https://doi.org/10.15302/J-LAF-1-020066

© Higher Education Press 2022

Research on the Influencing Factors of Users’ Perception
of the Inclusiveness of Urban Parks Based on the Grounded Theory

ZHOU Zhaosen, LIN Guangsi’

School of Architecture, South China University of Technology, Guangzhou 510641, China

GRAPHICAL ABSTRACT

*CORRESPONDING AUTHOR

Address: South China University of Technology,
No. 381 Wushan Road, Tianhe District, Guangzhou
City, Guangdong Province, 510641, China

Email: asilin@126.com

Observation of site Recreational experience
Observation of AL Observation of Dimension of passive Dimension of active
site conditions other park users exclusion exclusion
g L e S _ . 3%
Perception ! ! ! \
of the ! ! ! . . \
. . \ Ind dent mobilit \ I Positive emotional \
inclusiveness — ,:D:, | naependent mobiuty \ \ experience \
of urban : : : :
parks I S I I I
! upply-demand ! ! . !
Site conditions |9F Site usage : matching capacity of | E> : Broad social :
| L | | participation |
| space and facilities | | |
| | | |
! Interference ! ! !
: and limitation of : : Place identity :
: recreational activities : : :
HIGHLIGHTS KEYWORDS

« Establishes an influencing factor model of users’ perception of the inclusiveness of urban parks
« Clarifies the path and influencing factors to users’ evaluation on the inclusiveness of urban parks
- Clarifies the difference of influence degree of each influencing factor on different groups

« Improves the connotation of inclusive design of urban parks based on the concept of design exclusion

RECEIVED DATE

2022-04-22

VOLUME 10/ ISSUE 3/ JUNE 2022 012

Urban Green Spaces;
Landscape Justice;
Social Equity;
Inclusive Design;
Design Exclusion;
Grounded Theory;
Model




ABSTRACT

The improvement of the inclusiveness of urban parks can guarantee
the recreational opportunities and experience of different user groups,
especially the vulnerable ones, and is also an important way to
promote the justice of urban green landscape. The research explores
the influencing factors to park users’ perception and evaluation

on the inclusiveness of urban parks. Through the three-level data
coding and analysis, a model consisting of eight main categories
(i.e. site conditions, site usage, independent mobility, supply-
demand matching capacity of space and facilities, interference and
limitation of recreational activities, positive emotional experience,
broad social participation, and place identity) which cover 30
influencing factors to individuals’ perception of the inclusiveness

of urban parks is established. The model shows that park users

1 Introduction

With the increase of urban green space problems such as uneven
distribution of landscape resources, disparity of recreational
spaces, and marginalization of vulnerable groups, the issue of
landscape justice has attracted wide attention". Landscape justice
is to ensure that everyone has equal access to landscape resources
and gets participated in the landscape design process”*. The
conceptual framework of landscape justice in urban green spaces
proposed by Izz Yi Jian et al. includes such dimensions as access
and management, and social inclusion®™. The authors’ research
team have analyzed the development system of landscape justice
in urban green spaces, and pointed out that ensuring that all

kinds of social groups have equal accessibility to green spaces

is critical to landscape justice, and the balance and coordination

of various demands and usage relationships among different
groups to enhance the inclusiveness of urban green spaces is also
fundamental™. Many existing studies on the inclusiveness of urban
green spaces focus on the diverse needs of users of varied ages,
genders, races, physical conditions, cultural backgrounds, etc., so
as to ensure the equality of urban public resource distribution

evaluate the inclusiveness of urban parks upon their observation of
site conditions and usage, and their own recreational experience;
while the latter is affected by both physical and psychological
factors related to passive exclusion and active exclusion, according
to the concept of design exclusion. The disparity of the physical
environmental quality of urban parks would lead to users’ different
emotions and feelings about recreational activities. The model helps
clarify the path and key factors of inclusiveness evaluation and
provides a theoretical reference for future research and practice of
landscape justice.
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and recreational opportunities®”!. As an important part of urban
green spaces, free urban parks provide citizens with shared
public service resources and become places for people’s daily
recreational and social activities, facilitating societal connection
and interactions. Therefore, the research focusing on the
inclusiveness of urban parks will help promote the realization of
landscape justice in urban open spaces.

2 Literature Review and Theoretical Assumption

Research shows that the spatial distributions of different user
groups in parks are different, and the influencing factors resulting
in these differences are also varied by types of sites and user
groups'”. Considering such diversities, homogeneously generic
design and construction of urban parks may limit the recreational
opportunities of certain groups'”. The inclusiveness of urban
parks emphasizes that the sites need to meet the diversified and
differentiated demands of various user groups, and provide all
visitors equal recreational opportunities and experiences as far as
possible.

Existing studies, mainly concentrating on the spatio-temporal
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differences in the activities of users of different ages, have
summarized the factors and indicators to the environmental
suitability for each age group. For example, scholars analyzed
the heat maps and spatio-temporal differences of the elderly
and children using community outdoor spaces”. Some others
have summarized the landscape and space elements suitable
for elderly-oriented sports environment in urban parks, and
analyzed the influence of these elements in terms of different
use purposes through clustering analysis"". Among studies
on environmental characteristics conducive to the growth of

2131 3nd adolescents™

children , researchers have explored their
special needs and preferences of activity types, and targeted
environmental design indicators, as well as the correlations
between these indicators. By now, researchers have developed
mature evaluation tools and theoretical systems, such as QUality
INdex of Parks for Youth (QUINPY)"® and the Affordance Theory
applied to study children's perception of environment"®"”!, At
the same time, for people with mobility disabilities, researchers
have also established a system of barrier-free environmental
elements in urban parks'®, and national standards such as Codes
for Accessibility Design (GB50763-2012) have also provided a
guarantee for the quality improvement of barrier-free public
spaces.

In addition, more and more studies have revealed that it
is necessary not only to pay attention to the physiological
differences of site users, but also to consider their mental and
emotional status™”. On the one hand, the concept of universal
design applied in landscape design practice highlights the design
of specialized barrier-free facilities in a more universal form
that would facilitate a broader public usage, showing care and
respect to the vulnerable groups and improving their sense of
belonging in the environment””*!, On the other hand, in view of
the disparity in culture, race, social status, and other dimensions,
bringing national or regional cultural elements into the design

of urban parks"?

[23]

, or setting up shared supporting facilities such
as benches'“”, can enhance users’ place identity and emotional
resonance.

In general, although it sees diversity in research objects,
perspectives, and methods among studies on the inclusiveness
of urban parks, their common purpose is to make the site serve
as many visitors as possible and make them all have sound
recreational experience. In the previous study, this research
team used the concept of “design exclusion” to examine the
connotation of the research on inclusiveness in dimensions of

passive exclusion and active exclusion. Design exclusion means
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that certain people are excluded by current mainstream products,
services or designs, because their needs cannot be met'**. Passive
exclusion—meaning that visitors might be marginalized because
their own conditions cannot adapt to the environmental settings
of the site—focuses on the differentiated abilities and needs of site
users. Meanwhile, active exclusion—meaning that visitors give up
the opportunity to use the site actively because they lack enough
recreational motivation—focuses on the impact of the site’s
inclusiveness level on users’ perception and emotions. Therefore,
the inclusiveness of urban parks can be promoted by addressing
the injustice of recreational services in urban parks that resists
design exclusion,

Through literature review, the authors found that, on the
one hand, most research on the inclusiveness of urban green
spaces including urban parks is conducted in view of certain
single groups, with little systematic outcome. Also, existing
research results are mostly theoretical (such as proposing design
principles and methods), and less attention is put to individuals’
perception and evaluation factors of the inclusiveness of urban
parks, failing to summarize characteristics of urban parks with
strong inclusiveness. On the other hand, research on design
exclusion is still at the stage of conceptual assumptions, and the
specific indicators of both passive exclusion and active exclusion
dimensions are still unclear, not to mention forming a complete
theoretical model. Based on the Grounded Theory, this paper aims
to extract and clarify the influencing factors and their correlations
to users’ perception of the inclusiveness of urban parks, and
to build a theoretical model of influencing factors by using the
assumption of design exclusion. It hopes to provide a conceptual
and theoretical reference for relevant research and practice in the
field of landscape justice.

3 Research Process

3.1 Research Method

Using Grounded Theory, this paper aims to explore the
influencing factors and theoretical framework of the inclusiveness
of urban parks based on users’ perception. Grounded Theory is
a research method concerned with the generation of theoretical
models, which is “grounded” in data that has been systematically
collected and analysed. In Grounded Theory studies, theory
emerges from the logical and systematic assessment of the
phenomenon'®!.This is a typical bottom-up approach, which
can reduce the limitations of data analysis and conclusions by
empirical concepts or pre-set theoretical models, particularly



suitable for exploratory studies. Although the Grounded Theory
has been widely applied and contributed to the development of
basic theoretical models for different disciplines and topics, it is

still rarely employed in the research on urban open spaces**”!

and urban parks'®®.

3.2 Study Objects

In order to test the results of qualitative research by using the
method of data triangulation, the selected study objects usually
need to cover a variety of types, so that researchers can compare
the similarities and differences. It can also help researchers
understand the content of each concept and the relationship
between each other®”. In this research, site users, park managers,
and professional landscape designers of urban parks were selected
as three groups of study objects for further interviews.

1) Through interview with site users, researchers can directly
understand their cognition, perception, and evaluation of the
inclusiveness of the parks. This study set the propositions of
children, adult, and senior respondents to 30%, 20%, and 50%
respectively in each sample park according to the research team'’s
previous findings on the general age structure of site users in

urban parks®”

, as well as the fact that existing public space design
often fails to well respond to children’s needs®"*?., The user
respondents included 12 aged people with physical disability.

To ensure the comparability of the samples, there were also 32
respondents who are tourists from other places or local visitors
who were not household-registered in Guangzhou.

2) The interviews with park managers aim to examine the daily
usage and the park’s inclusiveness level from the perspective of
operators. The research team organized in-depth interviews with
park managers from each sample park, 16 respondents in total.

And 3) the interviews with landscape designers aim to collect
opinions from park creators and attempts to explain the influencing
factors to the inclusiveness of urban parks from a professional
perspective. The research team selected 4 landscape designers with
over-5-year practice experience of urban park design, who have
good understanding and are interested in the research questions.
In addition, this research interviewed 10 experts, including 6 PhD
students majoring in Landscape Architecture and 4 professors
whose research directions are related to this study.

3.3 Sample Sites

The study selected 9 free urban parks as sample sites,
including three types of parks and covering 7 districts throughout
Guangzhou. Urban comprehensive parks often have a larger
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service radius and accommodate a wider variety of user groups,
which requires a greater level of inclusiveness. Therefore, four
comprehensive parks located in Yuexiu District and Tianhe
District (two central districts) were selected as sample sites for
visitors, namely Yuexiu Park, Liuhua Lake Park, Tianhe Park, and
Pearl River Park (Table 1).

3.4 Data Collection

The research team prepared different interview outlines
for each respondent group (Table 2). Researchers recorded the
interview with the consent of respondents, and would adjust
the content and sequence of the questions flexibly and ask more
questions when the respondents talked about the inclusiveness
evaluation of urban parks. At the same time, researchers wrote
memos and coding notes about the details of the interview process
and scene, respondents’ subtle expressions and emotional changes,
as well as the researchers’ thoughts and ideas during the interview.

4 Data Processing and Model Construction

The research team collected a total of 95 valid samples with
explicit answers around the interview outline. The total length
of interview texts is more than 230,000 Chinese characters, and
the collected data were analyzed and processed according to the
following steps.

4.1 Open Coding

Open coding is the process of conceptualizing and categorizing
the phenomenon mentioned in textual data such as users’
experience and feelings, consisting of three steps.

1) First, the study used the word cloud analysis function of
NVivo 12 (a qualitative analysis software) to roughly summarize
the conceptual information of the text, and then carefully extracted
and proofread the coding elements from the interview records to
refine the language and form the initial concepts.

2) To ensure the accuracy of data analysis, initial concepts were
screened to eliminate the ones with overlapped implications or
less relevant to the research topic. In the coding process of this
study, initial concepts such as environmental sanitation, scenic
beauty of natural landscapes, and air quality and accessibility level
that will little cause the inequality of recreational opportunities
and experience for tourists are regarded irrelevant. The initial
concepts whose coding occurrence is less than twice were also
excluded. More than 150 initial concepts closely related to this
research topic were finally identified.
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Table 1: Basic information of the sample parks

Area Total visits Including recreational Including service
(hm?) (thousand) sites or not facilities or not
Type Name Barrier- Number .
. . Special
Total Land Water Yearof Yearof Year of . Children's free of barrier-
Fitness Sports L . rental
area area area 2020 2019 2018 playground facilities free toilet i
services
and signs stall
Comprehensive  Yuexiu Park 644 58.7 57 7,360 12,140 10,790 Yes Yes Yes Yes 54 Wheelchair,
park baby carriage,
hearing-aid,
stick, etc.
Liuhua Lake 529 236 293 6,540 1,170 980 Yes Yes Yes Yes 22 Wheelchair,
Park stick, etc.
Tianhe Park 70.2 59.8 10.4 7,870 11,640 10,000 Yes Yes No Yes 7 None
Pearl River 274 24.3 3.1 2,620 3,620 1,410 Yes No Yes Yes 28 Wheelchair,
Park umbrella, etc.
Baiyun 7.3 7.3 0 500 600 600 Yes No Yes Yes 4 Wheelchair,
Special park District baby carriage,
Children’s etc.
Park
Exhibition 9.8 8.5 1.2 150 210 200 No No No Yes 1 None
Park
Xiangxue 169 146 23 120 300 500 No No No No 8 None
park
Community Huaguo 144 136 08 400 500 460 Yes No Yes Yes 4 None
park Mountain
Park
Pingkang 4.1 3.4 0.7 100 90 90 Yes No No Yes 3 None
Park
NOTES

1. Data source: management office of each sample park.

2. The types of recreational sites in this study are defined as follows: fitness site refers to the venue with fitness equipment; sports site refers to the venue created for basketball, badminton, and other

sports activities; and children’s playground refers to the venue specially for children to play games, rest, or carry out natural education and other activities.
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Table 2: Interview outlines

Type of interviewee Interview schedule Interview method

Interview outline

Site users October to December, One-on-one interview; Do you feel the environment of this park inclusive or friendly to you, and why?
2021 focus group (by What are the obstacles or difficulties you may encounter during your visit?
recreational activity types) What factors would make you emotionally negative during your visit? How do
you think the parks in this city differ from those in your hometown in terms of
recreational experience? (For visitors from other cities)
Do you have any suggestion or idea about the future development of urban parks?
Park managers June to July, 2021 One-on-one interview; What are the target user groups of the park?
focus group (2 ~ 6 Which groups do you think are neglected in the current park design?
respondents in each group) Which groups do you think are more vulnerable in recreational activities, and why?
What complaints and suggestions do you often receive from park users, and mainly
from which groups?
Landscape June to July, 2021 One-on-one interview How do you understand the connotation of the inclusiveness of urban parks?
designers What factors do you think might influence the inclusiveness level of urban parks?

Among your practices of urban park design and construction, what approaches are
used to meet the needs and improve the visiting experience of different user groups?

What views or suggestions do you have on the inclusiveness of urban parks?

And 3) the initial concepts left after screening were further
classified and merged to form 30 concept sets (categories), which
process is demonstrated in Table 3.

4.2 Axial Coding
The purpose of axial coding is to identify various logical relations
(e.g., causal relations, situational relations, semantic relations)

among the categories. Axial coding is a process during which
researchers only analyze one relation of a category each time, and
generate the main category through continuous comparisons to
identify its related categories and logic relations. At the same time,
it is necessary to constantly test the authenticity and reliability

of the assumed logical relations with original data and actual
situations. Finally, the research team deduced 8 main categories

Table 3: Examples of conceptualization and categorization for open coding

Original interview materials Initial concepts Categories
“There are steps where the wheelchair can not pass, so [ have to walk slowly on my own. Difficulty of passage Accessibility
It’s more difficult when I'm going down the steps because it hurts my knee...”
“There is a ramp at the arch bridge around the main entrance, but it’s too steep for Steep ramp

wheelchair users like us to cross...”

“Pushing a baby carriage would be so hard if there is no barrier-free facility. I didn’t notice

it until I became a mother...”

Barrier-free facility

Continued
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Table 3: Examples of conceptualization and categorization for open coding

Original interview materials

Initial concepts

Categories

“Now low handrails are installed in toilets. It’s helpful for the elderly who have difficulty

Special service for target user

User service of space and

to move around...” groups facilities

“The hand washing sinks are too high for little kids to use. They need to be carried up Facility design

when washing hands...”

“The security guards came to kick us out if we were loud. They asked us to keep the noise Activity forbiddance Management restriction

under 70 decibels...”

“We used to play the flute in the open space in front of the swimming hall, but now we’re

not allowed to do that. It's hard for us to find another suitable place..”

Activity restriction

“We're not allowed to use tents and picnic mats or fly kites. So we just take the kids for a

stroll...”

Restriction of activity types

“I'm scared to visit the park at night because of the poor lighting...”

Fear

“I feel so stressed and nervous when I pass through there...”

Psychological impact

Sense of safety

“Every time I hear them sing old songs, | will remember my past time and feel warm. I

have a deep affection for this place...”

Memories

“I've lived over here for more than 10 years and often visit this park, so I feel an

attachment for it...”

Long-term companionship

Emotional engagement

NOTE
Due to the length limits of the table, only part of the interview materials is excerpted.

based on the 30 initial categories (Table 4)—these corresponding
initial categories are regarded as the influencing factors on users’
perception of the inclusiveness of urban parks.

category because it has certain relations with all other main
categories. Then, by analyzing and constructing the correlation
structure between the main categories and the core one,

an influencing factor model of users’ perception of the

4.3 Selective Coding

Selective coding is to further distinguish the core category
from the 8 main categories, then systematically analyze the
relations between other main categories and initial categories, and
finally develop a new theoretical framework. In this process, the
explanatory power and integrity of the theoretical framework also
need to be verified with original data. The category of “perception
of the inclusiveness of urban parks” was identified as the core
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framework as well.

4.4 Theoretical Saturation Test

inclusiveness of urban parks composed of 8 dimensions
was established (Fig. 1). Original data were constantly used to
verify the explanatory power and completeness of the theoretical

Data cleansing, analysis, and memo writing were continuously
conducted throughout the data collection phase. When the total



amount of text data analysis was about 70 copies, the model
tended to reach theoretical saturation. After the research team
sorted out and analyzed the rest 25 copies of interview data, no
new categories or other new characteristics of the categories were
found. Therefore, the influencing factor model of users’ perception
of the inclusiveness of urban parks had reached theoretical
saturation.

4.5 Code Comparison
In this study, the method of investigator triangulation was used

to verify the reliability of coding results, which is, to compare the
coding consistency of data materials by different researchers or
research groups under the same research topic. Before starting
the coding work, the research team discussed and clarified the
relevant connotation and concepts of the inclusiveness of urban
parks through seminars and other forms, and divided researchers
into groups A and B to code the data separately. Through the
coding comparison analysis by Nvivo 12, the coding content and
data sources were double-checked to ensure the coding accuracy,
and the average values (weighted by source size) were calculated

Table 4: Main categories and the corresponding influencing factors

Main categories Influencing factors

Main categories Influencing factors

F1: Site conditions Park size

Park functions

F2: Site usage Diversity of user groups

Equilibrium of user groups

F5: Interference and limitation of Time conflict

recreational activities

Activity interference

Noise interference

Management restriction

Diversity of activity types

F6: Positive emotional experience Sense of respect

F3: Independent mobility Accessibility Sense of safety
Security Sense of fairness
Legibility F7: Broad social participation Social interaction

F4: Supply-demand matching Diversity of space and facility types Public participation

capacity of space and facilities

Sufficiency of space and facilities quantity

Design of space and facility layout

Response to users’ feedback

Space democracy

User service of space and facilities

Diversity of space and facility functions

Convenience of space and facilities

Comfort of space and facilities

F8: Place identity Cultural identity and sense of belonging

Emotional engagement

Self-efficacy

Economy and social capital
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1. The influencing factors model of users’ perception of the inclusiveness of urban parks

(Table 5). The Kappa value obtained in this research is 0.8732
(greater than 0.75) and the coding consistency is 91.58%, proving
that the consistency of coding results by the two research groups is
sound and the analysis results of data materials have a high level of
reliability.

5 Model Description and Interpretation

This section elaborates on the influencing factor model of
users’ perception of the inclusiveness of urban parks (Fig. 1).
The content analysis of the main categories and their influencing
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Dimension of active exclusion

Positive emotional
experience

Individual level

Broad social participation Group level

Place identity Site level

factors (Table 4) suggests that users’ perception of the inclusiveness
of urban parks can be interpreted by two dimensions. The main
categories F1 and F2 are about users’ observation and perception
of the park’s site conditions, including their perception of the size
and functions of the park (F1), and their observation of the site
usage (F2). The other six main categories are related to site users’
evaluation of their recreational experience. Specifically, regarding
the main categories F3, F4, and F5, users pay more attention to the
park’s matching capacity between the environment’s demands and
a user’s capability. These indicators can measure users’ recreational
opportunities related to physical settings, from the perspective of

— © Zhou Zhaosen, Lin Guangsi



Table 5: Examples of code comparison

Source size Agreement Aand B Not A and Disagreement A and B but
Code Source . Kappa
(Chinese chars) (%) (%) not B (%) (%) not B (%) not A (%)

Accessibility Manager 1, Liuhua 4,227 0.9052 98.64 3.21 95.43 1.36 0 1.36

Lake Park
Activity Manager 1, Liuhua 4,227 0.9278 92.01 0.99 91.02 7.99 7.05 0.94
interference Lake Park
Diversity of space Designer 1 6,350 09177 88.26 17.23 71.03 11.74 8.35 3.39
and facility types
Security Designer 1 6,350 0.8798 90.82 2.37 87.45 9.18 1.67 7.51
Emotional User 1, Yuexiu Park 3,447 0.9472 97.93 11.18 86.75 2.07 0.64 1.43
engagement
Management User 1, Yuexiu Park 3,447 0.8627 89.54 7.88 81.66 10.46 4.32 6.14
restriction
Average for all codes and sources (weighted by source size) 0.8732 91.58 3.96 87.62 8.42 2.51 591

NOTE
Due to the length limits of the table, only part of the coding examples is excerpted.

passive exclusion. Under the main categories from F6 to F8, users
evaluate the inclusiveness of parks by their personal emotions and
feelings, from the perspective of active exclusion. Through analyses
of the coding occurrence of each main category (Fig. 2) and the
coding rate difference of each main category on each user groups
(Fig. 3), combined with the scenario analysis and causal analysis
of the original qualitative data, the influencing mechanism of each
main category and the correlations between these main categories
were identified.

5.1 Users’ Observation and Perception of Site Conditions
Most professional practitioners believe that the inclusiveness
of park is related to park size and functions, and that park design

021

should maximize the park’s service benefits on the premise of
ensuring its service quality for target user groups. Users would
have different expectation and requirements for the inclusiveness
of parks due to their own understandings of the park size and
functions. Users will have lower expectation for the overall
inclusiveness of the park with smaller areas or the park is primarily
targeted to serve a specific group. For example, users usually do not
have too much requirements about facilities in children’s parks that
serve other groups. During the interviews of park users, it is found
that the main category of perception of site conditions is more
mentioned and easily understood by young people.

The research also found that users often observe other users’
activities in the park. When they noted that the user groups are
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Coding occurrence
91

91

80

2. Coding occurrence of each influencing factor in each main category

diverse, especially when vulnerable groups such as the disabled
account for a higher proportion, they will make a higher evaluation
on the inclusiveness of the park. When the park is available for a
wide variety of recreational activities, it leads to much more positive
comments (such as “it’s a lively place” and “it’s so dynamic”) from
users, indicating that the site is more inclusive. Therefore, one of the
external characteristics of urban parks with higher inclusiveness is
that the site has a capacity to serve more diverse user groups and to
accommodate a higher variety of recreational activity types.

5.2 Users’ Evaluation of Their Recreational Experience

The inclusiveness level of urban parks perceived by users is
influenced by both physical environmental characteristics and
individuals’ emotion and feelings on recreational opportunities,
which can be explained from perspectives of passive exclusion and
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active exclusion, respectively. During the interviews, it was found
that users’ emotion and feelings on recreational opportunities

are determined by their evaluation on the physical environmental
settings of the park. Therefore, it is believed that the differences in
environmental quality of the site will lead to the changes of users’
psychology on recreational opportunities.

5.2.1 Passive Exclusion Analysis

The coding occurrence of the main categories related to passive
exclusion accounts for more than 50% of the total occurrence.
Among them, “accessibility,” “diversity of space and facility types,”
and “activity interference” are the top three factors by coding
occurrence, which belong to the main categories of “independent
mobility,” “supply-demand matching capacity of space and facilities,”
and “interference and limitation of recreational activities,”



CCO

Average coding
rate of each main
category

C

Coding rate of each
main category by
children users

Coding rate of each
main category by
site users

~
.

Coding rate of each
main category by
adult users

managers

senior users

3. Coding rate difference of each main category on each user group

respectively. The first two main categories are emerged in human-
site interactions, while the third one is generated in human-to-
human interactions. The following are the findings of comparative
research on the coding occurrence ratios of the main categories for
different user groups (Fig. 3).

1) “Accessibility” and “safety” in the main category of
“independent mobility” are the most concerned factors for elderly
people with physical or mobility disabilities, parents taking baby
carriages, and other user groups. This is because people with
mobility disabilities mainly enjoy the recreation via sightseeing
on the way, so the safe accessibility to spaces and basic service
facilities is critical to their recreational perception. At present, the
accessibility within urban parks mainly depends on the supply level
of barrier-free facilities, so sites with less barrier-free facilities or
poor services will largely discourage the use of people with mobility
disability.

2) The recreational perception of the elderly with better
mobility and health conditions are more influenced by the “supply-

Coding rate of each
main category by park

C

Coding rate of each
main category by

Coding rate of each main
category by professional
landscape designers

c

Site conditions

Site usage
Independent mobility

Supply-demand matching capacity
of space and facilities

Interference and limitation of
recreational activities

Positive emotional experience
Coding rate of each main
category by mobility
disable users

Broad social participation

Place identity

demand matching capacity of space and facilities.” In the parks, they
can participate in a wide range of recreational activities, including
fitness with equipment, dance and physical exercise, Qigong, and
boxing. The core of “supply-demand matching capacity of space and
facilities” should be the creation of diversified places and facilities
to meet the various recreational needs of different user groups.
Users’ major concern is the type diversity and the quantity of

space and facilities, while factors such as the convenience and the
comfortableness can indicate the richness of user groups and the
level of humanity care.

And 3) the main category “interference and limitation of
recreational activities” relates to the conflicts of recreational
opportunities among park users. “Time conflict” is a slightly
influencing factor and can be resolved through users’ conciliation.

” o«

Relatively, “activity interference,” “noise interference,” and the
“management restriction” are the more concerned factors, and
the disturbed/restricted users often think negatively of the park’s

inclusiveness due to their unsatisfied recreational experience. This
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issue has received less attention from landscape designers, but
considered by park managers a major difficulty in improving the
inclusiveness of park; young users who are physically healthy would
pay more attention to this main category, because compared with
space and facility settings, the interaction/interference between
users is more likely to influence their recreational experience.

[t is clear that a park’s capacity to support users’ “independent
mobility” is critical to their recreational activities, especially for
those with mobility difficulties. “Supply-demand matching capacity
of space and facilities” determines how the park can support users’
diverse recreational activities. Reducing the interference and
limitation of recreational activities can improve users’ recreational
experience.

5.2.2 Active Exclusion Analysis

In terms of active exclusion, the main categories such as “positive
emotional experience” and “place identity” were mentioned more
frequently by landscape designers, while less by park managers
and users. A possible reason is that park managers are less likely to
be aware of users’ perception and feelings, and in Chinese societal
culture, people are not used to expressing their personal emotions
with others (researchers in this case). If the influencing factors
related to the passive exclusion measures the “availability” of the
park, then those related to the active exclusion evaluates users’
“willingness” to use the park, which suggests higher requirements
for a park’s spatial and environmental quality.

1) At the individual level, users’ perception of the inclusiveness
of urban parks concentrates on “positive emotional experience,”’

»” o«

including “sense of respect,” “sense of security,” and “sense of
fairness.” The concept of universal design emphasizes that the
construction of special services such as barrier-free facilities should
pay attention to not only their functions, but also the subtle design
of their forms. A design approach that encourages shared public
use will reduce the psychological disparity of some disadvantaged
groups. Reasonable spatial organization and good lighting can also
make park users feel relax and free during touring and enhance
their sense of security.

2) At the group level, users’ positive perception of the
inclusiveness of urban parks can be improved through public
participation, which mainly consists of two types of interactions:
with other users, and with park creators (including park managers
and designers). “Social interactions” in urban parks has been
proved beneficial to maintaining people’s existing social ties and
promoting the generation of new ones®”, which is important to
the development of users’ psychological and social health. The
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interaction with the park creators involves three influencing

» o«

factors: “public participation,” “response to users’ feedback,”

and “space democracy.” Proper public participation and timely
response to the public’s feedback will ensure that all kinds of users,
regardless of their physical conditions or social status, are able to
participate in the entire process of park design and decision-making
by expressing their real needs in park usage, which is significant to
effectively enhance the inclusiveness of the park. However, only a
few of surveyed users had experience of providing feedback to park
managers, resulting in a low coding occurrence for this influencing
factor. The park managers are expected to provide more channels
or means for collecting public opinions in the future.

And 3) at the site level, place identity is the emotional
connection between people and the place. It emphasizes the
establishment of spiritual identity and social fusion through
emotional and cultural attachments®. Place identity is directly
defined by users’ personal and emotional experiences, and can also
be enhanced by the increase of social participation. Moreover, users’
perception of the site culture can contribute to their sense of place
identity. For local residents who live around the park and visit the
park more frequently, their cultural identity of the city and the park
often manifests as place identity. For example, cultural symbols of
the city such as the Five Sheep Sculpture in Yuexiu Park can help
celebrate the local traditional culture and strengthen the cultural
and social fusion of visitors from other cities.

6 Conclusions and Discussion

By reviewing the connotation of the concepts of inclusiveness
and design exclusion in urban parks, the research studies 9 urban
parks in Guangzhou as examples, uses the method of Grounded
Theory to explore the influencing factors and the correlations
with users’ perception of the inclusiveness of urban parks, and
constructs an influencing factor model of users’ perception of the
inclusiveness of urban parks. Main research findings include:

1) Users’ evaluation on the inclusiveness of urban parks is
usually based on their observation of the basic environmental
conditions of the site and their perception and experience.

2) The key to improving the inclusiveness of urban parks can be
summed up as making the park accommodate a greater variety of
user groups and support more diverse recreational activities.

And 3) the perceived inclusiveness of urban parks is subject
to users’ recreational experience, which is influenced by both
physical environmental characteristics of the park and individuals’
emotions and feelings. According to the concept of design exclusion,



“accessibility,” “diversity of space and facility types,” and “activity
interference” are the most concerned factors (related to passive
exclusion), and “sense of safety” and “sense of fairness” are

the main factors that can promote users’ positive emotional
experience (related to active exclusion). And the disparity of the
physical environmental quality of urban parks will lead to users’
phycological changes.

“We know that we cause a burden to the society because the
city needs to invest more into park construction for users like us.
So we dare not speak out our needs. Thank you for interviewing
us and caring about our feelings. [ wish you all the best in the
future.” These are the words from three interviewees with
physical disabilities. For them, urban parks are very precious
outdoor leisure spaces, but sometimes it is so hard to enjoy the
same recreational opportunities like others. The improvement
of the inclusiveness of urban parks would further resist design
exclusion and ensure the equality of recreational opportunities for
different user groups.

This study enriches the evaluation objects in the research
on the inclusiveness of urban parks, conducts a comprehensive
research over multiple user groups, and establishes a framework
for evaluating the inclusiveness of urban parks that analyzes
the factors to the disparity of inclusiveness of urban parks for
different user groups, and summarizes a series of influencing
factors to users’ perceived inclusiveness of urban parks, as well as
the paths and correlations. This study will provide a theoretical
reference for the urban construction and development that
promote landscape justice in the future.

In the meantime, the research also sees the following
limitations. First, unlike the facts revealed by Western scholars
that it is difficult for visitors from other regions or of different
cultural backgrounds to get engaged into an unfamiliar park
environment, the non-local park users in this study—the majority
of them came from northern China—expressed that they can well
get engaged into or even prefer the urban park environment of
Guangzhou. This may be related to the open and pluralistic urban
cultural background of Guangzhou or its pleasant and comfortable
subtropical climate. In the future, further comparative research
can be conducted to probe into the influencing factors to the
inclusiveness of urban parks across cities with different cultural
or climatic characteristics.

Second, the studied sample parks of this research are all from a
single city (Guangzhou), and the validity of some findings to other
cities or regions remains to be verified.

Third, user groups affected by design exclusion may also

025

include the vulnerable people with cognitive or perceptual
difficulties. However, these groups are not able to express their
thoughts and opinions clearly or completely through interviews.
Therefore, these groups were not covered in this study.

In addition, quantitative tools should be developed to measure
the inclusiveness of urban parks in the future. On the one hand, the
combination of qualitative and quantitative research methods can
more specifically explore the correlations and degrees between
each dimension and each category in the model of users’ perception
of the inclusiveness of urban parks, and further analyze the related
in-deep mechanisms and reasons. On the other hand, introducing
design factors and environmental factors as variables to better
analyze the correlations with the inclusiveness of urban parks
can offer guidelines for design practice and better promote the
development of landscape justice.
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