban planning, landscape architecture, buildings and design of smaller 

objects. The goal for urban form described is to harmonise the scales and fields. Apart 

from the physical space, urban form also concerns the movements in a place or an area. 

It is about the main idea with the use and design of the place or area, and its relation to 

its surroundings (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

Moreover, urban form concerns the feelings and atmosphere that the place or area 

mediate. This aspect also has an influence on perceived safety. As well as a place can 

make people happy and friendly and encourage empathy, through evidence that the 

place is cared for by one or more actors, it is pointed out that a place may also contribute 

to more uncomfortable feelings, through a design that brings feelings of “possible 

enemies”, possible vandalism or anonymity. It is therefore suggested that the place or 

area is welcoming, vibrant, safe and generates a certain level of excitement suitable for 

the specific context. It is so it suggested to pay attention to different parts of place or 

area as they may generate different feelings and atmospheres. The human scale of 

people’s surroundings is high-lighted, since it is argued that people tend to feel safer 

when their experiences in space can be related to their own size and perceptions of the 

senses. It concerns both to large spaces which can make the individual person feel 

small, closeness to different functions, and smaller design aspects as the design of the 

frontages on the bottom floor, and the details of equipment and design elements in a 

place.  
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In a large perspective, urban form will promote perceived safety when the physical 

design goes well in line with the functions and the main idea of the place or area. 

Elements mentioned as contributing to perceived safety are: planted trees, flowers, art, 

comfortable places to stand and sit, colours and light, materials suitable for their 

purpose, and subdivisions of the place or area. At the same time, in the smaller 

perspective, the details have importance - urban form will promote safety when details 

are minded, according to the concept (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

Also, it is pointed out that not all places have to be for everyone all hours of the day. In 

other words, a certain sensitivity to the place-specific context is necessary in order for 

urban form to promote perceived safety. Urban form is described as closely linked to 

the other eight perceived safety aspects. For some of them the urban form is a 

precondition for their effectiveness (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018).  

 

Mix of functions 

“Function” is defined as the purpose and use of a particular space such as a building or 

an outdoor space. A mix of functions (“mix av funktioner”) thus refers to a “suitable 

diversity of purposes and uses” and is considered to support perceived safety 

(Uittenbogaard et al., 2018, p. 3). It supports perceived safety in several ways. First, a 

mix of functions contribute to overlapping opening hours and hours of usage. This, in 

turn, opens up for use by different groups of people, i.e. people of different genders, 

ages and from different groups in society. A diversity of people in the place or area is 

believed to have a positive impact on the perceived safety. The aspect of diversity of 

people is further developed below (under “Mix of people”). Passers-by may linger 

longer time in a street or place, it is further argued, if it has a mix of functions which 

also influences the perceived safety (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

Second, an aspect influencing the use of a space is the accessibility to the functions. 

Accessibility for everyone is important so that all groups in society, including those 

with special needs, in practice can use the space. The idea is that high accessibility leads 

to highly used spaces which in turn affects the perceived safety positively 

(Uittenbogaard et al., 2018).  

 

Third, active ground floors is emphasised as an important aspect of mixed functions in 

making places experienced as safe. On the ground floor is where most people move and 

look, and it is a place for the establishment of boundary between the private indoor 

space and the public outdoor, which understood as an important factor for perceived 

safety. The placement and design of doors is mentioned as one part of this aspect 

(Uittenbogaard et al., 2018).  

 

Finally, it is stressed that there can be conflicts between functions in a place or area, 

because of their scale or activities. The conflict can in turn pose safety risks such as risk 

of violence and noise disturbance, when it comes to the location of bars, clubs and event 

arenas. Therefore, a conflict management perspective is recommended when it comes 

to mix of functions (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

Mix of people 
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A fundamental condition for perceived safety in public space, in the BoTryggt2030 

concept, is the presence of different kinds of people (“mix av människor”). The 

principle is that the presence of people (mainly pedestrians and cyclists, but also limited 

number of cars in slow speed) brings a sense of safety in that people interact with each 

other and that they can intervene and take action in case something happens. 

Furthermore, what is called a “problem groups” is less likely to take control over the 

space with several groups using and passing it. The mix of people is also enforced by a 

mix of functions (e.g. a balanced distribution of housing types, housing sizes and forms 

of ownership), mentioned above (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

Populated spaces are described to be achieved through flow of people, which in turn is 

affected strongly by building density and integration of movement networks (including 

wide enough sidewalks and walking paths). The core argument is that “enough flow” 

of people in a place or area brings the informal social control (see “Social control” 

below) over the physical space that is necessary to generate a sense of safety. Too few 

people in movement, as well as crowdedness, may in turn increase the likelihood of 

crime as personal assaults and lower degrees of perceived safety. Also, the way people 

move has influence on the perceived safety of a place. Providing places to sit and 

activity possibilities in public space, encourages people to linger there and, in that way, 

practice the informal social control that is otherwise lost when people quickly move on 

through doors or around corners (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018).  

 

Today, Uittenbogaard et al. (2018) writes, many public places are based on a “male-

dominated perspective” with a particular focus on the car and the office worker. This is 

argued unattractive for those who do not have a lifestyle according to norms of 

masculinity. They call for public places where everyone can and want to spend time 

and care for, and they highlight a feminist perspective as the solution in shaping such 

places. 

 

Clearness 

Clearness (“tydlighet”) is described to concern three main aspects. First, the degree of 

publicness of a place or area affects the sense of safety. The distinction between public 

and private space is fundamental in the Swedish law. In practice, different spaces may 

be described on a scale between public and private (public, semi-public, semi-private 

and private spaces). From a safety perspective it is argued necessary that a person 

understands where on that scale the place is where the person is. The purpose with 

clearness of the publicness of a place, is thereby to mediate an understanding of the 

accessibility to that place and the proper behaviour (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

A block structure with entrances and frontages toward the street is described to mediate 

the distinction between public and private clearly. In less clear cases, symbolic means 

(such as low fences, plants, changed lighting or a small level differences), or borders 

(such as high fences and walls) can be applied to strengthen the degree of publicness. 

However, the border alternative is recommended to be avoided as it may paradoxically 

create a feeling of unsafety by signalling that the place needs to be protected and access 

restricted (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018).  
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The second aspect of clearness is that it should be easy to understand who is responsible 

for what in an area. Preferably, the space design should in itself send signals about that 

and should offer predictable situations, signage is secondary (Uittenbogaard et al., 

2018). 

 

The third aspect is about the ability to navigate oneself–to know where one is and where 

to go. Ability to navigation is in turn affected by factors within the realm of both 

physical design and beyond. Factors mentioned are: the design of street networks, the 

design and placement of public transport stops and stations, the placement of other 

functions, the possibility to get an overview over the space, and the visibility of people 

(Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

Social control 

To control the environment, and “to be able to see and to feel seen”, is what social 

control (“social kontroll”) is about. There can be social control when people are visible, 

and one easily can get an overview of the area. Certain elements in public space need 

extra attention when it comes to possibilities for overview, such as parking facilities for 

bikes and cars, pedestrian tunnels, public transport stations. A balanced amount of 

alternative escape routes is also recommended (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

There is both formal and in formal control. Professions with the task to control a place 

or an area, such as police officers and security guards, perform formal control. For high 

perceived safety they should be visible in the space and their purpose there should be 

clear to others. Technical tools such as cameras is a tool for formal control, however it 

is only useful when actively analysed. And cameras might signal to some that the place 

should be considered unsafe because of the need for camera instalment in the first place 

(Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). Informal control is practiced by the residents and visitors 

in the area. Despite not actively controlling the area, it is argued that residents and 

visitors contribute to the social control through their mere presence and movements 

(Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

High levels of social control can be achieved by building areas that facilitate natural 

surveillance in public, semi-public and semi-private places. Either through direct social 

control, that people can actively observe in a clear way what is going on. Or, through 

indirect social control, where physical space generates an experience of being watched, 

or heard, from inside the buildings, without that people actively observe the place 

(Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

Lighting 

In order to create conditions for social control, “good” lighting (citation marks from 

original text) during dark hours is considered important (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018, p. 

4). Such lighting (“belysning”) facilitates people’s overview and it brings out more 

people, and it helps distinguishing between public and more private spaces. It is stated 

that lighting has a proven positive effect on perceived safety and that it leads to reduced 

crime. Furthermore, the light contrasts matter much more than the average level of 

brightness. As it takes a moment for the eye to adjust in contrasting light, there is a risk 

of feeling unsafe when surroundings and activities in the place are not easily registered.  
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Additionally, light from shop windows and other windows contribute to limited contrast 

effects and thus higher perceived safety. The opposite effect on perceived safety goes 

for walking paths by frontages without lighting or windows. An aspect of perceived 

safety in this context is the possibility to recognise faces, to see them without strong 

shadows or in mild contrast. A recommendation therefore is that lighting should make 

faces recognisable at a closer range (radius of 10 meters). Moreover, decorative-

oriented lighting is suggested to contribute to pleasant atmosphere, more interaction 

and enhanced use at selected places.  

 

However, it is stressed that lighting only increases perceived safety when it is properly 

adjusted to the particular place. To the opposite, badly placed lighting instead creates a 

feeling of unsafety. Finally, specific lighting during daylight is also recommended to 

certain places, such as objects considered important, dark empty spaces, entrances and 

tunnels (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018).  

 

Perimeter protection  

Perimeter protection (“skalskydd”) is referred to as physical protection of facilities. 

Good perimeter protection is described as that when walls, windows, doors and locks 

are enough physically protected from burglary. The protection is recommended to be 

well-integrated into the building however not visible so that the effect on people’s 

experience of the place and perceived safety can be kept to a minimum. Though, it is 

added that at the same time, attention also has to be given to possible escape routes in 

case of emergency or violent crime (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

It is seen as crucial for locks to be completely effective, and electronical keys must have 

protection from being copied. Apart from locks, also companies, public facilities and 

construction sites may need additional access control, in the form of personal 

registration or ID cards. Furthermore, visible entrance areas add both to higher levels 

of perceived safety and to less burglary due to more visible thieves (e.g. no high hedges 

or doors on the sides or in the back of buildings) (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018).  

 

In sum, the aspect of perimeter protection may increase the perceived safety in a place 

or area with discrete well-adjusted and integrated protection solutions. However, if 

there is a too big (visible) focus on risks and the protective solution (e.g. surveillance 

cameras), and it is not communicated in a proper way, there is a signal that the place 

needs protection. That risks instead decreasing the level of perceived safety 

(Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

Management 

Management (“förvaltning”) is about the concern and sensitivity for the people in the 

area and for the care-taking of buildings and public places. It is closely connected to 

perceived safety and fear of crime in an area. Clean and neat places give the impression 

of engagement in and control of the area, which is positive for perceived safety. Litter 

and misplaced cars and bikes easily give another impression. Uittenbogaard et al. 

(2018) connect the management to the broken window theory, in explaining that a 

messy, poorly maintained urban environments both affect the perceived safety 

negatively and may lead to increased risk of crime and more severe crimes.  
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Good maintenance is about general cleaning, good care-taking of outdoor elements 

such as buildings, lighting and greenery (cropping). The outdoor maintenance is 

highlighted, and it is described as important to keep it all year around. Good 

maintenance is expressed as extra important for temporary places such as construction 

sites and temporary housing (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

Furthermore, damage by vandalism and unwanted graffiti should be taken care of as 

soon as possible (within 24 hours is recommended), in order to avoid the downward 

spiral of the broken window effect. With suitable materials, graffiti and scribble is more 

difficult to apply, and the care-taking is easier. Also, greenery on walls, fences and 

facades may reduce unwanted graffiti (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

Finally, good maintenance is argued to be about a present care-taker who, by living in 

the area, can be more respected, and also contribute to higher level of perceived safety 

by being present most hours of the day. And websites and apps are suggested to provide 

conditions for good communication and coordination about current maintenance issues 

(Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

Information 

Information (“information”) about a place through media, rumours and from people 

that one knows, affect one’s perceived safety. The level of perceived safety is argued 

to increase when there is accessible clear information based on facts, research and 

experience. Signs and other media can provide further information about accessible 

responsible staff and their contact hours. The information mediated is recommended to 

be about current events in the area, how to report vandalism and unsafe situations, 

information to the victims of crime and disturbances and what safety-promoting 

measures are currently undertaken (Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

Three aspects are highlighted. Real-time information, foremost connected to electronic 

signs updates for public transport, which contribute to a sense of control for people. 

Also, early and sufficient victim support information is important to those who are 

worried of crime or have been victims of crime, about what to do if in case of becoming 

a victim. Finally, information about safety-promoting measures in the area (including 

regulations and regular inspections) are important for everybody in order to understand 

what and why they are taken.  

 

Extracted factors 

In the table below, the nine perceived safety aspects in the model, and the extracted 

factors for this study are presented. Since the model description is in Swedish and the 

main language of most street users targeted in this study is assumed to be Swedish, the 

factors were formulated in Swedish first. In a second step, the factors were translated 

(by me as the researcher) to English for the purpose of the thesis. For the sake of 

transparency, both versions are presented below.  
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BoTryggt2030 
aspects 

Extracted factors 
(Swedish) 

Extracted factors 
(English) 

Urban form Bekväma platser att stå och sitta på Comfortable places to stand in 
and sit on 

Urban form En spännande och inbjudande 
atmosfär 

An exciting and inviting 
atmosphere 

  
 

Mix of functions Att butiker och service har sena 
öppettider 

Shops and services have late 
closing times  

Mix of functions Att bottenvåningarnas fönster inte 
står tomma 

The ground floor windows are 
empty 

Mix of functions Att det är lätt att ta sig in i 
butikerna 

It is easy to get into the shops 

  
 

Mix of people Folk som sitter ute och samtalar, 
äter, läser, leker m.m. 

People who sit outside talking, 
eating, reading, playing, etc. 

Clearness Att veta vilket företag/vilken 
institution som sköter om vad, 
längs gatan (t.ex. renhållning, 
reparering) 

To be aware what 
company/institution takes care 
of what along the street (e.g. 
cleaning, maintenance) 

Clearness Att det går lätt att hitta dit du vill It is easy to find your way 
 

 
 

Social control  Synliga ordningsvakter, 
trygghetspersonal och polis 

Visible security guards, safety 
staff and police officers 

Social control Vanliga människor som kan se och 
höra mig om något skulle hända 

Ordinary people who can see 
and hear me if something should 
happen 

 
  

Lighting Gatubelysning som ger bra översikt Streetlight that provide a good 
overview 

Lighting Upplysta butiksfönster på 
kvällen/natten 

Lit shop windows in the 
evening/night    

Perimeter 
protection  

Att det är lätt att se var entréerna 
till byggnaderna ligger 

It is easy to see where the 
entrances to the buildings are 

Perimeter 
protection  

Inbrottsskydd, t.ex. lås och larm, på 
dörrar och fönster som inte märks 

Non-noticeable burglary 
protection, e.g. locks and alarms, 
on doors and windows    

Management Allt längs gatan är helt och rent Everything along the street is 
fully functional and clean 

Management Cyklar, elsparkcyklar och bilar är 
parkerade där de ska 

Bikes, electric scooters and cars 
are parked in assigned places 

Information Information om vem du kan 
kontakta ifall du blir utsatt för brott 

Information on who you may 
contact in case of falling victim 
to crime 
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3.4 Method 1 – Questionnaire 

A questionnaire is one of the chosen methods to order to achieve the aim of exploring 

the importance of the nine safety aspects. It is also useful to exploring if active frontage 

is associated with places where perceived safety is high and low. Questionnaire is a 

kind of survey is a cost-efficient way to measure people’s opinions and attributes 

(Saunders et al., 2009). Therefore, it is suitable for the empirical research questions (B) 

and (C).  

 
Empirical questions 

(B) To what degree are each of the BoTryggt2030 aspects important to street users’ 

perceived safety on Odengatan? 

 

(C) What is the active frontage quality on Odengatan where perceived safety is high, 

and low respectively? 

 

The first and largest part of this section is devoted to describing how the first empirical 

research question (B) was answered. The last part of the section describes how a part 

of the research question (C) is answered. That is, in order to answer this question fully–

to measure the active frontage quality–places on Odengatan where perceived safety is 

high, and low respectively have to be identified. The identification of places where 

perceived safety is high is done by the questionnaire, which is described in the end of 

this section.  

 

Type of questionnaire 

This study applies a “delivery and collection questionnaires” type of survey, where the 

questionnaire is delivered by hand to each respondent and collected at a later point 

(Saunders et al., 2009). It was carried out at different places along Odengatan, and the 

questionnaire was in paper format. This type of survey is practically easy to conduct 

for the researcher on a street outdoor with lots of movement, and the respondents may 

take the time they need to read and think carefully about the questions before answering 

them. Also, conducting the survey on the actual street of study means that the 

respondents have immediate connection to the environment that are asked about and 

therefore could answer more easily and thoroughly. The places where questionnaires 

and interviews were conducted are illustrated below (Figure 6). The data was 

deliberately collected at several places, as to allow for a wide range of participants.  
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Figure 6. Places where the questionnaire and interview data collection was carried 

out. Source of map: Google Maps. 

 

Despite their usefulness, self-administered questionnaires such as this type has 

according to Saunders et al. (2009) a lower response rate than an interviewer-

administered questionnaire (such as structured interviews). In this study, that risk was 

kept to a minimum as the collection took place in direct connection to the respondents’ 

completion of the questionnaires. And having me as the researcher standing close by, 

could function as a reminder to the respondents that their answers matter. Besides, the 

data from the interviews functioned as a back-up in case of low response rate.  

 

There are several benefits of using a questionnaire survey. It allows for collection of a 

large amount of data from a sizeable population in a highly economical way. 

Questionnaires are comparatively easy to understand for people which make them more 

likely to want to participate upon my request. Moreover, the data are standardised, 

which allows for easy comparison as it can show relationships between variables 

(Saunders et al., 2009). Another benefit compared to other methods, is that this method 

allows me as the researcher to be less dependent on others to receive necessary 

information, which saves time for the research process.   
 

However, there are some drawbacks that cannot be entirely overcome. First, there is the 

risk of uninformed responses, that is the respondents have insufficient knowledge or 

deliberately guess the answers. But in a self-administered type of questionnaires the 

respondents are relatively less likely to answer to please the researcher than they would 

in the case of interviewer-administered questionnaire (Saunders et al., 2009). Second, 

there is a limit as to how much data can be collected with this method. The goodwill of 

the respondents is only so strong, which means in practice that there is an inevitable 

limit to the number of questions possible to add into the questionnaire. In this study, 

this limitation does not hinder the research questions to be answered and poses less of 

a problem. Besides, questions asked within the frame of the interview method were 

based on the questionnaire to further explore the research topic.  
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Reliability 

Five aspects are important in order to maximise, response rates, validity and reliability 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 362), which have been considered in this study: “careful 

design of individual questions, clear and pleasing layout of the questionnaire, lucid 

explanation of the purpose of the questionnaire, pilot testing, and carefully planned and 

executed administration”. 

 

Concerning the design of the questionnaire questions, the terminology of the model was 

used deliberately. And descriptions of their meaning (keywords and examples) were 

provided, instead of making up own terminology or re-structuring the model 

independently. It is important, in order for the data to answer the research questions 

appropriately (Saunders et al., 2009).  

 

A pilot collection round was conducted prior to the collection as to mindfully evaluate 

and refine the questions and executions for best result before the main data collection 

session. The execution and administration of the questionnaire was done with care, with 

ethical considerations in mind (such as keeping the questionnaires anonymous, 

respecting peoples’ decline to participation, and keeping the questionnaires organised 

and safe after collection). 

 

The reliability of sources (in this case questionnaire respondents) risked being low 

because of them being tired or stressed, or if they did not like or understand certain 

parts of the questionnaire. It was tried to be avoided by me being as polite, honest and 

open as I could during the whole interaction with them (Low et al., 2018).  

 

In collecting, street users who had very limited experience of the street were much less 

likely to participate in the questionnaire than the ones who had spent time there or 

passed it one time per month or more often. Even though I encouraged them to 

participate as long as they had some appreciation of at least one section of the street, 

they still refused in most cases to participate. That means that the perspectives of the 

first impression of the street is not that well-represented in the result.  

 

Designing the questionnaire 

In order to make the perceived safety aspects measurable in this study, particular factors 

within each aspect were extracted. The purpose is to represent each aspect in the in the 

empirical data collection of questionnaire and interviews. That is, by extracting factors 

from each aspect, the aspects are narrowed down in a way that make it possible for 

respondents to consider their importance. In the end of the previous sub-section (3.3.2) 

a table presents what factors are extracted from the model, and from which aspect.  

 

While the scope of this study only allows for a limited amount of questionnaire (and 

interview) questions (limited format as to make respondent willing to take their time to 

answer, and limited time period for data collection) there is also a limit as to how many 

factors can be extracted from the model.  

 

The most outstanding and concrete factors in the description of the perceived safety 

aspects of the model were picked out. For a majority of the aspects, two factors were 

extracted. For the rest, it was one or three factors. There were 17 factors in total asked 
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about in the questionnaire. As described by Uittenbogaard et al. (2018), the aspects 

overlap. Thus, the chosen factors also overlap many times. However, for the sake of 

clarity, and to be able to measure the aspects in this study, a division into separate 

factors was necessary.  

 

Gathering participants 

The technique used to gather participants–for both the questionnaire and interview 

method–was mainly random sample. That is, I was approaching street users who were 

using the street in one way or another. Deliberately, I chose to approach people with 

different looks, ages and genders and who were occupied with different things (resting 

in the sun, waiting on someone/the bus, eating, chatting to their company, watching 

their dogs, resting in the sun, skating). A second technique to gather participants was 

through my own social networks. The risk of interviewer bias in the form of respondents 

and interviewees providing information that they think I want to hear as they knew me 

and the project beforehand, was tried to be overcome by clearly stating the purpose of 

the study and emphasising the importance of independent individual answers which 

cannot be “right” or “wrong”. 

 

Participation  

There were 42 questionnaires collected. Two respondents did not fill in an answer for 

all the 17 factors asked about in the questionnaire. However, the number of answers left 

out is four in total (three and one answer(s) respectively), which is considered very low. 

Thereby, the data is still considered valid and their questionnaires are included in the 

result.   

 

Time of day and year of collection 

The interviews were conducted in the same time period as the interviews, in the spring 

of 2019. Perceived safety in a certain place is in this study assumed to vary with time 

of day, or to be more precise, with daylight/darkness. In order to allow for access to as 

a wide range of street users as possible, assumed to vary with daylight/darkness, 

questionnaires as well as interviews (see section 3.5) were conducted sometime 

between 12.30-18.30 in the day to 21.00-23.50 at night. To make the distinction of 

answers in daylight and darkness as clear as possible, collection was never collected in 

semi-bright hours of sunset.  

 

Handling bias of the researcher 

Continuing on the topic of bias, bias of the researcher is always present, as well in the 

case of interviewing as other methods. My preunderstandings of the research topic as 

well as my attributes and behaviours affect the outcome of the data collection, and 

thereby the result achieved. This is discussed further, in the section (3.5), about the 

second method, interviews. 

 

Analysing collected data on importance of perceived safety aspects 

The respondents were asked to rate how safe they would feel on Odengatan if one 

specific factor would be in place on the street. In order to answer the research question 

aiming at studying the nine perceived safety aspects, an average of the ratings for the 

factors belonging to each of the aspects is made. That is, for each perceived safety 

aspect, the frequency of each rating of all the factors extracted from one aspect (i.e. 
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one, two or three factors), were first added to a total. Then the total was divided by the 

number of factors belonging to that aspect. The result is an average number of 

respondents giving a specific rate to each of the nine perceived safety aspects. For 

details on how the rating and average of each safety aspect turned out, by which the 

diagram below is generated, see Appendix D. 

 

Analysing collected data on street users’ characteristics 

For the purpose to be sensitive to the possible differences among different social 

groups, the questionnaire was designed to enable the analysis to detect possible 

differences in the way people reported importance of the perceived safety aspects. 

Beyond the rating of factors, the questionnaire therefore also asked questions about 

personal characteristics, such as gender, age, disabilities, education and residency. 

Also, frequency of visiting the street was included. The time of day, or rather daylight 

or darkness was recorded for the time of their participation. See Appendix A for all the 

questionnaire questions. 

 

Analysing collected data on safe and comfortable places 

Places where perceived safety is high and low is in this study measured as places 

considered safe and comfortable by street users. Places perceived safe and comfortable, 

were explored in the questionnaire by asking street users to circle places along the street 

(on a map) where they personally enjoy along the street. The questionnaire asked for 

places they enjoy (in Swedish “trivs”) because it is a term is commonly used which was 

aimed at making it easier for people to relate to. And as the topic of the questionnaire 

was perceived safety, the respondents had the perceived safety perspective in mind 

when answering the question. Unsafe and uncomfortable places were explored in 

interviews.  

 

In order to achieve the aim of exploring if active frontage is associated with places 

where perceived safety is high and low, places stated most times as safe and 

comfortable among all respondents were the ones used for the observation, see section 

3.6 below.  

 

3.5 Method 2 – Interviews 

In achieving the aim of exploring the importance of perceived safety aspects among 

street users, and identifying safe and comfortable places, interviews is the second 

method in this study. Low et al. (2018) write that interviewing, i.e. a researcher asking 

people (respondents) in a direct way what they think about a space, and about their 

experiences there, is a crucial step of the TESS process. Interviews are useful to 

understand the “why” of a specific phenomenon (Saunders et al., 2009). That way, in 

this study, interviews is a useful method for providing answers to both empirical 

research questions; first, the interviews were aimed at collecting thoughts and 

reasonings (“why”) behind the importance of each perceived safety aspect among street 

users (empirical research question (B)). That way, a more nuanced understanding of 

their importance can be achieved, than what the questionnaire method alone allows for 

(e.g. due to predetermined terminology and categories). 
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Second, this method is useful for revealing specific places considered safe and 

comfortable, and unsafe and uncomfortable along the main street, which makes the first 

step in answering empirical research question (C) on active frontage quality. As a 

compliment to the questionnaire asking about places considered safe and comfortable, 

places considered unsafe and uncomfortable were explored in the method of interviews. 

Interviewees were asked about such places, and possible factors making them feel 

unsafe on the street. In interviews they did not always use the word unsafe, but 

“uncomfortable” and synonyms to it. Interviews as a method made it possible to collect 

thoughts and reasonings on those places.  

 

Empirical questions 

(B) To what degree are each of the BoTryggt2030 aspects important to street users’ 

perceived safety on Odengatan? 

 

(C) What is the active frontage quality on Odengatan where perceived safety is high, 

and low respectively? 

 

In order to identify places on Odengatan where perceived safety is high, and low 

respectively, the frequency of the mentioning of places during the interviews is 

registered (Low et al., 2018). The place mentioned most times as unsafe and 

uncomfortable among all interviewees, is analysed in the second step of rating the 

active frontage.  

 

Semi-structured interviews were used as they are useful for qualitative analysis and 

suitable for case studies (Saunders et al., 2009). Semi-structured interviews provide the 

opportunity to ‘probe’ answers, where the interviewees can explain, or build on, their 

responses (Saunders et al., 2009), which is exactly what research question (B) will 

benefit from. Also, with structure of the interview questions (as opposed to no structure) 

comments on specific places along Odengatan, necessary for research question (C), 

could be generated.  

 

Saunders et al. (2009, p. 320) write that in semi-structured interviews, the researcher 

“will have a list of themes and questions to be covered, although these may vary from 

interview to interview.” That means that the interviewer may omit some questions in 

particular interviews and/or change the order of them. This study adopted this type of 

interview, as it had a specific and defined topic to ask street users about–the importance 

of different aspects for their perceived safety. And in the context of being on the street, 

interviewing street users who had limited available time also made this interview type 

useful. In addition, depending on the proceeding of the interview, flexible adjustments 

to redirect the conversation and reformulate key questions is allowed for.  

 

One drawbacks of the semi-structured interviews include the fact that it is not possible 

to make generalisations with the data collected about the entire population (all street 

users of Odengatan) (Saunders et al., 2009). That is however not an aim of this study.  

 

As to allow for different views of the topic of perceived safety to avoid exclusion of 

some views, and as the topic turned out to be abstract for some interviewees, interviews 

were adjusted to be held in a slightly “non-directive” way, where the interviewee were 
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“given the opportunity to talk freely about events, behaviour and beliefs in relation to 

the topic area” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 321). 

 

Participation  

The interviews were conducted in the same time period as the questionnaire, in the 

spring of 2019. In total, 11 interviews with street users on Odengatan were conducted. 

In some of them, there were 2 interviewees interviewed together. There were, 17 

interviewees in total. The interviewees were of different ages, from 18 up to 81 years 

old. The interviewees were a mix of men and women, 7 women and 10 men. See 

Appendix C for details on the age groups, genders and times of interview. Involving 

people of different ages and genders was a deliberate approach as to achieve as large a 

mix of street users as possible. The technique of gathering participants is described in 

previous section (3.4). 

 

Perceived safety in a certain place is in this study assumed to vary with time of day, or 

to be more precise, with daylight/darkness. As with the questionnaire collection, 

interviews were held sometime between 12.30-18.30 in the day to 21.00-23.50 at night 

in order to allow for both interviews with different groups of street users, and for 

different thoughts and reasonings depending on daylight or darkness. To make the 

distinction of answers in daylight and darkness as clear as possible, the interviews were 

never held in semi-bright hours of sunset.  

 

As with the questionnaires, the interviews were held right on Odengatan and its 

immediate surroundings as to allow for the interviewees to be close to those issues 

asked about in the interview. By standing or sitting in the context (on the street) or next 

to the street, the likelihood increases that interviewees relate their answers to the current 

situation and conditions (e.g. time of day, place). The map in the section above (3.4) 

shows where interviews and questionnaires were conducted. 

 

The most successful was to carry out interviews with people having some spare time 

such as those sitting to rest or to wait for someone or for the bus. A drawback of the 

strategy of approaching people on the street with no previous notice, is that they had no 

preparation time to think through any answers. On the other hand, the accessibility to 

street users for the purpose of this study is high. And, by being asked in the in the kind 

of street concerned in the study, the interviewees may have been able to provide more 

reliable and elaborate answers than if being elsewhere.  

 

The interview guide 

The interview guide used to structure the interviews were a document containing 

questions asking the street users to explain what aspects are important for their safety 

and their thoughts and reasonings why they think that (see Appendix B). Some of the 

interviewees also participated in the questionnaire first, then the interview functioned 

as a complement to that. Most other interviewees were street users who were asked to 

participate in the questionnaire, but for different reasons declined it. They preferred to 

talk more freely or felt they had too limited time to fill in the questionnaire. In those 

cases, the questionnaire questions (on perceived safety aspects and factors and 

enjoyable places) were also used as an interview guide. This way, the two first methods 

are linked together.  
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Handling bias of the researcher 

Bias of the researcher is always present, it was mentioned in previous section (3.4). 

Many points below concern both questionnaire collection and interviewing. However, 

some of them are more directly linked to interviews.  

 

“One of the greatest challenges of interviewing is combining some important human 

qualities such as kindness, sensitivity, and concern with a general sense of detachment. 

Interviewers needs to understand how they, personally, can bias the interview process 

and how this bias can distort the quality of the information.” 

(Salazar, 1990, p. 570) 

 

As the risk of interviewer bias is always present, my gender, age, skin colour, behaviour 

and more might have influenced who volunteered to participate. My age and gender 

might have been to my favour. Salazar (1990) writes that gender and age of the 

interviewer has been found to affect the interviewees. It was suggested that “women 

between the ages of 25 and 55 typically are the most successful interviewers in general 

population surveys” (Salazar, 1990, p. 570). Even though few studies have been made 

to prove that social class or race of the interviewer has effect on the interview, according 

to Salazar (1990). Therefore, the risk cannot be ignored that stereotypical pictures of 

skin colour, social class, appearance and language may have affected who volunteered 

and what answers they provided to me.  

 

When approaching and asking for volunteer participants, I tried to handle researcher 

bias by dressing neutral, behaving calm and professionally and by being as open with 

the purpose of the study as possible. I aimed at establishing a “comfortable and 

temporary relationship” (Low et al., 2018, p.11) by using a purposeful and easy 

language and emphasising throughout the whole interview that the interviewee(s) were 

“the expert(s)”, and I was “the learner”. I also did not stand too closely to the 

interviewee as to avoid appearing intruding into their space, which could make them 

feel uncomfortable. Thus, they could be more prone to provide reliable honest answers.  

 

Analysis of interviews 

During the interviews, fieldnotes were taken, in order to remember as much as possible 

and reflect on my own appearance and circumstances at the point of interview. To 

analyse the result from the interviews, coding was applied, following the TESS method 

(Low et al., 2018). The steps taken are described in Appendix B.  

 

3.6 Method 3 – Observation of street 

There are yet few empirical studies conducted on the effects of active frontages on 

perceptions of public space, Heffernan et al. (2014) write. As explained in the 

introduction, this study builds on the argument that positive benefits of active frontage 

have to be critically examined. Therefore, the second part of the aim of this study is to 

explore whether the degree of active frontage correlates with places where perceived 

safety is high and low on a main street. The second empirical research question is 

formulated to achieve this aim. It is the empirical research question (C): 
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Empirical question 

(C) What is the active frontage quality on Odengatan where perceived safety is high, 

and low respectively? 

 

To answer the research question, the method of observation is chosen. While the TESS 

methodology recommends participatory observations with emphasis on people’s 

experience of the place under study, the aim of this study demands an observation with 

a different focus. A quantifying structured observation is instead chosen. It is described 

as a “straightforward descriptive research” (Saunders et al., 2011, p. 302,) which is 

well-suited for quantifying the study object (main street frontages in this case) 

(Saunders et al., 2011). The aim and thereby the research questions, seek to describe 

main street frontages and including determining their activeness. Previous studies, in 

which quality of public spaces have been assessed, have successfully used structured 

observation as a part of their methodology (Heffernan et al., 2014; Mehta, 2014). For 

these reasons, this study applied a structured observation. 

 

The purpose of the observation was to describe the activeness of the frontages on the 

selected street sections in order to perform rating of them. An advantage of structured 

observation is the high reliability because of its replicability and the possibility to 

compare places (Mehta, 2014; Saunders et al., 2011). Furthermore, the study used an 

already existing coding schedule for the observation, as it has the benefit of making the 

results likely to be more reliable and valid than without such schedule by already having 

been tried and tested (Saunders et al., 2011).  

 

The model used  

To be able to rate the degree of active frontage, a reference for comparison is required. 

For example, a model with criteria. For this purpose, the active frontage assessment 

scale by the architecture and design company Llewelyn Davies Yeang (2007) is applied. 

This assessment scale is presented as one of the methods in the efforts toward 

“achieving and assessing the quality of urban design in developing and restoring urban 

areas”. The model itself is based on the work of Gehl (1994) and is recommended by 

Llewelyn Davies Yeang (2007, p. 7) as a way to evaluate the performance of frontage. 

For this purpose, it was used in the study by Heffernan et al. (2014) who found useful. 

 

In the model, the factors that are assessed are six factors connected to the physical 

frontage of a building: 

• Number of premises 

• Number of functions 

• Number of windows and doors 

• Presence of blind and passive facades (frontage) 

• Degree of depth, relief and modelling 

• Quality of materials and details 

As the chart below illustrates (see Figure 7), the scale is divided into five different 

grades A-E. The place observations made on Odengatan allowed for registration of 
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these factors. From assessing each factor separately first, a compound grade was then 

made.  

 

 
Figure 7. The active frontage assessment scale used in this study. Source: Llewelyn 

Davies Yeang, 2007, p. 89. 

 

As with the BoTryggt model above, it is useful to look critically at the premises and 

character of the frontage assessment scale to understand its limitations. First, this model 

is built on the assumption that the physical environment can influence perceived safety. 

As it has been argued above, by basing a model or research on specific frames (frontage 

design) and assumptions about the world, there is a risk of self-fulfilling prophecy–that 

one finds only what one wants to find, confirming one’s already established view of 

assumptions. This, in turn, limits opportunities to other findings. In the case of this 

model, it assumes that the frontage of buildings has an effect on street users, while in 

practice there might be cases when the frontage has little or no effect on street users. 

And there could be other more dominant factors that frontage affecting certain people 

(including their perceived safety), such as stories from media about the place, and 

reactions from other senses than vision. To assess the degree of frontage activeness, 

this model is useful. But one has to be careful of the implications of that, because of the 

assumption of its effect on street users.  
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Second, as there are only brief descriptions of the factors that are included in the model, 

the result generated from using it should be used as an indication rather than confirmed 

facts. There are six different factors in the model. However, there are overlaps and 

unclear definitions of some them in the guideline document in which the model is 

recommended (Llewelyn Davies Yeang, 2007). For example, there is an overlap of the 

factor concerning doors and windows and the factor concerning passive and blind 

facades (frontages) as the latter also includes doors and windows. In this study, passive 

and blind facades include doors and windows, windows at eye-level and presence of 

any other element or item on the frontage. Furthermore, the permeability of the 

windows is not considered in the model, which may have significant importance to 

perceived safety (Jacobs, 1961; Mehta and Bosson, 2010). Permeability is however 

discussed in this study. There is neither a clear justification of why these six factors are 

chosen to be represented in the model compared to other. For the purpose of this study, 

which intends to use the active frontage assessment scale only to indicate the activeness 

of the frontage, the description of the factors and the number of them are sufficient. 

More detailed studies may however require more clearly defined models.  

 

Third, in a larger perspective one can question how universal the factors are for making 

a frontage be perceived as active. While the assessment scale theoretically can be 

applicable to frontages in any place, it can be questioned how well the grade that the 

frontages receive determines the “interest” and “vitality” of the place (Llewelyn Davies 

Yeang, 2007). In practice, the grade may be interpreted in different ways depending on 

cultural perspective and point in time. The meaning of factors may vary across time and 

space. To resolve this point, the interpretation of the factors of this study has been made 

as transparent and explicit as possible, see the discussion chapter 5.  

 

A final point, to look critically into is the focus on visual factors. In this study, it is 

interpreted that the visual aspects of the factors are emphasised. Both because of the 

literature which is centred in large on the visual aspects of the experience of public 

space (for example Gehl, 2011; Heffernan et al., 2014; Llewelyn Davies Yeang, 2007) 

and because the chosen method using this model is alleviated by visual observation. 

However, impressions from the other senses than only vision, such as hearing (Went, 

2016), may also affect the experience of public space. This study is delimited to a focus 

on visual aspects, however aspects observed from other senses is encourages in further 

studies.  

 

Identifying two street stretches for observation 

In order to measure active frontage, specific places where perceived safety is high and 

low frontage first had to be identified. The identification process of these place is 

described in previous sections in this chapter. Two stretches (100 meters each) of the 

main street were assessed in this study. One stretch of the street in a place where 

perceived safety is high, and one stretch of the street in a place where perceived safety 

is low. The stretch distance of the public space to be assessed in the active frontage 

model applied in this study is 100 meters. Therefore, the limitation to the stretches 

observed in the places where perceived safety is high and low is 100 meters. Even 

though a main street is likely to be longer than that, two smaller stretches of it is enough 

to explore possible correlations as a first try. Also, the time available limits the number 

of stretches to observe.  
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The observations were carried out during daylight, the 2nd of August 2019 by me as the 

researcher. As the assessment criteria in the model are slightly vague in their 

formulation, there is a risk of arbitrary measurement by the observer. To limit that risk, 

the assessment points were observed during the same session as to remember the 

reasonings and judgements made for the previous place and points. Also, the main street 

stretch (distance part of a street stretch) was documented by photography at the point 

of observation in order to make the basis of the rating, and thereby result of it, as 

transparent as possible.   
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4 Results and analysis 

Executing the methods that were described in the previous chapter, provided the result 

needed to answer the two empirical research questions. In order to achieve the aim of 

this study, the result is presented and analysed in this chapter. 

 

Empirical questions 

(B) To what degree are each of the BoTryggt2030 aspects important to street users’ 

perceived safety on Odengatan? 

 

(C) What is the active frontage quality on Odengatan where perceived safety is high, 

and low respectively? 

 

To keep a good structure, the result about the importance of aspects of perceived safety 

is presented and analysed first, in section 4.1. Second, the result about active frontage 

quality is presented and analysed, in section 4.2. 

 

4.1 Important aspects of perceived safety 

In this section, the first empirical research question, “To what extent are each of the 

BoTryggt2030 aspects important to the perceived safety on Odengatan?”, answered. It 

starts with an overview of the characteristics of the street users who participated in the 

questionnaire (respondents). Then it seeks to answer the main research question by 

looking at all perceived safety aspects and exploring their importance based on the 

questionnaire answers. Thoughts and reasonings behind the importance of different 

aspects are discussed in the following sub-section, based on interviews held with street 

users (interviewees). In order to discover possible differences in importance of the 

perceived safety aspects for different social groups and at different times of the day, the 

result is divided into genders and daylight/darkness. Finally, additional factors 

important to perceived safety that occurred during interviews are discussed.  

 

4.1.1 Characteristics of questionnaire respondents 

Collected questionnaires 

There were 42 questionnaires collected in total. 27 of them were collected in daylight, 

15 after dark (nighttime). Due to some respondents not providing an answer to exactly 

all questions in the questionnaire, the number of answers per question (labelled as “n” 

below) varies slightly from question to question. The diagrams are illustration of the 

result, and they are based on the data material from the questionnaire of this study. 

 

Age 

A majority of the respondents were between 20 and 39 years old (see Figure 8 below). 

Still, there were some respondents in all age groups recorded. 

 



55 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 8. The street users’ age. (n=41) 

 

Gender 

The gender distribution was almost even (see Figure 9 below). There were 19 women 

and 21 men. 

 

Figure 9. The street users’ gender. (n=40) 

 

Education level 

Most respondents’ educational level was higher than upper-secondary education (see 

Figure 10 below). 66% of all the respondents had conducted a post-secondary education 

of three years or longer. 
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Figure 10. The street users’ educational level. (n=41) 

 

Disabilities 

The vast majority of the respondents considered themselves having no disability that 

affects their perceived safety on Odengatan (see Figure 11 below). Only two of 39 

answering this question had such a disability. 

 

 

 
Figure 11. Street users with a disability that affects their perceived safety. (n=39) 

 

Enjoyment of Odengatan 

Generally, Odengatan was very appreciated among street users (see Figure 12 below). 

When asked how much they enjoyed the street as a whole, on a scale from 1 to 10. 1 
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was “I do not enjoy it at all”, and 10 was “I enjoy it very much”. The most common 

rating was 8. Only two street users rated the street lower than 5.  

 

 
Figure 12. How much street users enjoy Odengatan. (n=42) 

  

Residence 

Most street users did not live on Odengatan (see Figure 13 below). 83% of the 

respondents answered they lived more than 100 m away from Odengatan. 

 

 
Figure 13. Proportion of street users living on Odengatan. (n=41) 
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Most of the street users visit or pass Odengatan once a month or more often (see Figure 

14 below). It was most common to visit or pass the street one to four times per month. 

Half (51 %) of all the respondents visit or pass the street at least one day per week. 

 

 
Figure 14. Frequency that street users visit or pass Odengatan. (n=41) 

 

4.1.2 Importance of perceived safety aspects 

The main question of questionnaire was the on the importance of different factors on a 

main street for the perceived safety of street users on Odengatan. As explained in the 

previous chapter (3 Methodology), one, two or three factors were extracted from each 

perceived safety aspect of the BoTryggt2030 model.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The factors that were asked about can be found in Appendix A. The respondents were 

asked to rate how safe they would feel on Odengatan with one by one of the factors in 

place on the street. As explained in the method section 3.4, an average of the ratings for 

the factors extracted from each of the aspects is made. For details on how the rating and 

average of each safety aspect turned out, by which the diagram below is generated, see 

Appendix D. 
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• “Neither safe or unsafe” 

• “A little safe” 

• “Very safe” 

• ”Do not know” 

The result shows the importance of all nine perceived safety aspects respectively for 

the perceived safety on Odengatan, and it is presented below (see Figure 15 below). 

There were 42 questionnaires collected. Two respondents did not fill in an answer for 

all the 17 factors asked about in the questionnaire. However, the number of answers left 

out is four in total (three and one answer(s) respectively), which is considered very low. 

Thereby, the data is still considered valid and their questionnaires are included in the 

result.   

 

The data show that some perceived safety aspects were more important for street users’ 

perceived safety on Odengatan than other aspects. It is indicated by the number of street 

users per aspects who state that the aspect would contribute to them feeling “a little 

safe” or “very safe”, in comparison to “a little unsafe, “very unsafe” and “neither safe 

or unsafe” on Odengatan. In other words, the emphasis in this study is on the positive 

contribution that the aspects have, as opposed to the negative. However, factors 

considered contributing to unsafety are also considered important to perceived safety 

and they are also analysed below.  
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Figure 15. The impact of different safety aspects on street users' perceived safety on 

Odengatan. 

 

Mix of people is most important  

The result shows that among all nine aspects, mix of people was the aspect that would 

make the highest number of street users feel “very safe”. 83% of the respondents 

answering considered that mix of people would make them feel “a little safe” or “very 

safe”. A relatively very low number of respondents considered that mix of people would 

contribute negatively to perceived safety. The aspect of mix of people was formulated 

as “People who sit outside talking, eating, reading, playing, etc.”. This suggests that 

other people around, engaged in more than one activity, makes street users feel safe on 

Odengatan. Street users’ thoughts and reasonings are illustrated in the following 

section, in order to further interpret this result. 

 

Among the other eight aspects, social control and urban form made a relatively large 

amount of street users feel “very safe”. Social control is strongly linked to the aspect 

of mix of people as they both concern the presence of other people. One of the two 

factors of social control, “Ordinary people who can see and hear me if something 

should happen”, was considered by 76% of the respondents as “a little safe” or “very 

safe”, which shows informal social control is important in a positive way for the 

perceived safety. The other factor, “Visible security guards, safety staff and police 
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officers” is asking about formal social control and the same percentage for this factor 

was lower, 50%. It suggests that informal social control is more important (in a positive 

way) than formal social control for perceived safety in this respect.  

 

The two factors of urban form were “Comfortable places to stand in and sit on” and 

“An exciting and inviting atmosphere”. It suggests that both places where people can 

linger and an overall atmosphere that generates interest, are important for the perceived 

safety of many.  

 

An observation during the conduction of the questionnaire and interviews were that 

perceived safety in Odengatan is connected to the enjoyment and comfort of the street. 

The respondents and interviewees commented on different factors, saying that with a 

particular factor in place, it would be “good”, “nice”, “pleasant” and that they would 

“enjoy the place”, rather than that it would make them feel safe. My interpretation is 

that they meant that they would enjoy the street more with such factors in place, 

compared to not having them in place. And that safety aspects are indeed an important 

part of the general impression of the public space. Thereby, it suggests that the 

categories of “comfortable” and “safe” may be theoretically distinguished, but 

empirically they may overlap and be mixed.  

 

Aspects not important for perceived safety 

Some aspects were considered not making the street users either safe or unsafe. One 

explanation of that could be that the street users’ personality influences the way they 

perceive certain aspects on the street. It could be illustrated by one of the interviewees 

(young woman) who explained that no-one of the perceived safety aspects in the study 

mattered to her perceived safety because she does not easily get anxious. In the way she 

reasoned about different aspects she appeared very independent and confident. Other 

interviewees reasoned in similar ways.  

 

The aspects of clearness and perimeter protection was the least important aspect for 

perceived safety. They had the highest number of respondents considering the aspects 

contributing to them feeling “neither safe or unsafe”. “To be aware what 

company/institution takes care of what along the street” and that it is easy to find one’s 

way (clearness factors), along with “clear visibility of the entrances to the buildings” 

and “non-noticeable burglary protection” (perimeter protection factors), proved to 

matter the least for perceived safety on Odengatan among all aspects. An interpretation 

is that these factors were not as commonly connected to safety among street users, as 

other aspects were. It could also be that the personality of street users also matters,  

 

Aspects perceived as unsafe 

Looking closer, the aspects did not only have importance for the perceived safety in a 

positive way. As certain aspects made some street users “a little unsafe” or “very 

unsafe”, some aspects in place thereby contribute to some street users feeling unsafe. 

Thus, the result indicates that the aspects also can be important in a negative way for 

perceived safety for street users.  

 

Social control and information were aspects that in relation to the other aspects had a 

high number of street users who felt those aspects contributed to feeling “very unsafe”. 
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However, the number of street users who considered the aspects contributing to feeling 

unsafe to some degree, is very low in comparison to the number considering the aspects 

contributing to feeling safe, or “neither safe or unsafe”. That is interpreted as an 

indication that all nine aspects are important in a positive way for perceived safety to 

some degree on Odengatan for most street users, and at the same time, there are always 

a few who think they are important in a negative way. For example, from the conducted 

interviews, presence of police and guard staff proved to be uncomfortable for some (see 

below). And it could be that information about who to turn to for help if one falls victim 

to a crime (which was the factor extracted from information) makes some people feel 

more at risk in the area compared to without such information.  

 

Answers of “do not know” 

There were a few respondents stating “do not know” for a certain aspect. In relation to 

the other rating categories, there was low number of people providing that answer, 

though. My interpretation is that most people had thought about the aspects before and 

could relate to them in the context of safety and Odengatan. There are yet some possible 

reasons for a few “do not know”-answers for every aspect. For example, when filling 

in the questionnaire, a number of respondents were asking for further explanation on 

the factors concerning perimeter protection as to understand better what it was about. 

My interpretation is that the respondents either did not find the explanation of the 

factors sufficiently explained in the questionnaire, or (as explained above) they had not 

thought about those issues before. Those could be two reasons. 

 

4.1.3 Thoughts and reasonings about importance of safety aspects 

In order to understand the importance of different perceived safety aspects, the 

interviews explored some reasons and thoughts for street users and their perceived 

safety on Odengatan. The result of the interviews in the form of the most recurring 

themes are presented here. 11 interviews were conducted with 17 people in total. They 

were between 18 and 70 years old. Seven were women and 10 were men. Seven of the 

interviews were carried out in daylight, four in darkness. See Appendix C for details on 

the age groups, genders and times of interview. 

 

The most recurring themes across all interviews were those about: openness and 

overview, darkness and lighting, people on the street, kind of people and their 

behaviours and surveillance. Below it is summarised how the interviewees reasoned 

and what they thought about these issues.  

 

To be able to collect thoughts and reasonings from more street users than the 

interviewees, one of the questionnaire questions (question 6) was designed for 

collecting such comments as well. The questionnaire participants were asked to add any 

factors, apart from the ones of the BoTryggt2030 model already asked for, that they 

consider important to their perceived safety on Odengatan. 15 of the 42 participants 

wrote a comment on this question. Most of the comments concerned the themes of 

lighting, then presence of police and sidewalk quality. Even though the purpose of this 

questionnaire question was to open up for factors outside the scope of the model, in fact 

all of the themes mentioned were included in the model. Thereby, the comments will 

be integrated under the respective headline.  
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Openness and overview 

The first recurring theme in the interviews that had importance for street users’ 

perceived safety, was the possibility to an overview of the area. For three interviewees, 

the openness of space was the number one factor to make them feel safe in Odengatan, 

as it allowed them to view other people from afar to avoid sudden approaches of people 

without being aware of them. For one interviewee (middle-aged woman), the possibility 

to an overview of the place means “freedom” to escape if people with unwanted 

behaviour would approach. Therefore, for her, large open spaces, as opposed to those 

with obstacles blocking the overview, are perceived safe to her and important for her 

not to feel “uncomfortable”. For two other interviewees (men around their 30’s), the 

possibility to overview the place meant that they would not be startled by sudden 

approaches. For them, it also meant that the number of hiding places is limited, which 

gives them a “sense of control”. Additionally, overview also allows for social 

connections to strangers. One of the interviewees mentioned that for his perceived 

safety it is important that people “can see each other”, that he can see them so that they 

can connect. 

 

The possibility to have an overview was for some interviewees related to the feasibility 

of finding one’s way. For both one of the interviewees mentioned above, and another 

interviewee (elderly woman), the ability to easily find the way to places they are going 

were brought up as one of the most important factors to their perceived safety. For the 

older woman, lack of an overview of the place she was in (as in the square of Odenplan) 

caused the risk of her becoming confused as to where she should go (where she could 

find her bus). Late at night, running around because of not finding the right bus this 

made her feel uncomfortable. Not finding her way was for her connected to the issue 

of enough lighting around bus stop booths and clear signage of specific bus stops, which 

contributed to the feeling of lack of overview of the place.  

 

A condition for good overview and open spaces where one can see other people from 

afar, is that there are no objects in the way. While the interviewees above talked about 

the benefits of overview for their safety, there were in contrast some other interviewees 

who mentioned the benefits of open spaces filled with some objects such as flower 

market, seating spaces and lower for their comfort and safety. One middle-aged man 

argued the empty space of Odenplan today is sterile, unwelcoming and ugly, and that 

changed the social dynamics of the place from its previous design, which had made him 

dislike the place. Another (elderly) man suggested that elements such as flowers and 

benches could eliminate the “emptiness” of the open bare place of the adjacent outdoor 

space of the library which he considered unpleasant and unsafe. Such elements could 

foster more appreciated places and people in motion, he argues. However, it might be 

at the expense of the opportunity to get a full overview of it. Thereby, the argument of 

empty places as something unsafe stands in contrast to open places where people can 

feel they can overlook their surroundings (and limiting hiding places and to find one’s 

destination as easily) and thereby feel safe. This shows that the possibility to overview 

places is not the primary factor for perceived safety and pleasure for all street users.  
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Darkness and lighting  

Another theme that occurred in many of the interviews, and was the most common 

theme in the comments of the questionnaire (4 comments on the importance of well-lit 

places), were the connection between one’s perceived safety and lighting/darkness. 

Thus, I interpret the issue of lighting as important for street users. For example, the 

older woman who saw finding her way easily as a very important issue for perceived 

safety, argued not only that darkness meant difficulties for her to find the right bus stop, 

but that lack of lighting in Odenplan (which were the place she were in) created an 

overall unsafe atmosphere in the place. Considering that her answers through the whole 

interview concerned the issue of good lighting adjusted to her purposes as a street user, 

lighting is understood as one of the most important actors for her perceived safety.  

 

While the main point for perceived safety was “display of information” for another 

interviewee (elderly man), the suggestion from him was connected to lighting as well. 

With a “big lit signboard” showing culture- and safety-related information, the 

signboard would not only disseminate the information to the street users, he argued, but 

would additionally contribute to a sense of participation and light. Participation and 

light were in that sense both adding to the perceived safety in a place, according to him. 

 

In contrast, there were other street users who did not consider lighting, or rather a lack 

of it, as an issue for their perceived safety. “I don’t care about that!” was the comment 

from a middle-aged man when asked how important good lighting was for his perceived 

safety in Odengatan. When asked the same question, another interviewee (middle-aged 

woman) steered the conversation toward other issues. Even though her Swedish was 

somewhat limited, I interpret that as an indication that the aspect of lighting was less 

important than other factors such as fighting and stealing, which she kept coming back 

to. 

 

Ground floor activities 

For one interviewee (teenage girl), ground floors with activities were highly important 

for her perceived safety. The activities she mentioned were restaurants, cafés and shops. 

The reason for her feeing safe with such activities on the ground floors was that there 

are people around and that the streets are lit up in a way that she felt that she could be 

seen if something should happen. Continuing her argument, the interviewee explained 

that the state of the ground floors on the smaller connecting streets on each side of 

Odengatan also affected her perceived safety but in a negative way. On those streets, 

there were less shops, restaurants, almost only apartments, which made the streets 

darker and more empty of people than Odengatan. Those things it made her feel more 

unsafe. “I don’t like to walk those streets alone [at night]” she said. She considered the 

difference between the activities in the main street and the connecting streets as a clear 

contrast, which she felt was bothering her, especially after dark. Along with the 

presence of formal surveillance (brought up further below), the factor of ground floors 

was the most important factor for this person’s perceived safety on Odengatan.  

 

For one interviewee (elderly woman), smaller shops in the main street was something 

important. She appreciated the service she would have for the staff there and made the 

comparison to large shopping centres in which she felt anonymous. To be able to ask 
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for help, to talk to someone, and to be seen, was important to her. Thereby, the social 

aspect of shops can be considered important for street user perceived safety as well. 

 

For other interviewees, the ground floor activities, including lit shop windows, were 

less important for their perceived safety than other aspects. For young adult woman, 

aspects about the people present on the street were much more important than the 

physical aspects of the street such as activities in ground floors, lighting in shop 

windows or other forms of lighting. Quite in opposite, she mentioned that the reflections 

appearing from light in shop windows when dark outside could make her feel 

uncomfortable and be a source of perceived unsafety on the street. Thereby the aspect 

of lit windows is something that is important for street user’s safety, but in both positive 

and negative ways. Other interviewees did not think that ground floors with their 

activities, people and contribution of light in dark hours mattered to their perceived 

safety at all. For example, for two teenage boys this aspect was something completely 

new. Neither could they relate to the visibility and accessibility of entrances as 

something important for their perceived safety. Others stated that aspects connected to 

ground floors just did not influence their perceived safety.  

 

People on the street 

The theme of presence of people on the street was brought up and discussed in most of 

the interviews. Many pointed out the positive effects of people and their presence and 

movement on the street. “Odengatan is always full of people”, said one elderly woman, 

which had a positive effect for her perceived safety. For the teenage girl, people moving 

on the street made her feel calm and safe and was one of the most important factors for 

her perceived safety. And having other people around when being on the street of 

Odengatan was important for the perceived safety of the elderly man and the two 30-

year-old men mentioned above. 

 

While the idea of other people present on the street was seen as something positive for 

how the interviewees perceived a main street like Odengatan, there were specific points 

that were negative for them. The old lady for whom other present people meant a nice 

and safe experience of the street, mentioned at the same time that stories of crimes and 

assaults of a place makes her feel unsafe there. (She had heard a story of a shooting on 

Odenplan and after that she feels hesitant to spend time there). The young woman meant 

that the stereotypical pictures of certain groups of people that one has, and other factors 

about the people present, could affect the perception safety of the place. 

 

Thus, even though “other people” was an important aspect for perceived safety, some 

interviewees explained that there are also issues of the kind of people, how far they are 

from oneself, and their behaviour, that are important for their safety. It means that a 

higher diversity of user groups in a place does not necessarily mean higher level of 

perceived safety per se. Their behaviour mattered. Since the behaviour of the users of 

a place is not described as a perceived safety aspect in the applied model, this topic is 

considered as an additional factor influencing perceived safety and is therefore further 

discussed below.  
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The kind of people and their behaviours  

The fifth recurring theme among the interviewed street users was the importance of the 

behaviour of the people on the street. Not only was a mix of different users important 

for some, but specific behaviours were also widely mentioned as important. For two 

middle-aged men a mix of people was important for their perceived safety. However, 

they considered some groups more preferable than others. Referring to the park in 

which they were sitting, they said that they like it when different groups including 

children and people with dogs are there. At the same time, they said that they did not 

like the growing number of two other groups spending time in the park: “I get so tired 

of the homeless and Roma people”. 

 

When it comes to people on the street, it was easier for the interviewees to bring up 

what made them feel unsafe rather than safe. In two interviews, “dodgy people”, “drunk 

people”, “alcoholics” and “drug addicts” were mentioned as people who contributed to 

the interviewees feeling unsafe. And many mentioned behaviours such as dealing drugs, 

fighting, drinking, being rowdy, throwing up, and–more closely to the interviewee–

staring at them, grab their arm, and following/walking behind them.  

 

When it comes to what is most important for street users’ perceived safety, there were 

different opinions on what mattered the most for them. It can be illustrated by two of 

the interviewees. One young adult interviewee considered images of the kind of people 

being on the street, the number of people, and the distance to the people approaching 

her was more important for her perceived safety than the physical design of the place. 

While for one of the 30-year-old men, it was the opposite importance hierarchy, 

emphasising the possibilities to overview the place. Thereby, what is considered most 

important for different people varies.  

 

Surveillance 

To see other people around on the street and inside buildings (mentioned above), can 

be linked to the issue of surveillance. Three of the interviewees brought it up in 

commenting what is important for their perceived safety. However, surveillance was 

important in different ways for them.  

 

For the teenage girl, not only the direct and indirect surveillance by ordinary people on 

the street and in the buildings contributed to her perceived safety. Also, formal 

surveillance on the street was positive for her. She explained security guards, police 

officers and police cars passing on the street contributed to a high degree to her 

perceived safety. The presence of police as specific factor contributing to street users’ 

perceived safety was also brought up as a factor, in the comments in the questionnaire 

by three respondents. In contrast, two teenage boys did not agree that visible security 

staff and police contributed to their safety. Rather the opposite. One of them said that 

with a lot of formal surveillance, the place would feel like an “army city”, something 

he did not want and seemed upset about. This illustrates that surveillance could be 

important for street users but in contrasting ways.  

 

Finally, one of the 30-year-old men emphasised the informal surveillance through the 

ordinary people using the street which made him feel comfortable and safe on 
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Odengatan. He explained it was about the possibility to see others and be seen, which 

was a very important factor for him.  

 

4.1.4 Comparison of perceived safety aspects between genders 

In order to understand possible differences in perceived safety among social groups, 

this study looked into differences between genders in what factors they considered 

important for their perceived safety. Since there were enough data material (number of 

collected questionnaires) for the two gender groups men and women, and the 

distribution between them was even, comparisons in their answers could be analysed. 

The same comparisons among other divisions of social groups (e.g. age and education 

level) could not be done in this study due to that the data material for some subgroups 

was too limited to make any significant conclusions about differences between the 

subgroups. Differences among social groups in what they find important for their 

perceived safety is however important, to more fully understand the concept of 

perceived safety. Therefore, further studies on this matter is encouraged.  

 

Looking into how the answers from female and male respondents differs, the 

distribution of the number of respondents choosing each of the rating categories (“very 

safe”, “a little safe”, etc.) was generally about the same for both genders. That is, the 

number of women considering a certain factor makes them very safe, was generally 

about the same for men. The biggest difference in number of ratings per factor was five 

ratings. That differences occurred three times, for factors extracted from urban form, 

clearness and social control. There were five more men than women that considered 

that “An exciting and inviting atmosphere” (urban design) made them feel “very safe”. 

And there were five more men than women considered “It is easy to find your way” 

(clearness) and “Visible security guards, safety staff and police officers” (social 

control) to make them “neither safe or unsafe”. That way, the result can be interpreted 

as urban form being more often important to the perceived safety of men than of 

women, and that clearness and social control in opposite is more often important to the 

perceived safety of women than of men. 

 

This result serves as an indication that some factors may be perceived differently for 

men and women, however larger data material and/or other methods is required to 

provide more detailed insights to the extent of the differences.  

 

4.1.5 Comparison of perceived safety aspects between daylight and 
darkness 

In the context of daylight/darkness, perceived safety in a place may vary with time of 

day. In order to explore possible variations in results according to on daylight/darkness, 

this study collected questionnaires both in daylight and darkness (for details, see the 

method chapter). In order to compare the result from the questionnaires collected in 

daylight to the ones collected in darkness, a percentage of the number of respondents 

choosing each of the rating categories (“very safe”, “a little safe”, etc.) within each 

perceived safety aspect was calculated.  
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In general, there were similar distributions of the number of respondents choosing each 

of the rating categories by respondents answering in daylight as in darkness. In other 

words, most factors were considered equally important during daylight and in darkness. 

However, for some of the 17 factors, the percentage of respondents choosing a specific 

rating category differs slightly between daylight and darkness. That is, some of the 

factors were considered by many respondents in daylight to make them “very safe” 

while much fewer respondents in darkness considered the same factor “very safe”.  

 

The most prominent factor was “comfortable places to stand in and sit on” (urban form), 

where 48 % of the respondents in daylight said that comfortable places to stand in and 

sit on would make them feel “very safe”. The same percentage of respondents 

answering in darkness was 7 %. Thereby, the result suggests that the aspect of urban 

form, in the form of comfortable places, is important to street users’ perceived safety 

more often in daylight than in darkness. The difference could perhaps be explained by 

the respondent seeing and relating to the high number of street users were sitting and 

resting in daytime (in Vasaparken, Odenplan and around the Stadsbiblioteket library) 

compared to the lower number at night. That almost no one were observed sitting after 

dark could have made the respondents not minding that factor.  

 

Furthermore, concerning the factor “Visible security guards, safety staff and police 

officers” (social control), the percentage of respondents who thought it made them feel 

“very safe” were 44% of all respondents answering in daylight, in contrast to 13 % of 

all respondents answering in darkness. At the same time, the percentage of respondents 

who thought it made them feel “neither safe or unsafe” were 30% of all respondents 

answering in daylight, in contrast to more than the double, 67%, of all respondents 

answering in darkness. This result suggests that the aspect of social control in the form 

of formal social control, is important to street users perceived safety more often in 

daylight than in darkness.  

 

4.1.6 Additional factors important to perceived safety 

From the data collection there were a few points that arised which had significant 

importance for street users’ perceived safety on Odengatan but were not directly 

connected to one of the perceived safety aspects of the model. In order to give a wider 

image of important factors for perceived safety on Odengatan (which at the same time 

also illustrates the limits to the factors included in the BoTryggt2030 model), the most 

prominent additional factors are presented here.  

 

Behaviours of other street users 

As mentioned above, several interviewees brought up aspects of the behaviour of other 

street users on the street as a factor influencing their perceived safety on Odengatan. 

Moreover, specific behaviours, as drug-dealing, fighting, drinking and being rowdy, 

were in more than one interview linked to specific spots along the street of Odengatan. 

While one of the interviewees (middle-aged woman) did not feel unsafe herself, she 

meant that others perceive the benches outside of Mc Donald’s and around the pond in 

Observatorielunden as unsafe due to the people occupying them at times. “There are 

people fighting. And they steal from the homeless”. Two young men skating in the pond 

when empty of water, argued that there was a risk of some groups “taking over the 



69 

 

 

 

 

space”. They argued that with the possibility to skate there, there would be a better mix 

of people in the place. The mix of activities would keep the “alcoholics” and “drug 

addicts” (which they understood as contributing to perceived unsafety) away. Without 

certain people and activities perceived unsafe, the place would thereby be perceived 

safer. The elderly man who had worked in that very area during several years, argued 

that the drug dealing going on between Observatorielunden, via the yard of the library 

and up to the square on the west side of the library make many people perceive those 

places as unsafe. Some behaviours are in other words unwanted by the interviewees 

and made them perceive the street (or rather specific stretches of it, see following 

section) as unsafe. While this issue connects to urban design (design influencing the 

use of space, clearness (proper behaviour is thought to be guided by clear demarked 

space) and mix of functions (where dominance of specific group(s) is believed to be 

avoided), the model does not focus on how behaviours in themselves affect perceived 

safety. 

 

Own experiences, images and stories about potential threats connected to specific 

groups of people is included in the importance people on the street. One elderly 

woman’s image of the behaviour of unaccompanied young men (“semi-criminal”) 

made her scared when she passes the street. She explained it makes her turn down job 

offers in evening time as to avoid having to come back late at night when she felt at 

risk. People involved in prostitution on other streets affected her perceived safety on 

Odengatan as well, she said. In contrast, another (middle-aged) woman who mentioned 

she had also seen prostitution in other streets explained that it did not affect her 

perceived safety at all. Thereby, own experiences and images about threats was not 

affecting street users equally. 

 

Personal agency 

What appeared as a possible factor influencing perceived safety for Odengatan street 

users, was their view of their own agency. Some expressed a high degree of personal 

agency and some very much lower. The interviewees who did not mention many factors 

affecting their perception of safety on Odengatan, or feeling unsafe at all, expressed a 

sense of agency–trust in their ability to handle, and take action in, fearful and unpleasant 

situations, if they should occur. When asked what she felt about the risk of her falling 

victim to crimes that she brought up during the interview, such as rape, violence and 

being bothered with staring and grabbing of arms, one of the middle-aged women 

explained that she would just move or leave the place without engaging too much 

emotionally in the situation. “Sure, it can be uncomfortable, but I am never afraid”, she 

explained. Another (elderly) woman could tell many things that made her feel unsafe 

in the area, described how she in a strongly independent way would just let people know 

if she would see something bad happening: “If I see something bad, I will go and talk 

to them!”. She expressed a very positive attitude toward her abilities and the city street 

itself. A third, middle-aged, woman said she would just more if she saw people fighting 

next to her. There was a sense of handling situations with calm for these interviewees. 

 

In contrast, several other interviewees, both old and young, expressed a sense of low 

personal agency. They explained own experiences in and images of the street with an 

expression of themselves as lacking personal agency. Not only did their negative view 

of the street (a place for semi-criminal groups and violent hostile people) seem to 
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influence their perceived safety. The elderly woman who was hesitant to go out after 

dark sometimes, and the teenage boy being afraid of violence on the street, did not 

express any ways in which they believed that they personally could handle 

uncomfortable situations on the street if they would occur.  

 

Personal factors, as personal agency, is not included in the BoTryggt2030 model. 

However, it is worth mentioning that the results from the interviews in this study 

suggest that this aspect influences the interviewees’ perceived safety as well, in perhaps 

more subtle ways. Therefore, it is something that should not be excluded from the 

overall understanding of perceived safety on main streets such as Odengatan. However, 

this is recommended for further studies to look into, as it lies outside of the scope of the 

current study.   

 

Others’ perception of the place 

A final observation from the interviews, is that others’ perception of a place (as pleasant 

and safe) seems to important for a person’s perception of it. The two middle-aged men 

mentioned a variety of other people enjoying the park while explaining why they 

themselves enjoy Vasaparken. Also, one of the 30-year-olds said: “That others feel safe 

in a place, contributes to me feeling safe there as well”. This suggests that the level of 

perceived safety for others is important for one’s own perceived safety. This is not 

brought up as a factor in the BoTryggt2030 model, therefore it is not analysed further 

in this study either. However, it could be an additional factor important on Odengatan, 

thus it is suggested as a topic of study in further research. 

 

4.2 Active frontage quality 

In order to achieve exploring if high active frontage quality is associated with places 

where perceived safety is high and low, this section first explores safe and comfortable, 

and unsafe and uncomfortable places on Odengatan (4.2.1). Then places where 

perceived safety is high and low respectively is rated, according to “active frontages” 

model by Llewelyn Davies Yeang (2007) (4.2.2.). This section thereby aims to answer 

the second empirical research question, question (C): 

 

Research question 

(C) What is the active frontage quality for places on Odengatan where perceived safety 

is high and low? 

 

4.2.1 Places where perceived safety is high and low 

Places where perceived safety is high 

The questionnaire result shows that different places on Odengatan are considered safe 

and comfortable. The map below (see Figure 16) presents what places the respondents 

found safe and comfortable. The respondents were asked to circle one or more places 

on the map. Put together, the general picture reveals that many places on and around 

Odengatan are considered safe and comfortable. Some circles lie outside of the study 

area–the main street of Odengatan–and they are therefore not considered in this study. 

However, the place on Odengatan mentioned most times as safe and comfortable among 
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all respondents, is the area connecting to the park on the south side, Vasaparken 

(including the park itself). Since this study focuses on the urban area of the main street, 

the park area itself is not considered in the following analysis.  

 

One explanation to the many respondents circling the park itself while the questionnaire 

question to be answered was focusing on the street only, could be that the street users 

were spending time in Vasaparken while participating in the study. Their immediate 

surrounding may have influenced their answer. Nevertheless, the number of circles 

covering the street section connecting to the park, is still high in relation to the other 

street sections. The interpretation of that is that the street section connecting to the park 

is where the perceived safety of street users is high. 

 

While the park may be a place considered safe and comfortable by many street users, 

aspects of the street (such as street frontage) is still useful to explore, in order to 

understand more of the connection between the main street and perceived safety, which 

is one purpose of this study. The connection between a park like Vasaparken and 

perceived safety could on the other hand, therefore, be explored in further studies.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 16. Places considered safe and comfortable. Source of map: Google Maps. 

 

In order to achieve the aim of exploring if active frontage is associated with places 

where perceived safety is high and low, the place mentioned most times as safe and 

comfortable among all respondents is considered a place where perceived safety is high. 

Thereby the street section of Odengatan where the Vasaparken park is connected to the 

street, makes the basis for the second step of answering the research question (C), the 

rating of the active frontage quality.  
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Places where perceived safety is low 

The interview material shows that some places on Odengatan are considered unsafe and 

uncomfortable (see the map below, Figure 17). Not all interviewees brought up a 

particular place on Odengatan connected to feeling of unsafety, and some of the 

interviewees had too limited time to develop thoughts on such place. However, in six 

of the 11 interviews, specific places were brought up as unsafe and uncomfortable. 

Apart from Observatorielunden, which lies outside of the study area of the main street, 

the rest of the area around the main library building of Stadsbiblioteket and the square 

Odenplan were discussed as important places of unsafety and discomfort.  

 

Figure 17. Places considered unsafe and uncomfortable. Source of map: Google Maps. 

 

The area around the main library was described as unsafe, uncomfortable and rowdy. 

“You don’t want to spend time there at night!” said one teenage girl in one of the 

interviews, referring to the area ranging from the pool of Observatorielunden to all sides 

of the main library building including the yard with some benches outside the library 

building. What was frightening to her and the teenage boy in the same interview was 

drunk people, dodgy people and being exposed to the risk of assaults in those places. 

For one other interviewee, an elderly man, drug dealers and drug dealing was 

contributing to the same area being perceived as unsafe and uncomfortable. “Drug 

dealing is frightening people”, he argued. Even though not perceiving herself as unsafe, 

a middle-aged woman explained that fighting happened in this area. Moreover, the 

library yard was considered by the elderly man, which in turn made it boring and 

unpleasant according to him.  

 

To make comparison between the places where perceived safety was low and high, the 

street section along the main library building is selected as the place of low perceived 

safety. In contrast to the street section of the square, the street section connected to the 

main library building fits into the description of a main street streetscape as it has 

frontages on both sides. That makes it more suitable for the assessment of active 

frontage in step two of answering the research question. 
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Identifying areas for measuring active frontage quality  

As one of the aims of the study is to measure the active frontage quality of a main street, 

specific street stretches along Odengatan must be defined. The places where perceived 

safety is high and low were identified above for the purpose of making the basis for the 

assessment of active frontage quality. The focus for the assessment is on the side of the 

physical facade aligning the street (on ground floor level) on a 100 meter stretch. 

Thereby, a limitation of the identified places was needed. Figure 18 below outlines the 

limited stretches that were assessed. 

 

Figure 18. Street stretches observed. Source of map: Google Maps. 

 

The stretch selected where perceived safety was high, is between the intersection with 

Dalagatan until the next connecting street to the west, Hälsingegatan. As the park 

Vasaparken is situated on the south side of the street there, the frontage on the north 

side was selected for assessment (yellow mark). In the street section where perceived 

safety was low, the stretch between the intersection with Sveavägen and the small 

square “Spelbomskans torg” west of it, was selected (blue mark). As the area of the 

main library building is the place where perceived safety was low, the frontage on the 

south side was selected for assessment. 

 

4.2.2 Active frontage quality on Odengatan 

This study seeks to contribute to the empirical research on active frontage quality by 

looking into its possible connection to perceived safety in the context of a main street 

in Stockholm. More precisely, the second part of the aim of this study is to explore 

whether the degree of active frontage correlates with places where perceived safety is 

high and low on a main street. Therefore, a rating of those places was made in order to 

establish a degree of the quality of the frontages. 

 

As explained in the method chapter, the basis on which the rating was done, was the 

active frontage assessment scale, presented by Llewelyn Davies Yeang (2007) (see 

Figure 19 below). 
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Figure 19. Active frontage assessment scale. Source: Llewelyn Davies Yeang, 2007, p. 

89. 

 

The observations on the selected street stretches suggested that where perceived safety 

was high, the compound grade for the frontages was grade C. There were eight 

premises, standard materials and some details and depths in surface. While the number 

of doors and windows in total reached beyond 25 (grade A), and the number of 

functions could be considered moderate (grade B), around 40 meters of the 100 meters 

assessed were passive frontage which is significant. Therefore, the compound grade 

was assessed as C.  

 

In contrast, where perceived safety was low, the compound grade for the frontages was 

grade E. There were only two premises along the stretch. And apart from a few windows 

in one end, a staircase in the middle, and an opening to the park in the other end, the 

large wall aligning the most part of the sidewalk made the frontage almost completely 

blind. When including the beginning of the square next to the library wall on the west 

side, there were some benches which add to a grade D concerning functions. Despite 

that, considering the other criteria, the compound grade is E. 

 

In conclusion, the results from the rating suggest that where the perceived safety is high 

on Odengatan, the active frontage rating is higher than where the perceived safety is 
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low. In turn that means that there is a possible correlation between the frontage design 

and functions and perceived safety on the main street of Odengatan. That is, where the 

street frontage is relatively active, people tend feel safe and comfortable, and where the 

street frontage is relatively passive, people tend to feel unsafe and uncomfortable. Yet, 

as the sample is limited, more data (e.g. by assessment of more stretches along the 

street) is needed in order to confirm this correlation. The result is therefore hence treated 

as an indication rather than a confirmed fact. Still, this finding makes a useful basis for 

analysing how active frontage can contribute to perceived safety on Odengatan. That is 

what the final research question is about, and it will be discussed in the following 

chapter.   
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5 Discussion 

The result presented above revealed that different aspects affect street users’ perceived 

safety on Odengatan to different degrees. The result also showed that, in comparison to 

where perceived safety is low, where perceived safety is high, the degree of active 

frontage is relatively high. This chapter will look into how the perceived safety aspects 

that are most important for street users on Odengatan, connect with active frontage 

aspects (i.e. the six factors of the active frontage assessment scale). By using the 

concepts brought up in the theoretical outline, it is possible to identify ways for active 

frontage to contribute to perceived safety on Odengatan. The idea is that main street 

frontages with specific characteristics (active frontage factors) can contribute positively 

to perceived safety in cases where they connect with one or more perceived safety 

aspects. 

 

In line with the aim of the study, this chapter thereby seeks to discuss possible ways for 

perceived safety to contribute to, with examples from Odengatan. Thus, the chapter 

aims at answering the last research question (D), the analytical question: 

 

Analytical question  

(D) How can frontage contribute to perceived safety on Odengatan? 

 

While many aspects of active frontage and perceived safety overlap, the discussion is 

organised according to the six active frontage factors in the assessment scale used in 

the study (see Figure 19 above), in order to keep a clear structure. How active frontage 

can contribute to perceived safety is in other words discussed by considering one active 

frontage factor at a time.  

 

5.1 Premises 

When it comes to the active frontage factor of premises (house properties and 

businesses), the more premises per distance, the more active the frontage, according to 

the active frontage assessment scale used in this study. In addition, with more than one 

premises along a street, there is opportunity for a mix of functions. The mix of functions 

is discussed further below, but in a place as a main street stretch is argued to promote 

perceived safety through the various groups of people and thereby eyes on the streets 

that they can attract inside the premise and on the outside street (Uittenbogaard et al., 

2018).  

 

In the case of the stretch between Dalagatan and Hälsingegatan, the street hosts many 

premises within a few meters of walking. While PostNord is a premise that takes up 

almost half of the facade along the stretch, there is still room for eight more premises, 

such as optician, café, restaurant, estate agency and clothes businesses, toward the west 

part of the street. They can promote safety by making the street more attractive and 

various businesses accessible (little walking distance between premises) for street users 

than if there would have been only one premise only along the whole stretch, or two 

premises, as in the case of the street stretch by the Stadsbiblioteket library. There the 

premise of the library occupies almost all facade space along the street, except for a few 
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meters in the west where the space opens up into a public square, and the eastern corner 

where the second premise (a convenience franchise store) is located. Because of the 

diverse kind of businesses occupying the ground floors along the Dalagatan-

Hälsingegatan street stretch, there is a variety of functions which has potential to attract 

various groups of people and thus promote eyes on the street by the different street users 

coming there and on different times of day as the restaurant and café might be open 

later than the other businesses. The same goes for the street stretch of the library, as 

there is a variety of functions inside its premise (loan and information services, café, 

places for reading, lectures) and the opening times are extensive. It shows that despite 

a low the number of premises, the number of functions can still be high, and thereby 

the principle of promoting use by different groups of people and bring about more eyes 

on the street, is applicable here as well.   

 

Furthermore, in the case where the premises along the street are located in several 

individual buildings, more premises along a main street also means that perceived 

safety can be contributed to in a positive way, according to a finding by Harvey et al. 

(2015). They found that that streetscapes with many individual buildings, as opposed 

to only one building unit, is supportive to perceived safety on the street.  

 

In the case of the Dalagatan-Hälsingegatan stretch, there are several individual 

buildings with their own frontage design, which according to Harvey et al. (2015) 

means this part of the street contribute to perceiving the street as safe. In the case of the 

stretch by the library, there are two building units (a wall and souterrain shop space). 

However, the units are linked and therefore have many identical design features. In 

contrast to the other street stretch, the library street stretch does not contribute to 

perceiving the street as safe in this respect, according to the findings of Harvey et al. 

(2015). 
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Photograph showing the street stretch by the library building. Source: Private. 

 

Moreover, the more premises in a given space, the more likely there are places 

considered third places. In both stretches of the street, there are premises that have 

potential to be third places as they are points for social meetings. In the case of the 

Dalagatan-Hälsingegatan stretch, there is one restaurant and one café, and in the case 

of the library stretch a café, which may fit many of the users of the street (based on the 

questionnaire, 20-40-year-old, well-educated inhabitants and visitors). As third places 

are places that the users themselves identify as community-gathering places (Mehta and 

Bosson, 2010), the methods of this study cannot reveal whether these businesses on 

Odengatan are third places. But if they are considered voluntary informal gathering 

points for active and passive socialising (Oldenburg, 1999), then they could contribute 

the higher perceived safety on the street by several means. In both street stretches they 

would attract people to use the street to access the third place, which means stronger 

effect of the eyes on the street principle (Jacobs, 1961). Especially since the street is lit 

and well-maintained for the pedestrians, as Holden (2019) emphasised. 

 

In the case of Dalagatan-Hälsingegatan, the restaurant and café are both personalised 

with decorations and signs in their windows, and flowers outside and they have 

extended their territory to the sidewalk outside of it. This would according to Gehl 

(2011) and Mehta and Bosson (2010) influence street user behaviour, such as making 

people linger, thus adding to the eyes on the street effect (Jacobs, 1961). Because of 
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their externalised environment (permeable windows facing the street and tables on 

sidewalk and), street users can see and be seen. Perceived safety is thereby contributed 

to even further.   

 

Personalisation of street and extended territory is not the case for the café of the library 

in the other part of the street, which means less people are potentially less interested to 

linger in the place. Also, as there are no café windows facing the street and no 

decorations or signs on the street, it matters less for perceived safety whether the café 

is considered a third place or not, as it is impossible to observe the surroundings 

(internalised third place) (Holden, 2019).  

 

When it comes to premises, active frontage can also contribute to perceived safety on 

Odengatan through a mix of people. Premises such as the cafes and the restaurant can 

support a mix of people which in turn supports perceived safety (Uittenbogaard et al., 

2018). The result shows that mix of people (people sitting outside eating, talking, 

reading, playing etc) is found as important to perceived safety of highest number of 

street users. Thereby, places offering spaces for such activities along the street is the 

most important factor for perceived safety on Odengatan. While spaces for sitting, 

eating and talking (café and restaurant chairs) was provided in the case of the 

Dalagatan-Hälsingegatan stretch, nowhere along the stretch by the library (apart from 

three benches aligning the square border) offered a place for such activities.  

 

Based on the result, factors concerning urban form are among the ones street users 

considered most important for their perceived safety. Urban form concerns exciting and 

inviting atmosphere and comfortable places in which to sit and stand. A high number 

of premises can add to an exciting and inviting atmosphere with different frontage 

designs and variations in individual building designs, including variation in extended 

territory and personalisation (Mehta and Bosson, 2010). A high number of premises 

can also add to comfortable places to sit, when one or more of the premises along the 

street offer that as a part of their property/business. That way, “premises” as an active 

frontage factor could be said to support perceived safety in a way that matter much to 

the street users on Odengatan. Especially the perceived safety of men and in daylight, 

as the result suggested that urban form was important to more men than women, and 

important to more street users in daylight than in darkness.   

 

In the case of the Dalagatan-Hälsingegatan stretch, an exciting and inviting atmosphere 

is offered to a certain extent with some variation in frontage design, some individual 

buildings, and personalisation and extended territory. And comfortable places in which 

to sit and stand is offered by the café and restaurant. On the other hand, on the street 

stretch by the library, relatively less space is offered for comfortable sitting (as the 

benches by the square and the stone staircase). However, the bright orange colour on 

the library wall and the paper posters informing about different cultural events on one 

part of the wall, might add to an exciting atmosphere.  

 

The number of premises can also support perceived safety if they are open to public 

and small and personal enough to be perceived as social and with helpful atmosphere. 

The interviews suggested that smaller shop size made the street users feel less 

anonymous and easily get assistance from staff was important for their safety. 
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Therefore, a higher number of premises per distance can support perceived safety on 

Odengatan. In the case of the Dalagatan-Hälsingegatan stretch, there are already several 

smaller premises open for street users (commercial activities). This makes the support 

to perceived safety higher at this place. On the library stretch on the other hand, the 

only premise (main library building) accessible from the street is very large in 

comparison and is more likely to provide a feeling of anonymity, which according to 

the interview result contribute less to perceived safety.  

 

5.2 Functions 

A common trait for a main street is its commercial, transport and social functions 

(Vaughan et al., 2018). Similar to the case with a high number of premises, a high 

number of functions, means that there is a stronger likelihood that they attract a variety 

of people. The more functions a street offers, the more needs it can satisfy. Thereby, a 

mix of functions means that a mix of people can be attracted (Uittenbogaard et al., 

2018). In the case of Odengatan, mix of people were the most important factor for 

perceived safety. The result showed that the presence of other people and the principle 

of eyes on the street were important for the street users to feel safe, comfortable and 

calm on Odengatan. In the case of the Dalagatan-Hälsingegatan stretch, the street offers 

places for functions as talking, eating, and drinking and more. Thereby active frontage 

in the form of multiple functions along the main street, can contribute positively to 

perceived safety.  

 

Moreover, a variety of functions may influence the perception of the urban form, 

similar to a high number of premises, by offering comfortable places to sit and/or stand 

and adding to an exciting and inviting atmosphere, which the result showed is also very 

important to the street users’ perceived safety. While the street stretch by the library is 

connected to many functions inside the library building, there is no direct access to 

them from the street (wall and inner yard space are in between) and they are not visible 

at all from the street. That makes this part of the street not contribute to perceived safety 

in the aspect of functions.  
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Photograph showing Dalagatan-Hälsingegatan stretch. Source: Private. 

 

In addition, what concerns the number of functions, is social control which was also 

very important to the street users’ perceived safety. Ordinary people who can see and 

hear the street users if something should happen, was one of the factors contributing 

the most to perceived safety on Odengatan. Mixed-use main streets, which could be 

interpreted as a street with multiple functions, can attract many different population 

groups and satisfy needs of both residents and visitors (Jones et al., 2007). With more 

needs satisfied, more people use the streets, and the principle of eyes on the street is 

supported (Jacobs, 1961). If functions allowing for and attracting that informal social 

control (such as with shops, cafés, restaurants, and benches) are present, then the higher 

number of functions can support perceived safety. That is the case of the Dalagatan-

Hälsingegatan stretch, while the library stretch has no such functions present on the 

street. Thereby they support perceived safety to different degrees in this respect.  

 

The result suggests that functions as restaurants, cafés and shops on Odengatan 

provided some street users with a sense of being seen and calm, which was highly 

important for the perceived safety of some. Moreover, as the result indicated that the 

issue of informal social control was important to more women than men, the perceived 

safety of women is addressed in particular, in this case. Thereby, the Dalagatan-

Hälsingegatan stretch can support perceived safety for women better than the library 

stretch can, in this respect.  
 

5.3 Blind and passive facades 

There should not be any blind or passive facades (frontages) along the street for the 

space to be classified as active frontage on the assessment scale by Llewelyn Davies 
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Yeang (2007). As presented above, urban form is considered as one of the most 

important aspects of perceived safety by Odengatan street users. Blind and passive 

facades means there is a lack of factors connected to urban form that can make a place 

exiting and inviting (Gehl, 2011), such as entrances and functions relatively close to 

each other, personalised decorations and signs, and extended territory onto the sidewalk 

(Gehl, 2011; Mehta and Bosson, 2010). Thereby walls with blind or passive facades do 

not provide opportunities for perceived safety to be supported. 

 

A result from blind and passive facades is the invisibility of activities inside the building 

from outside and vice versa. It contributes not only to a non-interesting atmosphere due 

to absence of activity on the frontage, according to Gehl (2011). But also, it does not 

support social control as no people can watch others and be seen and heard by others 

through that frontage. With the terminology of Holden (2019), the environment is in 

this case internalised, rather than externalised, regardless of the people or activities that 

may be inside the building. That ordinary people can see and hear if something should 

happen, is a factor which the result indicated was important to more women than men. 

Thereby, walls without any blind or passive facades provide opportunity to contribute 

to perceived safety of women in particular.  

 

In the case of the Dalagatan-Hälsingegatan stretch, in the west part entrances and 

functions are close to each other, and there are personalised decorations and signs 

making the territory extended onto the sidewalk. This way this part of the street can 

support perceived safety, in particular for women. In the east part of the stretch, the 

scene is different. The frontage is more passive due to the absence of entrances, no 

windows on eyelevel and no activities or people visible inside the building. The same 

goes for the library stretch, where the wall offer only two openings (a few meters wide) 

along the street side, and a few windows in the east corner of the street wall. Thereby 

the east part of the former stretch and the whole of the latter stretch do not support 

perceived safety, when it comes to blind and passive facades.  

 

 
Photograph showing Dalagatan-Hälsingegatan stretch. Source: Private. 
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5.4 Windows and doors 

According to the assessment scale by Llewelyn Davies Yeang (2007), the more 

windows and doors per distance, the more active the frontage. As with the case of blind 

and passive facades (frontage), it concerns informal social control, i.e. that people can 

watch others and be seen and heard by others through the frontage, thus the provision 

eyes on the street. But the relationship of how it affects perceived safety is the reversed, 

since the more (rather than less) windows and doors, the stronger the effect of eyes on 

the street. Results showed that for most street users of Odengatan it was important with 

direct and indirect surveillance by ordinary people on the street and in the buildings. 

Thereby, the number of windows and doors can support street users’ perceived safety 

on Odengatan. 

 

However, the efficiency of the principle of eyes on the street provided by windows and 

doors along the frontage, depends both on whether there are functions inside the 

building, and on the permeability of windows and doors. Jacobs (1961) argues there 

has to be reasons to use the main street. This means partly that there have to be business 

useful to people in the buildings along the street so that they can be populated. 

Permeability of the windows and doors is also needed in order to enable surveillance 

between the inside and outside. Mehta and Bosson’s (2010) found that permeability 

from the street, in the form of views, but also sounds and smells, makes people linger 

longer, engage with the business and opens up for social interaction. The more people 

around, the stronger enforcement of accepted behaviour (Jacobs, 1961). Permeability 

may therefore contribute to eyes on the street, which is in favour for perceived safety 

of Odengatan street users.  

 

The result indicated that street users think it is important to be able to see other people 

on the street. In the case of the stretch of Dalagatan-Hälsingegatan, the building taking 

up almost half of the stretch, in the east part (premise of PostNord), did have permeable 

windows. However, there were no visible people or activities inside. On the one hand, 

theoretically, it would be negative for the perceived safety because of lack of eyes on 

the streets from the building. On the other hand, empirically, the results showed this 

stretch was perceived as the most safe along Odengatan among street users, which 

suggests that the empty windows in this part of the street has relatively little influence 

on the perceived safety there. In the rest of the street stretch, the closely located doors 

and windows in between are permeable to a high degree, so that they make the people 

and functions inside very visible to the outside street users. That permeability may 

support the perceived safety on this part of the street. On the library stretch, the only 

door connecting directly on the street is not for normal use (only for emergency escape). 

The few windows in the east corner of the street wall are well permeable, but they are 

concentrated to a relatively little space of the entire frontage stretch. Therefore, the 

library stretch does not contribute to perceived safety in the aspect of windows and 

doors.  
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Photograph showing the street stretch by the library building. Source: Private. 

 

 

The potential of window and doors to support perceived safety is also connected to 

lighting. Light from shop windows and other windows contribute to limited contrast 

effects, thereby they alleviate the recognition of other people’s faces (Uittenbogaard et 

al., 2018). It could be one reason for “lighting and darkness” being the most common 

theme among the street users to bring up in interviews and comments. Well-lit places 

was an important factor for peoples perceived safety. For some street users badly-lit 

places generated an overall unsafe atmosphere on the street. Darkness also meant 

difficulties to find one’s way (to the right bus stop). Lighting was however not 

important to all street users. For some street users light form shop windows did not 

matter for their perceived safety. And one street user argued that the reflections 

appearing from light in shop windows when dark outside could make her feel 

uncomfortable. This shows that windows and doors as an active frontage factor could 

contribute to perceived safety, but it is not important for all street users.   
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5.5 Depth, relief and modelling 

While most other factors of the active frontage assessment scale are concerns perceived 

safety factors that the street users on Odengatan find important, the issue of depth, 

relief, modelling may not support perceived safety in a straight-forward way. 

Articulation of the frontage such as depth, relief, modelling, is argued by Gehl (2011) 

to generate attraction value, adding to an exciting experience of the street for its users. 

And by Heffernan et al. (2014) such articulation is suggested to contribute to streets 

being perceived as safe, comfortable, lively and social. This way, it can be supportive 

to perceived safety. 

 

The result of this study, on the other hand, problematise this connection. The results 

show that many of the street users prefer open spaces, with the possibility to see far and 

have an overview over the place they are in. Some argued that places in which someone 

could hide, and obstacles hindering their overview of the place, would make them feel 

unsafe. Big dimensions of depth and reliefs and modelling of the frontage, something 

theoretically supportive of perceived safety, would in the case of Odengatan rather 

contribute to unsafety where the articulations bring dark corners and shadows which 

could be perceived as possible hiding places. Also, with many articulations in 

comparison to flat frontages, there is a risk of difficulty to find the right entrance 

because of elements creating distractions on the frontage. This is exactly the risk along 

the Dalagatan-Hälsingegatan stretch. There are many entrances to shops and to the 

above apartments, which in itself is positive to perceived safety, according to Heffernan 

et al. (2014) for example. However, parts of the frontage have depth with several 

entrance doors placed into the frontage, creating a gap inside the building from the 

sidewalk. It can be perceived as hiding places in darkness and thereby add to the feeling 

of unsafety. 

 

Moreover, there are shelters over a part of the sidewalk, and some reliefs, which also 

could complicate finding one’s way easily if the destination is along that street, which 

was a factor important to some street users (more women than men) for their perceived 

safety.  

 

However, the result showed that for many street users, it was not important to easily 

see where the entrances to the buildings are. Thus, the potential that depth, relief and 

modelling have to contribute to safety, is not high in this respect. Rather, in the case of 

Odengatan, much of that articulation as hidden entrances might even be counter-

productive for perceived safety support.  

 

5.6 Materials and details  

High quality materials and refined details are associated with the highest grade of active 

frontage. As other factors of active frontage, materials and details are connected to 

urban form, something that is considered among the most important factors for 

perceived safe among Odengatan street users. Materials and details of frontages can 

contribute to a more intense experience for the street users and add attraction value to 

the place (Gehl, 2011). And, as research found that active frontages had an influence 

on people’s behaviour as pedestrians moving slower and stopping in front of interesting 
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parts of a frontage, they may contribute to perceived safety through the mechanism of 

eyes on the street (Heffernan et al., 2014). Therefore, if materials are suitable for their 

purpose, and the details are minded, urban form can contribute to perceived safety 

(Uittenbogaard et al., 2018). 

 

In the case of the stretch of Dalagatan-Hälsingegatan there were well-maintained 

colours on the frontages, standard materials and no apparent refined details. Thereby, 

this part of the street may moderately contribute to perceived safety. In the case of the 

stretch by the library, the colour of the frontage is well maintained, the materials appear 

to be of standard quality. There are no particular details apart from some information 

signs, some posters in a cluster and a library logo. Thereby, this part of the street does 

not contribute to perceived safety.  

 

5.7 A concluding summary 

To summarise the discussion in this chapter, the general picture that has emerged is that 

where the perceived safety is high on Odengatan, there were several factors of the active 

frontage (i.e. number of functions, number of premises, and blind and passive 

frontages) found to be able to contribute to higher level of perceived safety (see Figure 

20). In the same manner, where the perceived safety is low on Odengatan, there were 

several factors of the active frontage found not to be able to contribute to higher level 

of perceived safety. In this case, they could rather contribute negatively to perceived 

safety. 

 

Active frontage factors  Perceived safety aspects 

Number of premises  mix of people, urban form 

Number of functions  mix of people, social control, urban form 

Number of windows and doors  social control 

Presence of blind and passive facades social control, urban form 

Figure 20. Active frontage factors that are connected to the perceived safety aspects. 

 

This finding goes in line with the conclusions from the study of Heffernan et al. (2014) 

which suggested that the higher the quality of the active frontage (higher activeness), 

the more comfortable and safe the public space was perceived as. As several factors of 

the active frontage are connected to perceived safety aspects that were considered most 

important to street users’ perceived safety–mix of people, (informal) social control and 

urban form–the above discussion suggests that active frontage is not just any concept 

applicable to main street perceived safety, but is directly connected to the street users’ 

experience on Odengatan. 

 

Even though the results found in this study cannot be generalised to other streets (due 

to methodological limitations and aim of this study), they suggest that active frontage 

can contribute to perceived safety on a main street. It means that active frontage may 

also affect street users’ perceived safety in other locations than Odengatan. Therefore, 
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in a theoretical perspective, the findings of this study suggest that factors of active 

frontage are valid to consider for further research perceived safety on main street. In a 

practice perspective, factors of active frontage should be included in the work with 

main street in processes of planning and design.  
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6 Conclusions 

The aim of this study was to contribute to knowledge on what is important for street 

users’ perceived safety on main streets, and how the frontage on main streets can 

contribute to perceived safety. It has been done by achieving the objective. The 

objective of this study was to outline perceived safety as a theoretical concept, explore 

what factors affect the perceived safety, and to what degree, on a main street in 

Stockholm, and analyse how active frontage can contribute to perceived safety on that 

street. 

 

The main research question was based on the research aim. It is presented below. The 

different parts of this study have together formed an answer to this question. To provide 

a summarised answer, as to conclude the study, the main findings of the empirical and 

analytical sub-questions are presented below. 

 

Main research question 

What factors, and to what degree, affect the perceived safety on a main street in 

Stockholm? 

 

Summary of findings 

The result of the questionnaire revealed that different aspects contribute to street users’ 

perceived safety on Odengatan to different degrees. It showed that among all nine 

aspects, mix of people was the aspect that would make the highest number of street 

users feel safe, i.e. contribute positively to perceived safety for most people. 

Considering the extracted factor, it suggests that other people around, engaged in 

several activities, would make the most street users feel safe on Odengatan. 

 

Among the other eight aspects, social control and urban form would make a relatively 

high number of street users feel “very safe”. Social control is strongly linked to the 

aspect of mix of people as they both concern the presence of other people. While formal 

social control turned out to be important to the street users’ perceived safety both 

positively and negatively, informal social control on the other hand was important in a 

positive way for the perceived safety. Finally, the aspects of clearness and perimeter 

protection were the least important for perceived safety. They had the highest number 

of respondents considering the aspects contributing to them feeling “neither safe or 

unsafe”. 

 

Topics that were most prominent in the interviews were similar to the perceived safety 

aspects of BoTryggt2030. As the interviewees had different opinions in those matters 

it was not possible to give a unified picture. For example, while some interviewees 

found opportunity to openness and overview as the most important other thought factors 

concerning the people on the streets were the most important for perceived safety.  

 

The result from all three methods, (questionnaire, interview and observation) showed 

that the degree of active frontage is relatively high where perceived safety is high, in 

contrast to where perceived safety is low. This goes in line with findings of previous 

research.  
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Furthermore, the perceived safety aspects of BoTryggt2030 that were considered by the 

highest number of street users to contribute positively to perceived safety among the 

BoTryggt2030 aspects (i.e. mix of people, (informal) social control and urban form),  

were found to be connected to several factors of the active frontage concept. The factors 

of active frontage that concerned these three perceived safety aspects, were: 

 

• Number of premises (mix of people, urban form) 

• Number of functions (mix of people, social control, urban form) 

• Number of windows and doors (social control) 

• Presence of blind and passive facades (social control, urban form)  

As the discussion showed, active frontage is directly connected to the street users’ 

experience on Odengatan. Moreover, the discussion revealed that where the perceived 

safety is high on Odengatan, the factors of active frontage above were found to be able 

to contribute positively to perceived safety. In the same manner, where perceived safety 

is low on Odengatan, the factors of active frontage were found not to be able to 

contribute positively to perceived safety. In this case, they could rather contribute 

negatively to perceived safety. 

 

Evaluation of findings and presentation of limits 

Measuring perceived safety is a complicated endeavour, due to its many dimensions 

that require careful definitions and due to the many ways to formulate one’s emotions 

connected to the concept. But to gain greater knowledge about it, it is worth to try. This 

study is an example of contributing to that knowledge. Even if the results of this study 

cannot be generalised (as it focuses on one case only where conditions might be place-

specific, and uses limited data material), the results provide a picture of the current 

situation on the main street of Odengatan, Stockholm. This type of result may inform 

decisions on what aspects to prioritize among the nine aspects in existing and new 

projects. However, other definitions, approaches, methodologies and places may 

provide different results. Such additional research is encouraged.  

 

The benefit of using an existing model (such as the BoTryggt2030 model) for 

application on an empirical case allows for learning more about the model itself. It can 

improve its usefulness, which was one intended extra benefit of this study. Also, how 

the model was operationalised can be altered to fit other purposes. For example, 

additional factors could be extracted from the model and investigated in a similar 

manner to add more nuance to the investigation.  

 

How this study defined perceived safety affected what results could be generated. Other 

ways of defining it, looking at for example fear of crime in a specific setting/situation, 

or using other research questions, for example exploring whether and how life quality 

is affected by low perceived safety, will bring other results. Such research can 

complement the findings of this study. Moreover, due to the exploring character of this 

study, it did not differentiate between whether the street user considered being alone or 

in a group, which is something may affect levels of perceived safety. This aspect is 

welcomed as an additional dimension to take into account, if building onto this study.  
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Now, one can ask whether these findings are relevant, considering that Stockholm as a 

whole, in a global perspective, score relatively very high in rankings of safety levels 

(Murray, 2017). This study acknowledges that the city of Stockholm and its streets may 

be considered relatively safe and it means that the perceived safety level for most street 

users of Odengatan may be very high compared to those in other cities. Many might 

not even experience feelings of unsafety. This can be illustrated by the result of this 

study, where several questionnaire participants and interviewees explained that they 

never experience feelings of unsafety in their daily life. And, in a city that scores lower 

than Stockholm in safety rankings–London (Murray, 2017)–three quarters of the 

population researched were found not to worry about falling victim of crime (Jackson 

and Gray, 2010). 

 

Yet, it does not mean that the results of this study are not relevant. In a subjective 

perspective, perceived safety matters to the emotional life of people and can have 

effects on their mobility, health and more. Ensuring high life quality of all people is in 

my opinion an important task for urban planning and design. Therefore, studies such as 

this one can contribute, however small, in this direction. This study has contributed to 

knowledge on what is important for street users’ perceived safety on a main street. Even 

if perceived safety levels are generally high in a given setting, that type of knowledge 

can benefit efforts of maintaining high levels of perceived safety. 

 

Opportunities with researching perceived safety 

Then, how can measuring safety contribute to improving and maintaining good public 

space? What are the opportunities with researching perceived safety, such as this study? 

First, research such as this can illustrate what it means to live in the city today. It 

increases the understanding of experiences of the urban users and how the environment 

can contribute to positive experiences of spaces. At the same time, using models (which 

by definition are simplified versions of reality) to reach conclusions, implies that the 

conclusions may not be directly applicable elsewhere, and therefore not readily 

generalisable. The body of research used in this study is mainly produced in a Western 

context which brings certain pre-understandings and underlying norms that influence 

the findings and interpretations of the research results. This means, conduction of this 

study elsewhere and by others might lead to other conclusions. 

 

Moreover, while research of planning and design see place as an important arena for 

public, economic and personal life, it is important that research such as this does not 

assume physical design is the sole solution to complex issues. Instead, interdisciplinary 

research is necessary for researching complex issues such as perceived safety. Indeed, 

a multitude of ways to measure perceived safety is important. They can complement 

existing knowledge with different pictures of the same issue. And not the least, they 

can challenge and thus improve it. Basing research on the urban planning ideas and 

theories of the 1960’s and 70’s, their validity can be challenged and new findings can 

bring nuance to, or overthrow, old “truths”. For example, gender and intersectional 

perspectives enable previously hidden needs and perspectives to be seen and 

understood. This brings promising opportunities for research on perceived safety and 

beyond. 
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Further research 

In addition to above mentioned points, there are some more aspects I suggest can be 

researched further. Considering the part of the result that suggests there is a difference 

in importance of perceived safety aspects depending on gender and daylight/darkness, 

further studies may explore the perceived safety of individual groups (according to 

gender, age, disability, residents/non-residents, etc.) and different times of day, week 

and year separately in order to explore the topic even further. Thus, decisions on 

development of new and existing built environment can be informed by as nuanced data 

as possible.  

  

Another aspect of the result, some topics brought up in interviews lie outside of the 

scope of the model: behaviours of other street users, personal agency, and others’ 

perception of the place. As they were important to street users of Odengatan in one way 

or another, this finding firstly means that these topics may be considered in further 

research concerning factors affecting perceived safety. Perhaps in combinations with 

other research fields, beyond urban planning and design, because of the nature of the 

topics. Besides, the finding illustrates the complex dimensions of the theme of 

perceived safety, it concerns both physical environment, people’s emotional experience 

and perception of it, and the social dimensions of it.  

 

Public space is an important part of the city. Public spaces such as streets, can contribute 

to sustainable cities if accessible, inviting, safe, and diverse, and where the needs of 

people are in focus (Gehl Architects, 2012). Research has shown that social benefits, 

such as less crime and fear of crime, and forums for social interaction, and health 

benefits, such as improved personal health through walking and reduced stress through 

calming greenery, are potentials of successful public places (Heffernan et al., 2014). As 

factors on the main street can contribute to perceived safety of its street users, the main 

street as public space has to be considered in the efforts for good quality public space. 
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Appendix A  

Questionnaire questions 

 
 

Tack för att du deltar i studien! 
 
Studien undersöker olika gruppers trygghetskänsla på  
Odengatan. Just dina svar är viktiga eftersom varje svar  
är unikt. 
 

Dina svar kommer bidra till bättre förståelse för vad trygghet innebär 
 för personer som använder stadens gator. I längden kan det bidra till 
 att staden kan utformas bättre för alla. 
 
Du svarar anonymt. Om något är otydligt är det bara att fråga. 
 
Tack för din hjälp!  
/Carolin Jansson, masterstudent KTH 

 
 
 

1. Hur ofta brukar du besöka eller passera Odengatan? 
Fyll i det som passar bäst in på dig. 
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2. Hur mycket trivs du på Odengatan totalt sett, på en skala från 
1 till 10? Ringa in en av siffrorna.  
 

 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9          10 

 
 Trivs inte alls                                 Trivs mycket 
 
 

3. Är du boende på (eller inom ca 100 m) från Odengatan? 

 
 

4. Vad betyder ordet "trygghet" för dig? 

      ………………………………………………………………………….. 
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5. På Odengatan, hur trygg skulle du känna dig med...? 

 
                Var god vänd! 
 
5. (Forts.) På Odengatan, hur trygg skulle du känna dig med...? 
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6. Finns det andra saker än de ovan som skulle göra dig trygg på Odengatan? 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………... 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………..... 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 

7. Har du någon funktionsnedsättning som du tycker påverkar din 
 trygghet på Odengatan? 
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8. Var längs Odengatan (butik, café, torget etc.) tycker du om 
 att vara? Vänligen ringa in på kartan nedan om du har någon sådan plats! 

  
 
9. Vilket kön identifierar du dig som? 

 
 

10. Hur gammal är du? 

 
 

11. Vilken utbildning har du? 

 Tack för din medverkan! 



6 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B  

 

Interview guide & steps of analysis 

 

Interview guide: 

 

Intervjufrågor: 

a). Är det någon speciell plats längs Odengatan som du trivs på? Vad gör att du trivs just där?  

 

b). Om det är några av punkterna (i fråga 5) som du anser skulle göra dig lite eller mycket trygg - skulle du vilja säga någonting mer om på vilket 

sätt de skulle göra dig trygg? Vad är det som känns bra med de punkterna för dig? Vad gör vissa punkter viktigare än andra för dig? 

 

c). Är det någon av punkterna (i fråga 5) som du inte förstår, inte tänkt på, eller som du bara anser inte ökar din trygghet? Skulle du vilja säga 

någonting mer dem? 

 

d). Är det några andra saker än de jag frågat om som känns viktiga för att du ska känna dig trygg på Odengatan? 

 

e) Är det något som gör att du känner dig otrygg på Odengatan? Finns det speciella platser på Odengatan där du känner dig otrygg eller inte trivs?  

 

 

Steps of analysis: 

During the interviews, fieldnotes were taken, in order to remember as much as possible and reflect on my own appearance and circumstances at 

the point of interview. To analyse the result from the interviews, coding was applied, following the TESS method (Low et al., 2018). 

 

First, notes from interviews were re-read several times and cleaned. And my thoughts about the interviews (memos) were re-read and analysed. 

Second, notes and memos two provided the basis of the search for recurring themes. Themes were picked from the topics brought up and grouped 

accordingly. Theme labels from them were deliberately formulated in the terminology of the BoTryggt2030 model in some cases, for the sake of 

clearness and easier linkage to the model.  
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Appendix C 

List of interviewees 
 

In total 11 interviews, 17 interviewees.  The interviewees belonged to these age groups (own labelling): “Teenager”: 16-19 years old, “young 

woman/man”: 20-25 years old, 30 years old, “middle-aged”: 40-60 years old and “elderly”: 60+ years old. The interviewees were a mix of men 

and women, 7 women and 10 men.  

The interviews were carried out in spring 2019 and were between 5-30 min long according to the available time that the interviewees had.  

 

14/4 Two young men (daylight) 

16/4 Two elderly women (daylight) 

17/4 Two teenagers, one girl and one boy (daylight) 

23/4 Middle-aged woman (daylight) 

23/4 Elderly man (daylight) 

23/4 Young woman (darkness) 

25/4 Middle-aged woman (daylight) 

26/4 Two middle-aged men (daylight) 

29/4 Elderly woman (darkness) 

29/4 Two teenagers, boys (darkness) 

2/5 Two 30-year-old men (darkness) 
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Appendix D 

Results: Ratings of each factor extracted from the perceived safety aspects. I.e. how many street users that voted for a certain degree of safety 

(“very unsafe”, “a little safe” etc.) for each factor.  
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BoTryggt2030 
aspects 

Factors in questionnaire 
(Swedish) 

Factors in 
questionnaire 

(English) 

Very 
unsafe 

A little 
unsafe 

Neither 
safe or 
unsafe 

A 
little 
safe 

Very 
safe 

Do 
not 

know 
Urban form Bekväma platser att stå och sitta på Comfortable places to stand 

in and sit on 
1 3 11 12 14 1 

Urban form En spännande och inbjudande atmosfär An exciting and inviting 
atmosphere 

1 1 11 10 16 3 

Urban form Urban form average 
 

1 2 11 11 15 2 

Mix of functions Att butiker och service har sena 
öppettider 

Shops and services have late 
closing times  

3 0 12 16 10 1 

Mix of functions Att bottenvåningarnas fönster inte står 
tomma 

The ground floor windows are 
empty 

2 4 12 10 10 4 

Mix of functions Att det är lätt att ta sig in i butikerna It is easy to get into the shops 0 2 15 10 13 2 

Mix of functions Mix of functions average 
 

1,7 2 13 12 11 2,3 

Mix of people Folk som sitter ute och samtalar, äter, 
läser, leker m.m. 

People who sit outside 
talking, eating, reading, 
playing, etc. 

1 2 4 10 25 0 

Clearness Att veta vilket företag/vilken institution 
som sköter om vad, längs gatan (t.ex. 
renhållning, reparering) 

To be aware what 
company/institution takes 
care of what along the street 
(e.g. cleaning, maintenance) 

0 5 25 1 5 6 

Clearness Att det går lätt att hitta dit du vill It is easy to find your way 2 1 8 11 19 0 

Clearness Clearness average 
 

1 3 16,5 6 12 3 

Social control  Synliga ordningsvakter, 
trygghetspersonal och polis 

Visible security guards, safety 
staff and police officers 

1 0 18 7 14 2 

Social control Vanliga människor som kan se och höra 
mig om något skulle hända 

Ordinary people who can see 
and hear me if something 
should happen 

4 1 5 12 20 0 

Social control  Social control average 
 

2,5 0,5 11,5 9,5 17 1 

Lighting Gatubelysning som ger bra översikt Streetlight that provide a 
good overview 

1 3 4 6 27 1 
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Lighting Upplysta butiksfönster på 
kvällen/natten 

Lit shop windows in the 
evening/night 

2 4 9 10 13 4 

Lighting Lighting average 
 

1,5 3,5 6,5 8 15 2,5 

Perimeter 
protection  

Att det är lätt att se var entréerna till 
byggnaderna ligger 

It is easy to see where the 
entrances to the buildings are 

1 2 15 10 13 0 

Perimeter 
protection  

Inbrottsskydd, t.ex. lås och larm, på 
dörrar och fönster som inte märks 

Non-noticeable burglary 
protection, e.g. locks and 
alarms, on doors and windows 

1 2 19 7 5 7 

Perimeter 
protection  

Perimeter protection average 
 

1 2 17 8,5 9 3,5 

Management Allt längs gatan är helt och rent Everything along the street is 
fully functional and clean 

2 4 13 12 11 0 

Management Cyklar, elsparkcyklar och bilar är 
parkerade där de ska 

Bikes, electric scooters and 
cars are parked in assigned 
places 

2 6 16 4 10 3 

Management Management average 
 

2 5 14,5 8 10,5 1,5 

Information Information om vem du kan kontakta 
ifall du blir utsatt för brott 

Information on who you may 
contact in case of falling victim 
to crime 

3 3 10 9 13 4 
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