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Abstract

Inclusive public space is a place that easily accessible by all people, and no one feels excluded there. In
2014, Bandung City developed a thematic park concept in several park locations. City parks as public open
spaces should be able to use by all groups, especially women, children, the elderly, and people with
disabilities. The development of thematic parks changes facilities in the park and changes the characteristics
of park users. Therefore, it is necessary to know the level of thematic park inclusiveness as an evaluation
of the development of public spaces in the city of Bandung. This research identifies indicators and the level
of inclusiveness of public open space in the city of Bandung. We conducted observational surveys and
questionnaires at the thematic and public parks/squares and to determine the level of inclusiveness and
public perception of the inclusiveness of the space. We measure various types of access and visitor
characteristics. Based on the analysis of the inclusiveness level of public open spaces in Bandung, non-
thematic parks are considered slightly more inclusive than thematic parks, but thematic parks have higher
visit frequency. The slight difference in the level of inclusivity indicates that there is potential for the

development of thematic parks to be more inclusive by improving physical access and activities.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Inclusive Public Open Space

Public open space is one of the crucial aspects of people's lives in urban areas (Woolley, 2004). It is
the place for the activities of urban communities to take place, whether intentional or not. It is a space that
can be accessed by the community as a user of the area. The core of public space is where functional
activities take place that brings together people both in daily activities and periodic activities (Carr et al.,
1992). Open space is an arena that allows various types of events to include essential, optional and social
events (Gehl, 2011). According to Charter of Public Space, (Garau, 2017), public spaces are places that are
publicly owned or used for public use, can be accessed and enjoyed by everyone for free and without profit
motives. The emphasis on access was stated by Langegger (2016) that open space is a locality that can be
accessed by the public.

One dimension of public open space is the level of inclusiveness (Maftuhin, 2017; Mehta, 2014; UN
Habitat, 2015). The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) place six out of 17 sustainable development
goals discussing social inclusion. One of the goals explicitly outlined in the goal 11 of the SDGs is that by
2030, cities must provide public space and green open spaces that are safe, inclusive and easily accessible,
especially for women and children, the elderly, and people with disabilities. Public space must be an

accessible place that is created and managed through an inclusive process (Madanipour, 2010).

1.2. Thematic Park as A Public Open Space

Parks offer a variety of recreational opportunities for city dwellers, although much is more than just
the recreation that takes place there. People use public parks on their way to other sites, just as they do on
city streets. A more significant proportion of the area usually occupied by the park consists of green plants,
and the park tends to provide good shelter from the surrounding city and contribute to its sustainability
(Garvin, 2016).

A thematic park is a park designed by carrying unique themes/concepts as a distinctive place identity
by bringing up special characters, so a specific impression of the park's function can be perceived when
people see the park (BAPPEDA Kota Bandung, 2014). Providing thematic parks in the residential
neighborhoods of the city of Bandung has been transformed into a park with a scale of city services. It has
become a new public space that serves enjoyment for urban communities with enticing design and amenities
(Ari et al.,, 2016). The main thing that distinguishes thematic parks from other parks is from the
characteristics that stand out Ramadhani (2015). These characteristics are represented in its facilities. For
example, at Photography Park in Bandung City, besides providing facilities for photography, there is also
children's playground, so that the activities that can be done there are not limited to the particular theme.
At Music Park in Bandung City, in addition to providing facilities for music, there is also a basketball court
so that users can also exercise. Those city parks (Figure 01) which were initially a passive open space
changed to become more active and attractive with activities in the park which are supported by the design

and facilities of the thematic park.
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Figure 01. Superhero Park and Film Park, Bandung City, 2019 (source: Authors, 2019)

2. Problem Statement

Decent access to public spaces for people of different age groups, genders, and physical abilities is
an essential aspect of a sustainable and inclusive city (Subramanian & Jana, 2018). The development of
thematic parks increases the social function of open spaces as a place for the community but limits the type
of users. Specific thematic parks might appeal to only specific communities, so maybe there is a group of
users that feel excluded from there. There is research on the characteristics of Bandung thematic park users
that conclude that users in the thematic parks in Bandung City have different user characteristics because
the only specific community that attracted the particular thematic park (Ilmiajayanti & Dewi, 2015). The
development of thematic parks changes the facilities provided and is indicated to change the characteristics
of park users so that it can reduce the level of space inclusiveness, so it is important to discuss the level of
inclusiveness of public spaces that users characteristics and the facilities provided are different from public

spaces in general.

3. Research Questions

Public open space should be formed so that it can be accessed and provide optimal social benefits
for all citizens of the city. In this case, the square and city parks should be inclusive, which can be used by
all, especially women, children, the elderly, and people with disabilities. The development of thematic parks
changes the facilities provided and is indicated to change the characteristics of park users. The research
questions are as follows:

= What are the indicators of inclusiveness in public open spaces and how to measure them?

= What are the characteristics and perceptions of public space users regarding the inclusiveness of
public space?

=  What is the level of inclusiveness of public open spaces in the form of squares and thematic

parks?
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4. Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to identify the inclusiveness of thematic park as public open space in

Bandung City by comparing it to non-thematic park. There are goals to be pursued:

=  Formulation of indicators of public open space inclusiveness in the Bandung City

= The identification characteristics and perceptions of public space users about inclusive public

open spaces

= The identification of the level of inclusivity of public open spaces

This research provides insight into one part of the aspects in the realization of inclusive cities through

improving public open space. The findings in this study are in line with the goal 11 of SDGs, which are

inclusive and sustainable development. Practically, the results of the research can be input into efforts or

strategies to increase the inclusiveness of public open spaces for the Government of the City of Bandung.

5. Research Methods

This research approach is quantitative, by making weights and comparisons that is related to the

variables used in this study. The survey conducted was observation and questionnaire to find out physical

condition and perception according to respondents. Descriptive statistics are carried out on the process of

identifying the socio-economic characteristics of park visitors. Existing conditions are compared between

thematic parks and squares.

5.1. Time and location of research

The city of Bandung was chosen as the study area because since 2014 it has developed the thematic

park concept in several park locations. The object of research is public open space in the form of city-scale

public parks and city-scale thematic parks, which are within the area of Bandung City. Field surveys were

conducted in 2019. The public open spaces sampled were (1) Bandung City Square, (2) Ujung Berung
Square, (3) Superhero Park, and (4) Film Park (Figure 02).
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Figure 02. Map of observed parks, Bandung City (source: Authors, 2019)
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We selected several parks that are determined by several criteria: used by the public, open, free of
charge, and quite a lot of visitors throughout the week, both weekdays and weekends based on initial
observations. The square is chosen as a comparison of thematic parks that are without a specific theme.
Bandung City Square and Ujung Berung were selected because of their distant location and representations

of a different district in the city.

5.2. Method of collecting data

We collect secondary data and primary data from April to May 2019 at designated public spaces.
Secondary data collection is conducted to obtain documents related to the research topic and characteristics
of open space and open space users in the city of Bandung, which will be discussed in this study. The
process of obtaining primary data in this study was carried out with a primary survey method, including
observing and distributing questionnaires to open space users. Observation through direct visual
observation to find out and record the actual state of the area in the field. The instrument used is an
observation sheet with a camera. Questionnaire data collection using questionnaire sheets containing a list
of questions addressed to respondents in public spaces as primary data for the analysis phase. The form of
the questionnaire is adjusted to identify the socio-economic characteristics of open space visitors, as well
as taking aspirations, needs and preferences of the community related to quality improvement and

inclusiveness in city-scale public open spaces.

5.3. Sampling

The population in this study were visitors to city parks in the city of Bandung. The type of sampling
used in this study is probability sampling. In probability sampling, elements in the population have the
opportunity to be selected as sample subjects. The probability sampling design is used to represent the
characteristics of the sample subgroup (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). A sampling at each park is strived to
capture the representation of the characteristics of male and female visitors. To compare each type of park,
data from 100 people were taken to sample thematic parks and 100 people to sample the square.
Questionnaires were distributed on weekdays and weekends in the morning and evening hours in the first

week of May 2019.

5.4. Variables

The variables used in this study are physical access, social access, access to activities and socio-
economic characteristics of a park visitor. The types of access used in this study as revealed by Ercan and
Memliik (2015), some variables used by Mehta (2014), and adjustments to the local context. Physical access
is s the ability of space to be accessible by everyone physically. Social access is defined by the presence of
cues/signs, in the form of people, design and management elements, which indicate who is accepted and
not accepted in space. Access to Activities is defined as the ability of public spaces to accommodate various
activities that can be accessed by the public. We also find out the socio-economic characteristics of visitors

because those characteristics affect inclusiveness. The list of variables is in Table 1.
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5.5. Analysis Method

At the stage of data processing and analysis, several methods and analytical tools are used to process
data according to these steps.

* Analysis of the characteristics of park visitors

This analysis aims to determine the aggregate profile of park users based on gender, age, education
level, and income level. This analysis was conducted using descriptive statistics based on data obtained
from the results of the primary survey using a questionnaire to respondents of visitors to the public space.

* Analysis of park visit and activity characteristics

Usage pattern analysis is conducted to find out how the park is used by each respondent's
characteristics. It also aims to identify the group of people who most often use the park based on the
frequency of visits, the purpose of the visit, the modes used, activities carried out in the park.

* Analysis of park inclusiveness

The analysis of park inclusiveness level was done by scoring on the variables forming inclusiveness
of public open space. Scoring and weighting are done so that the data is compared between thematic parks
and public parks. The four components of inclusiveness in this study are (1) visitor characteristics, (2)
physical access, (3) social access and (4) access to activities, given a scale score of 0-3 based on the

constituent component variables.

6. Findings
6.1. Physical Access

Physical access in each park is determined based on scoring criteria, i.e. (1) the existence of gate
tools for public spaces: padlocks, fences, etc.; (2) operating hours in public spaces (3) design elements
prevent the use of space and (4) perception of park users about the ease of access to the park. Based on
physical access assessment, non-thematic parks have a slightly higher score than thematic parks. In the
variable presence of gate tools for public spaces: padlocks, fences, film parks get a lower value because
there is only one access in the form of stairs without other alternatives. Non-thematic parks can be entered
from all directions, but the thematic parks have more certain entrances. Park visitors interpreted physical

access similarly between public parks and thematic parks.

6.2. Social Access

Social/symbolic access in each park is determined based on scoring criteria, i.e. (1) the existence of
symbols to exclude specifics activities/people; (2) the existence of surveillance/CCTV cameras, security
officers, guides, intimidation, and invasion of privacy; (3) visibility of public space; (4) visual and physical
connections to streets or spaces; (5) perception of intimidating instruments; (6) perception of the presence
of signs causes discomfort (7) emotional bonds between place and user and (8) safety perception.

In the variable of emotional ties, there is a low score both the thematic park and non-thematic park.
Respondent’s feelings of safe tend to be perceived equally between thematic parks and public parks. Based

on questionnaires, non-thematic parks are seen to have more signs which cause discomfort to park visitors.
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6.3. Access to Activities

Access to Activities in each park is determined based on scoring criteria, i.e. (1) range of activity
and behavior; (2) community presence in the third space; (3) space flexibility according to user need; (4)
the perceived ability of the place to do and engage in activities and events in the public space; (5) visitor's
perception of the suitability of the design; and (6) economic activities. Overall, non-thematic parks have
higher access to activities than thematic parks. Access to activities was captured based on observations in

figure 03.

Figure 03. (A) Bandung Square, (B) Ujung Berung Square, (C) Superhero Park, (D) Film Park on
weekend, 2019 (source: Authors, 2019)

6.4. Assessment of Inclusivity level

The assessment of the inclusiveness level consists of aspects of activity access, physical access,
social access, and characteristics of the user. Overall, public parks are considered more inclusive of all
elements compared to thematic parks. But the difference in value in the thematic parks and public parks is

relatively thin, with a close gap.

Table 01. Inclusivity scores (on a 3.0 scale)

Bandung Ujung .
h Fil
Variables | Sub-variables Weight City Berung Superhero i
Park Park
Square Square
range of activity and behaviour 0,167 3,0 3,0 2,0 3,0
community presence in the third 0.167 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0
space
Access to | space flexibility according to user
Activities | need 0,167 2,0 3,0 2,0 3,0
the perceived ability of the place
to do and accommodate various 0,167 1,6 1,7 1,1 1,6
activities
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isitor' ti f th
VISITOTS perception o the 0,167 1,9 1,8 1.9 2,0
suitability of the design
economic activities 0,167 1,8 1,9 2,0 1,8
access to activities score 1 2,2 2.4 1,8 2.4
the existence of a gate control
device for public spaces: 0,2 3,0 3,0 3,0 2,0
padlocks, fences, etc.;
) operating hours in public spaces 0,1 3,0 3,0 2,0 2,0
Physical design elements prevent use of
Access & P 0.2 3,0 3,0 3,0 3,0
space
perception of park users about the 0.5 2.1 1.8 23 2.0
ease of access to the park
physical access score 1 2,6 2.5 2,6 2,2
the presence _of symbhol.s.to 0.125 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
exclude specifics activities/people
the presence of
surveillance/CCTV cameras,
security officers, guides, 0,125 2,0 2,0 3,0 3,0
intimidation and invasion of
privacy
visibility of public space 0,125 3,0 3,0 3,0 2,0
) visual and physical connections
Social and openness to adjacent roads or | 0,125 3,0 3,0 3.0 2,0
Access spaces
Perception of intimidating 0.125 27 29 27 2.9
Instruments
ti f th f
pércep ion 0 : e presence o 0.125 25 24 26 27
signs causes discomfort
emotional bonds between place 0.125 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7
and user
safety perception 0,125 2,1 2,1 2,1 2,0
social access score 1 2,4 2.4 2.5 2,3
presence of people of all ages 0,25 3,0 3,0 2,0 2,0
comparison of the number of men 0.25 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
and women
User’s presence of people from various 0.25 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0
profile levels of education and income
tbe pr.e.sc?nce of people with 0.25 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
disabilities
user’s profile 1 2,3 23 1,8 1,8
Inclusivity scores 2,4 2.4 2,2 2,2

Source: Authors, 2019

Based on scoring those variables, non-thematic parks activities have a higher score than thematic
parks (Figure 04). In physical access, non-thematic parks are higher with a slim gap. Social access between
the two parks has the same value, although the forming components are built on different scores in each

aspect. Regarding visitor characteristics, public parks have a higher score than thematic parks.
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Access to Activities
3,0
2,5
AN
1,5 \

1,0
0,5
User’s profile - ) Physical Access
== Bandung City Square
Ujung Berung Square
Superhero Park _
Superhero Park Social Access

Figure 04. Diagram of scoring of inclusivity assessment (source: Authors, 2019)

The assessment of inclusiveness level consists of aspects of activity access, physical access, social
access, and characteristics of a park visitor. Overall, public parks are considered more inclusive from all
aspects compared to thematic parks. But the difference in value in the thematic parks and public parks is

relatively thin, with a close gap.

7. Conclusion

7.1. Conclusion

Based on the review of the literature on public space inclusiveness, accessibility is a crucial measure
or indicator of inclusiveness. Assessment of inclusiveness indicators can be explained through visitor
characteristics, physical access, social access, and access to activities.

Findings related to the level of garden inclusivity are as follows:

=  Physical access: public parks have better physical access with the value of non-thematic parks
(value 2.5 on a 3.0 scale) and thematic parks (value 2.4 on a 3.0 scale)

=  Social access: thematic parks and non-thematic parks have the same social access value (value
2.4 on a 3.0 scale)

= Access to activities: public parks have better access to activities with a non-thematic park value
of 2. on a 3.0 scale and thematic parks of value 2 on a 3.0 scale.

=  Non-thematic parks are considered more inclusive in all aspects than thematic parks. But the

difference in value in the thematic parks and public parks is relatively thin, with a close gap.
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Based on the analysis of the inclusiveness level of public open spaces in Bandung, non-thematic
parks are considered more inclusive than thematic parks in terms of physical access, access to activities and
visitor characteristics. By assigning a theme, relatively small parks can serve more citizens of the city and
community. Also, the frequency of visitors to thematic parks is higher than non-thematic parks. The slight
difference in the level of inclusivity indicates that there is potential for the development of thematic parks
to be more inclusive. One other important note is that the provision of parks in Bandung has not yet paid

attention to access to people with disabilities. Despite these shortcomings, with the right strategy, thematic

parks have high potential to become inclusive public spaces.

7.2. Recommendation

The recommendations from this study are expected to be one of the findings for inclusive city
development. With the increasingly diverse activities of city dwellers, public space must be able to
accommodate various activities. For thematic parks, the following suggestions are proposed that can be
made by the government or stakeholders regarding city/thematic public spaces:

» Improved physical access, by providing thematic parks with access to public transportation,
building easy access to people with disabilities, providing parking, and increasing entrances and operating
hours.

* Increased social access, by implementing an inclusive design, increasing security but not
intimidating, increasing the presence of signs, the provision of events/activities in the park that involve the
wider community.

* Increased access to activities, by building facilities to broaden the range of activities, encourage
and incentivize communities in using parks, provide space and keep control of economic activities. A

comprehensive policy is needed to provide access to all public spaces for persons with disabilities.
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