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Abstract

Recreational parks are important in encouraging physical activities and social relationship among
the community as well as to improve the quality of life (QoL) of the community through their
participation in the parks. Quality of life can be incorporated into the ideas of expectation and
satisfaction, which covers physical, social and health aspects. Participation in leisure or recreation
activities is considered by many researchers as an essential component of an individual’s sense of
QoL. A study had been carried out in Temerloh town to study the QoL impact of the recreation
parks. A questionnaire survey was carried out among the visitors to examine the expectation and
satisfaction of respondents (visitors) on the three aspects of QoL, i.e. physical, social and health.
As a result, the study found that respondents were having lower “satisfaction” scores as compared
to the scores for “expectation” on average. It shows a low level of QoL for the study areas.
Furthermore, the study also found that the satisfaction of respondents on physical aspects was
positively and significantly correlated to the social aspects of QoL. Thus, the physical aspects of
recreation parks were potentially impacting the social aspects of QoL among respondents who
used the parks. It is suggested that recreational parks should be improved especially the physical
aspects, i.e. safety and physical facilities for the purpose to increase the QoL of the users including
the community interaction, family life and health.

Keywords: expectation, health, physical, quality, satisfaction, social.

Introduction

The recreational park or urban park refers to a public area that has a green area and equipped with
facilities for people to do their recreational/leisure activities and engage with others socially (Nurul
Shakilaetal., 2018). Today, even though Malaysia is rapidly developing with various development
projects, but the need for parks for people shall not be neglected. Unarguably, the purpose of parks
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is to encourage the social relationship among the community as well as to improve the quality of
life (QoL) of the community through physical and social activities. Smith (2000) stated the
definition of QoL usually incorporate ideas of satisfaction or dissatisfaction as well as happiness
or unhappiness and associated with the general status of health and socio-economic background.
Several studies have shown a positive relationship between leisure or recreation participation and
QoL, including the benefits of relaxation, self-improvement, family functioning, and cultural
awareness (Kara & Demirci, 2010; Baker & Palmer, 2006). Participation in leisure or recreation
activities was considered by many researchers as an essential component of an individual’s sense
of wellbeing or QoL (Baker & Palmer, 2006; Newman et al., 2014). In overseas publications, the
importance of parks on the QoL was well-explained. However, it is lacking in local research. Thus,
this article was prepared with the aim to discuss the impacts of Malaysian recreational parks on
the QoL of the visitors (also the surrounding residents).

Literature review
Quality of Life

Quality of Life (OoL) can be defined as a social welfare component that covering all the important
aspects of human life ranging from personal advances, nutrition, shelter, health, education,
security, social stability, recreation, physical environment, transportation, arts and economy
(Ahmad, 2005; Ling et al., 2018a; Nurul Shakila et al., 2018). It is involving individuals’
perceptions of their position in life, inside the context of the culture and value systems at intervals
which they live and in relevance their goals, expectations and concerns (WHO, 1994). QoL also
can be understood as a movement or changes in society and the life of a situation which is
considered unsatisfactory or less satisfactory to a better state of quality. When a society turned to
a much better life, the QoL has been improved (Unit Perancang Ekonomi, 2002).

According to Szalai & Andrews (1980), the most important things in providing a good QoL
to people individually or community in a very specific way contains four aspects which are
political, economic, social and educational. However, based on Boyer & Savageau (1981), the
elements of QoL are covering wider scopes which include the environment, health, housing, crime,
transportation, recreation, arts, economy and education. To highlight, QoL does not only support
the population through economic progress as a result of the method of life itself covers several
different aspects of QoL that are social, psychological, cultural and environmental (Henderson,
1996).

In research, there are basically two views in measuring QoL, which are social indicators
that consider the elites' valuation of what the individuals want, and standard quality of life that
concern on what individuals need, to enhance their QoL (Mukherjee, 1989). For instance, research
by Nur Farhana et al. (2018) was choosing nine (9) indicators to measure QoL, which are economic
capacity, transportation, living condition, environment, social involvement, public safety, health
and physical well-being, daily activities, as well as educational background.

Recreational Park and QoL

Several studies have shown a positive relationship between leisure or recreation participation and
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QoL (Baker & Palmer, 2006). Researchers have identified many positive benefits of leisure
participation, such as relaxation, meditation, self-improvement, gather with family and friends,
enjoy the beauty of nature, cultural awareness and improve healthy lifestyle (Kara & Demirci,
2010; Razak, Othman & Nazir, 2016; Liu et al., 2017; Shamirah et al., 2020). As refer to Dolnicar
et at. (2012), holidays affect individuals’ QoL and the effect is of comparable importance to the
domains of leisure and people.

Besides the social, psychological and cultural benefits of holiday or leisure activities on
general community members, a study on a number of cancer patients was also showing improved
personal health (physical as well as psychological), increased social effectiveness, personal
identity and regained independence as the key health benefit of going on holiday or leisure
activities (Hunter, 2003).

Furthermore, recreational area or more specific the green area is having an important role
in the social, economic, cultural and environmental aspects of sustainable development as well as
being an essential tool for improving the QoL, aesthetic value of an area, and providing services
to communities such as recreational parks and rest areas. According to Ariane et al. (2005), training
facilities, including parks could easily are associated with physical activity both for adults and for
children. There are several psychological advantages to the visitors from the impact of the park a
“natural environment” as an example, Ulrich and Addoms (1981) found that individuals gain nice
advantages of psychological, additionally as a “feeling of open area,” “change of scenery” and “a
place to escape their lifestyle”. Psychological benefit ranked a higher position in the interest of
recreational and social aspects as related to the park (Ulrich and Addoms, 1981). Therefore, a park
can also facilitate social interactions that are critical in maintaining social cohesion, pride and
social capital (Ngesan et al., 2012).

Thus, a green area can promote the opportunity to recreate, to transform psychology and
physical health of the human being, as the catalyst for social relations and even create educational
opportunities among the users (Zhou, 2012). The green area is also contributing to the provision
of places for social interaction apart from space for privacy and creating a distinctive community
identity (Jusoh, et al., 2014).

Green areas have the potential to promote social well-being or QoL through social
integration, establishing brotherhood, attitudes of engagement and support in society when
carrying out any activity in green areas. For an ecologist and sociologist, human beings are
conferred with the brain and thought which, it is thought to have a relationship with nature and
only with this relationship, man will grow or grow normally (Jusoh, et al., 2014). As a result, by
spending time in a green area can form a healthy mental, reducing stress and improving physical
health (Jusoh, et al., 2014).

Method and study area

There are two (2) recreational parks in the Temerloh Town had been chosen as study areas for the
purpose to identify the impacts of urban creational parks on the QoL of the visitors (also the
surrounding residents), i.e. Taman Bandar Temerloh (Temerloh Urban Park) and Taman Awam
Kubang Gajah (Kubang Gajah Public Park). The recreational parks are located side by side at the
centre of Temerloh Town (Figure 1), which are adjacent to the commercial area, government
buildings, school and residential areas.
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Figure 1. Location of study areas

The recreational parks were equipped with various types of facilities for active and passive
recreational activities. For instance, Taman Bandar Temerloh is equipped with view tower,
amphitheatre, gazebos, benches, lake, children playground, skate park, outdoor gym/exercise
equipment, jogging/cycling path and reflexology path. Meanwhile, Taman Awam Kubang Gajah
is equipped with a football field, mini waterpark, petanque field, gazebos, benches, reflexology
path, jogging/cycling path, outdoor gym/exercise equipment, children playground and others.
Photos 1 to 3 show some of the physical facilities provided in the study areas. However, there were
some problems faced by the parks, which were the cleanliness of toilets, illegal parking, facilities
with poor maintenance and vandalism.
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Phdto 2:

Photo 1: View tower & lake in Taman
Bandar Temerloh

Photo 3: Mini Water Park in
Taman Awam Kubang Gajah

The impact on QoL was studied based on the conceptual framework (Figure 2). The QoL
was affected by expectation and satisfaction of parks’ visitors on the physical aspects, social
aspects and health aspects of QoL as a result of using the parks (Figure 2). The World Health
Organization (WHO, 1994) outlined QOL as “individuals’ perceptions of their position in life,
inside the context of the culture and value systems at intervals which they live and in relevance
their goals, expectations and concerns”. Thus, a questionnaire survey was carried out to identify
the perception of respondents (visitors of parks) on the expectation and satisfaction level of parks
for the aspects and elements shown in Table 1.

Expectation (E) ohysica
\ Quality of life / :
Satisfaction (S) | —> (Qol) e Social

I

Figure 2. Conceptual framework
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Table 1: Elements for the three aspects of QoL

Aspects of QoL Elements of QoL
Physical 1.  Safety
2. Facilities
Social 1. Community interaction
2. Family life
Health 1.  Suffering from chronic disease

In measuring the impact of the recreational parks on QoL, expectation and satisfaction of
111 visitors (as respondents) were collected for this questionnaire survey. A non-probability
sampling technique, i.e. convenience sampling was applied for this questionnaire survey. Based
on G-Power (Heinrich-Heine-Universitdt Dusseldorf, 2018), the required sample size for
correlation analysis is 111 samples. This model (G-Power) had been used due to the unknown
numbers of visitors for the study areas (the recreational parks). Thus, the required sample size was
defined by the method of analysis. In general, the samples covered both male and female with a
different social demographic background. Table 2 shows the general background of respondents
in this study.

Table 2: Background of respondents

Variables Percentage (%)
Gender

Male 42.3
Female 57.7
Ethnic

Malay 71.2
Chinese 18.9
Indian 7.2
Others 2.7
Age

10-19 years old 9.0
20-39 years old 55.0
40-59 years old 28.8
60 years old and above 7.2

Results and discussion

For the purpose to understand the impact of recreational parks on QoL, respondents’ perception
on their expectation (E) and satisfaction (S) on the physical, social and health aspects of QoL were
identified through the questionnaire survey. The gap between satisfaction and expectation (S — E)
was calculated to quantify the level of QoL of respondents for all the three aspects, i.e. physical,
social and health. For the best scenario, satisfaction is higher than the expectation for the aspects
of QoL. However, in this study, the mean scores for satisfaction were lower than the expectation
for all the aspects of QoL. That means in average, respondents were expecting a higher level of
quality for all the aspects as compared to their satisfaction on the existing quality of the study areas
(recreational parks). Therefore, the QoL levels were low among the respondents (visitors of the
parks), whereby the S — E were in negative values (Table 3).
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As refer to the findings of the questionnaire survey, it is found that respondents were having
higher expectation on the aspect of health with mean score 4.65 as compared to physical and social
aspects with the mean score, not more than 4.35 (Table 3). In terms of satisfaction, health aspect
also has the highest mean score value, 4.20 as compared to physical and social aspects with the
mean score, not more than 3.91 (Table 3). By considering the gap between satisfaction (S) and
expectation (E), it is found that physical aspects were having the largest “S — E” value (-0.92 for
safety and -1.10 for facilities) as compared to social and health aspects with the gaps, not more
than -0.57 (Table 3). It means that among the three (3) aspects of QoL, respondents were having
the lowest QoL for the physical aspects, and the highest QoL for the health aspect as the impact of
using the parks. The results showed that the physical aspects of the study areas were low in quality
and it contributed to the low level of QoL. However, QoL study at other park was showing the
different result. For instance, QoL of a park in Shah Alam city shown highest mean scores for
physical aspects (recreational facilities and activities) as compared to other aspects (Hazlina et al.,
2017).

Table 3: Mean scores for the physical, social and health aspects of QoL

Physical Social Health
Safety Facilities Interaction  Family life Chronic disease
Expectation (E) 4.24 4.23 4.27 4.35 4.65
Satisfaction (S) 3.32 3.13 3.70 3.91 4.20
S-E -0.92 -1.10 -0.57 -0.44 -0.45

Note: Scale for scoring is ranging 1 to 5.
Physical aspects of QoL

Among the 111 respondents (Tables 4 and 5), most of the respondents were expecting “acceptable”
(68 and 64 respondents) and “good condition” (36 and 37 respondents) levels for the physical
(safety and physical facility) aspects in the parks. However, the majority of respondents felt that
they were only satisfied at the “less acceptable” level (57 and 72 respondents for safety and
physical aspects respectively). It showed that the satisfaction level among respondents was lower
than the expected level for the physical aspects. It showed that most of the respondents were still
not satisfied with the safety and physical facility level of the parks. It is contributing towards the
lower QoL among respondents due to the physical (safety and physical facility) aspects of parks.
A study of KLCC park also found the importance of the sense of safety and security to the parks’
users (Atefeh & Norsidah, 2014).

Table 4: Respondents’ expectation and satisfaction on the safety condition

Grading Scale The aspect of Safety (No. of Respondents)
Expectation Satisfaction
Very Unacceptable - 2
Unacceptable 2 8
Less Acceptable 5 57
Acceptable 68 41
Good Condition 36 3
Mean 4.24 3.32
Median 4.00 3.00

Std. Deviation 0.621 0.726
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Table 5: Respondents’ expectation and satisfaction of physical facilities

Grading Scale The aspect of Physical Facilities (No. of Respondents)

Expectation

Satisfaction

Very Unacceptable -

Unacceptable 2
Less Acceptable 8
Acceptable 64
Good Condition 37
Mean 4.23
Median 4.00
Std. Deviation 0.656

11
72
23

3.13
3.00
0.689

Social aspects of QoL

101

For the aspects of social (Tables 6 and 7), most of the respondents were also expecting
“acceptable” (61 and 69 respondents) and “good condition” (41 and 46 respondents) for the
community interaction and family life due to the enjoyment of parks. It means respondents were
looking for a good interaction among community members and good family life as the impact of
taking activities in the parks. However, most of them only satisfied with the “acceptable” level for
the social aspects (55 and 49 respondents respectively). It can be related to the physical quality of
parks which was not achieving the expected level of respondents (Tables 4 and 5). Thus, the
physical aspect did affect the satisfaction of respondents on the social aspects (community
interaction and family life in the parks). It can be supported by the correlation analysis as discussed

below.

Table 6. Respondents’ expectation and satisfaction on community interaction

Grading Scale Community Interaction (No. of Respondents)
Satisfaction

Expectation

Very Unacceptable -

Unacceptable 2
Less Acceptable 7
Acceptable 61
Good Condition (good interaction) 41
Mean 4.27
Median 4.00
Std. Deviation 0.660

5

37

55

14
3.70
4.00
0.746

Table 7. Respondents’ expectation and satisfaction of family life

Grading Scale Family life (No. of Respondents)

Expectation

Satisfaction

Very Unacceptable -

Unacceptable 1
Less Acceptable 5
Acceptable 59
Good Condition (good family life) 46
Mean 4.35
Median 4.00
Std. Deviation 0.613

2
2
29
49
29
3.91
4.00
0.869
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Correlation between physical and social aspects of QoL

By using the Spearman Correlation test, the analysis showed that satisfaction on social aspects was
positively and significantly correlated (at 0.01 level) to the satisfaction on physical aspects of QoL
(Table 8). It showed that lower the satisfaction of respondents on physical (safety and facilities)
aspects was bringing down the satisfaction of respondents on the social aspects of QoL (family
life and community interaction) while the respondents were using the facilities in the parks (study
areas).

Table 8. Correlation between satisfaction on social aspects and satisfaction on the physical aspects

Physical aspects

Social aspects Safety Facilities
Satisfaction (family life) r=0.401 r=0.303
p =0.000 p =0.001
Satisfaction (community interaction) r=0.456 r=0.393
p =0.000 p = 0.000

Health aspects of QoL

Based on the questionnaire survey, most of the respondents (90 respondents, Table 9) were
expecting no chronic disease. However, in reality, there were 65 respondents only not suffering
from any chronic disease. That means, there was a higher number of respondent suffering from
chronic diseases as compared to their expectation (Table 9).

However, in general, most of the respondents (around two-third) can be considered as in
good health, with no chronic disease (65 respondents), as compared to those with chronic disease
(37 respondents). Healthy lifestyle especially the physical activity is contributing to the health of
people. Previous research found that people actively engaged with physical activity can reduce the
risk of chronic illness including cardiovascular disease and diabetes (Ling, et al., 2018b; Siti Nur
Afigah et al., 2015; Gadais et al., 2018; Masana et al., 2017). Physical activity is defined as any
bodily movement produced by a contraction of skeletal muscles that increases energy expenditure
above a basal level, which may include children’s active play, running, dancing, gym exercise, and
sports (Barton, 2009).

Based on the guestionnaire survey, most of the respondents (57.6%) were carrying out
active activities in the parks, such as playing football, jogging and doing the gyms (Table 10).
Meanwhile, there were 42.4% of respondents only carrying out passive activities in the parks, such
as leisure, talking with friends, and sightseeing.

However, those who have frequently visited the parks consisted of 40.5% only from the
total respondents. There were visiting the parks at least 3 times a week (Table 11). Most of the
respondents (59.5%) were only visiting the parks less than 3 times a week (Table 11). It might due
to the lower level of satisfaction of respondents on the physical and social aspects of the parks
(Table 3). Actually, involvement in active activities in parks should be encouraged through better
quality of physical and social aspects of the parks. Research by Shamirah et al. (2020) at Changkat
Public Park in Batu Gajah, Perak has also shown that the park quality affected the physical activity
(healthy lifestyle) of most of the visitors.
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Table 9. Respondents’ expectation and satisfaction of health (chronic disease)

Grading Scale Health (No. of Respondents)
Expectation Satisfaction

Hospitalised (chronic disease) 2 2
With chronic disease 1 2
(uncontrolled)
With chronic disease 10 33
(under controlled )
Not Sure 8 9
No chronic disease 90 65
Mean 4.65 4.20
Median 5.00 5.00
Std. Deviation 0.827 1.043

Table 10. Types of activities among respondents

Age Type of Activity (No. of Respondents)
Active Passive Total
10-19 years old 7 3 10
20-39 years old 31 30 61
40-59 years old 21 11 32
> 60 years old 5 3 8
Total 64 47 111
Percentage (%) 57.6% 42.4% 100.0%

Table 11. Frequency of visit to parks (study areas)

Frequency of visit in a week Total
Age (No. of Respondents)
<3 times 3 -5 times >5 times
10-19 years old 2 2 6 10
20-39 years old 45 13 3 61
40-59 years old 16 12 4 32
> 60 years old 3 2 3 8
Total 66 29 16 111
Percentage (%) 59.5% 26.1% 14.4% 100.0%

Conclusion

To conclude, a successful or functional recreational park should be well-equipped with good
facilities, safe, able to increase interaction among the visitors, can improve the family life, and
able to maintain the good health as a result of carrying out activities in the parks for the better
QoL. Besides the planning, designing and constructing good recreational parks with good
landscape elements including physical facilities (Rosniza Aznie & Nur Efazainiza, 2019),
cooperation from visitors or the public in maintaining the high standard of facilities and cleanliness
is crucial. As mentioned by Farah Ayuni (2015), the sustainability of urban and the environment
required public participation which comes internally with their attitude and culture towards human
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and environment. Based on this research, people are putting a high expectation on these aspects
where they are visiting the recreational parks. The mean scores for expectation were more than 4.2
(scale of scoring is ranging 1 to 5). On the other side, the satisfaction levels were lower than 4.0
except for the health aspect. By carrying out the correlation analysis, the study found that the
satisfaction of respondents on physical aspects (safety and physical facilities) was positively and
significantly related to the social aspects of QoL. It showed that the physical aspects of parks were
affecting the social satisfaction of respondents on the aspects of QoL. It is suggested that the
physical aspect of recreational parks can be improved for the purpose to increase the QoL of the
users and the involvement in active physical activities for a better health level. To complement the
physical aspects of a park, the importance of social environment of a park (such as the
companionship and presence of friends) should not be ignored to attract people to use a park as
referring to the research finding by Zoreh and Melasutra (2016). These social environmental
elements also increase a sense of safety of the park (one of the important physical aspects).
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