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1 ABSTRACT

Urban public parks play an essential role in enimgnthe quality of life in urban areas and are ipatarly
beneficial where stress is a common aspect of Tife social status of users of urban parks hasstsailly
been important in their perception of these plateghis paper an attempt has been made to exfhere
perception of the different groups of populatioma@djor urban public parks in Tehran. The extentpibeple

use public parks must be viewed against the inorggwivatisation of consumption, including leistand
recreational activities, universally and in Irahigh has been exposed to a number of factors eongtto

the enhancement of this kind of privatisation. fis £nd, a dual process of obtaining informatiamnfithe
users and non-users of urban parks in Tehran is.dbme first group of respondents was chosen aniongs
young and educated population with access to tkerriet. The second group for whom an in place
questionnaires was used, were users or potenteak u¥ the three major parks in Tehran. This study
indicated that the respondents perception of tharupublic parks in Tehran include the quality goéentity

of green areas, types of activities offered in plagks, the social status of other users, its sgcuhie
visibility of law enforcement, the location of tpark and their ownership of private means of trarsgion.
Also, it was deduced that the use of public parks become a major source of leisure and recreétiona
activity for lower income groups. As there is aisegpatial dichotomy in Tehran, the lower incomeugps,

use the urban parks in the northern parts of ttye This — and the physically inactive lifestyleflsnoany of

the more well-off and educated residents — hasrhecmajor barriers of using urban parks — especially
during the weekends and public holidays - in Tehran

2 PURPOSE OF THE PAPER

In this paper an attempt has been made to exglerpdrception of the different groups of populatdrout
using major urban public parks in Tehran. The maimmevhich and the extent the people use publikpar
has to be viewed against the increasing privatisatif consumption, including leisure and recreation
activities, worldwide and in Iran - specificallynse 1979 - which the country has been exposechtorder
of issues construing to the enhancement of thid kif privatisation. In general, this study attempus
explore some of the prominent issues in the prooclu@nd use of public spaces in Tehran. To purkae t
appropriate investigation the following questioas be posed:

* How do people perceive the public spaces of Teanahtheir relative problem areas?
« What is the extent the people use public parksewwf the increasing privatisation of consumption.

« What are the differing trends of various socio-emoit groups towards using public parks, as part
of their leisure activities?

2.1 Public parks and the privatisation of consumption

There are two aspects as to the privatisation blipgpaces. One is found in such societies thag fhverse
socio-cultural impediments that constrain the peaplspend their leisure time in their private doveaThe
other aspect is part of a tripartite categorisatainpolicies towards public spaces of ‘privatisatjo
‘commodification’ and ‘commercialisation’. Privadison’ of public space signifies the shifting ofeth
planning and management of public spaces from puidictor to the private sector (introduction and
extension of market principles in the provisiorpablic spaces). ‘Commadification’ of public spaegers to
the recognition of public realm as a commodity. n@oercialisation’ of public space means that public
realm is used to produce profit rather than to maprthe quality of urban space and life. The secmnase

of privatisation of urban public space - which &ithem into controlled spaces - has negative corsegs
attributed to this transformation including denyigtry to public spaces for unwanted people (adogrtb
such measures as poverty, gender, age, ethnicitgligion). The increasing shift towards privatieat- in
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general - has been paralleled by fundamental clsamgthe usual task and financial ability of thates in
different societies (Kirby, 2008; Garcia, 2004; ydo& Auld, 2003).

2.2 The Implication and Importance of urban public parks

It has been widely recognised that urban publi&pptay an essential role in enhancing the quafityfe in
urban areas and they have a strategic importam¢bdajuality of life of the increasingly urbanissaktieties

as well as being particularly beneficial where strés a common aspect of life. Urban public panes a
appreciated even by their not users. Differentoi@csuch as age, sex, social class and ethniatidaffect
the way in which urban public spaces in general ahén public parks - as a specific area of conéarn
this paper— are perceived by people. In addition to positivecomes, urban public parks might have a
negative role on people’s perceptions through riigsliof insecurity linked to such threats as vasdaknd
crime (Lloyd & Auld, 2003; Barbosa, 2007).

2.3 Meaning of urban public parks

Public spaces - contrary to private spaces - aresale to all. The different ways in which puldface is
used have been the subject of study in differestiplines (such as anthropology, sociology, gedgrap
urban planning and urban design). From a sociat@llperspective, public spaces are defined ageplat
interrelation, social encounter and exchange, whereps with different interests converge. Fronoktipal
perspective, any definition includes a vision oblii spaces where people can participate in puliéc
From a socio-cultural perspective, public spacesspecifically urban public parks are defined ase$ of
interaction and encounter of people and the seabmimunication and exchange of information. Thera i
dual view of urban public parks, the traditionatldhe new. The traditional view - still widely vdlin many
societies - considers them as providers of reaeatiactivities and opportunities. The new viewends the
traditional value of parks and considers the broadatributions the urban parks can make to thaitytand
well being of communities and their residents aswbfes on how policymakers, practitioners and thip
can consider parks as valuable contributor to fangean policy objectives (such as job opportusijtiguth
development, public health, and community buildifalker, 2004; Rogers, 1998 in Garcia, 2004; LI&yd
Auld, 2003). The new view of urban parks can als@pplied in societies where the traditional viexs hot
been applied properly.

2.4 Public parks, recreation and leisure activities

Recreation, in a variety of forms, is vital to unbiife and has an important role to play in mangistes,
more or less developed. Given the increasing pdgglual stresses of contemporary life in all sdegtthe
importance of recreation continue to grow and urpahlic parks will rise in importance for their eoin
providing public recreation. Increased recreatind Eisure activities — an outcome of the risirandard of
living and changing employment and lifestyle patsein almost all societies worldwide — is accompdrby
an increasing demand for outdoor activities. Mdghis demand is required by people to be met npail
the kind of environment in which nature is involyethether through active (sports and games) oriy@ss
activities.

2.5 Urban public parks and urban planning

The success or failure of urban planning in crgatinimproving public spaces can be assessed thraug
number of measures such as:

e The park users by age and gender.

« The diverse socio-economic and cultural charatiesi®f users and potential users of urban public
parks.

* The variety of activities offered and taking placeirban public parks.

It has been said that if public spaces achievefaatory results in the tripartite above mentioaeehs, "they

can make a significant contribution in enhancingiaointeraction and reduce exclusion rooted onatoc
class, ethnicity, age or gender" (Garcia, 2004 Trhportance of open spaces in addressing thegesiss
affects planning decisions. These characteristas led to the emergence of various approaches and
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planning methods, guided by essentially differemaepts of not only urban planning but also intiea of
open spaces related decision-making. In many cesnivorldwide, open spaces has for many years been
regarded as an integral part of planning decisionspite of varying approaches to planning (Paskag,
2004; Garcia, 2004; Barbosa, 2007). Urban publikpare the domain and the responsibility of public
sector towards their planning, provision and mamggi his is a view of urban parks as a public gddu
reason that the public sector intervenes is becaiigate sector fails to produce what is consides@dable

as a public good and is unable or unwilling to ipgrate in a venture which is not a suitable aréa o
speculation and whose profit gaining prospect iskvd’roviding for recreational demands of users and
potential users of urban public parks, requireompiex and diverse decision-making system to $t t
variety of needs of various population groups (sagklifferent age, sex, ethnic and socio-econonaiofs).

3 URBAN PUBLIC PARKS IN IRAN

Contemporary urban public parks in Iran are rodtedot only the private gardens and the public park
which started in the 1500 are also rooted in thelenasation movement of the country which started i
early 1900. It was in late 1940s that the firstdpa@an style public park was built in Tehran, accanigd by

an attempt to create an organisational structuee, the Tehran Municipality (TM) for their plangin
building and managing. Tehran- similar to many tpcities around the world- has been faced with
immense growth of its population and compoundirfgaarproblems including not only unsuitable access t
social and welfare services - including public ogpaces - as a place for leisure activities, thdhghcity
has always been faced with uncertainties relatetid¢glace of planning urban parks as part of aralv
process of urban planning. During the early post9lBeriod, there was an implicit tendency in theole@h
society towards privatisation of leisure activitie® increased tendency of the residents towaresdépg
their leisure time in enclosed and private spalcesarly 1990s there was a progressive movemeieiiT M

of the day towards opposing this tendency. Thus thas public spaces, especially urban public parks
accompanied by amphitheatres, assembly and cdmaléstwere improved or were erected.

3.1 Introducing the applied process of research and planing urban public parks

Investigating the people's perception is done wlith intention of providing an information basis @r
decision support system for subsequent decisioringadctivities related to urban public parks. Tees be
conceived as a process with a set of pre-defirsgkst The first stage involves client definitiompmsed of
problem formulation meant for each client group.c®rhe client and problems are defined, the data is
collected resting on the perceptions of the usars @otential users of the urban public parks. Thead
collection stage — based on the identification hef tlients of this investigation - considers thsicial,
cultural, and demographic characteristics and tpenceived needs, desires and problems. Any sagnplin
technique and method, from participant observatbriocal communities to a questionnaire survey of
randomly selected users and potential users, caampdoyed to collect the required information. Once
clients are categorised into groups and the inftiomds collected, this becomes the basis of lptessible
scenarios for decisions concerning urban publickgpaas part of an integrated urban planning and
management activity.

3.2 Method of investigation as applied in this paper

A number of routes were selected to produce thessaey information from diverse sources. In addjtio
order to pursue this investigation three major gparkthis city - having both local and non-locakrs— and
each situated in three major parts of the city (tiwe affluent northern parts, the central locatmd the
less well-off parts of the city), were selectedy(fe 1)
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Fig. 1: Location of the three major urban park3éhran, selected as case-studies.

In order to investigate the people's perceptionudfan parks in Tehran, a dual process of obtaining
information from the users and non-users of urbankgin Tehran was pursued. The first route wasdon
through a virtual space from a group of respondeiitis access to the internet. To do this a questor

was designed and was put in the internet. An inigbigrpose of this route was to test the applicgbdf
obtaining information through the internet in tisisuntry. The response to this method was satigfact®
within one month, there were around 250 responddititis route focused on both users and non-users of
public parks and — inter alia — intended to comphesperception of these two groups. The negatpect

of this route of investigation was that the respmd were limited to young (20 to 45 year olds)jcaded

and middle-class population of Tehran with quadifions much above the average for Tehran and the
country. The second group, for whom an in-placestijoenaire was designed and used, comprises thiee s
groups, i.e., (a) users who commute to the threkspan daily and weekly basis or use parks on speci
occasions (public holidays) coming from distangms, (b) people who live near the three parks, @nd
potential users of the parks. Considering diffiegitand impediments for interviewing people in publ
places, altogether 50 questionnaires were filldds Toute focused mainly on users of the threectsde
public parks and in this way the intention was ¢onpare the people's perception about the threetsdle
parks.

3.3 Results of the investigation

A number of procedures were used to analyse tlmenvation obtained from the the questionnaires &ed t
applied dual path of investigation. First it wasaaled that the clients of urban public parks ihrae can be
divided into three groups of (a) constant users athie@ast once a month use the parks, (b) low wgeos—
even residing close to the major parks — use thiesgao to three times in one year, and (c) norrsusdno
use parks once or less in one year. Characteristitisese three categories of population as userow-
users of urban public parks in Tehran are sumnthfiggure (2).

respondents' | Age group Sex group | Marital status | Car Housing

characteristicg ownershi

(%) p
2 | 26-| 36- | 46" | fema | mal | marrie | non- | yes | no | own | rent
0- |36 |45 le e d marri er ed
2 ed
5

constantusers 5 68 | 84 | 75| 61 72| 64 72 68 66 67 73
9

low users 3124 | 9 13| 26 20| 23 23 23 25 23 24
0

non-users 18 6 13 | 12 8 12 3 8 9 10 3
1

all (numbers) | 6| 17| 46| 22 1221 18278 126 184 120 179 82
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Fig. 2: Characteristics of the three categorigsapiulation as users or non-users of urban pubticspa Tehran

It was also revealed that the participants consiti¢ihhe spatial and social attributes of public pak their
most salient attribute. Respondents also considbrety/pes of activities, the social status of siskercation,

ownership of private means of transportation arsy @@cess by public transportation as importamhetes

for increasing the attraction and intensity of gsimban public parks in Tehran (Figure 3). Moreo\aer
sevenfold problem area as is shown in Figure (4) also exposed by this search.

areas enjoying the| social getting walking passive active existence

of environment| activities | away from enjoyment| enjoyment| of social

attraction it all / sport events

park (1) | 0.46 0.27 0.12 0.23 0.08 0.12 0.00

park (2) | 0.17 0.25 0.25 0.08 0.08 0.33 0.25

park (3) | 0.33 0.08 0.17 0.17 0.00 0.25 0.00
(1)= mellat Park (2)= Shahr park (3)= Besat park

Fig. 3: People's perception of the three major mierks in Tehran, 2008

® Melat Park
m Shahr Park

Besat Park

Fig. 4: People's perception of the problem areaetmajor urban parks in Tehran, 2008

The social status of users of urban parks has inggortant in their perception. It was deduced thatuse
of public parks has become a major source of leiand recreational activity for lower-income groaps a
major refuge for lower-income groups of the burdéheir routine life in this city. As there is avident
socio-spatial dichotomy in Tehran, the non-locatdo income groups who live in dense residentichsu@f
the southern parts of Tehran, use the urban parkeinorthern parts of the city. This has becomeaf the
major barriers of using these parks — especialbinduhe weekends and public holidays - by the nesé-
off residents of the northern parts of the city offirer major factor of low usage of public parksehran —
as was deduced from the survey — is the physiaadlgtive lifestyles of many of the better-off ardueated
sections of this city's residents. This has becammeajor barrier of the enhancement of their usputiiic
parks as against their personal or gated privaen gpaces, whether in Tehran or in the holidayrtgso
surrounding Tehran or in the coastal areas to ¢inéh rof the country.

4 CONCLUSION

The situation in Tehran seems to be contrary teitii@tion in some countries in which there israreasing
shift towards privatisation of urban parks. The asarban public parks has been enhanced espefaltiie
lower-income groups who do not own or have acaegsdperties suitable for spending their leisumgeti

In terms of planning and management procedures arem that is beyound the scope of this paper - one
solution to enhance the degree of people's sdisfaitom their use of urban public parks is a @bbrative
approach in which a team made up of community (easeg of users and potential users), professiomals a
experts, politicians mainly at local levels (courand sub-council elected members), focus groumbs an
miscellaneous participants are brought together.
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