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Abstract

This study is focused on the benefits of community park as a place of social interaction in Peyi community, Bwari
Abuja. The study examined community parks and their environmental impact as it relates to social interaction.
Community parks play a significant role in the society, they provide significant impact to their host communities

by enhancing regional development. It boosts the economy, as well as the dynamics of social processes. A mix meth-
ods approach of qualitative and quantitative research was adopted for the study using questionnaire, interview guide
and observation checklist. A sample size of 150 was considered, adopting the stratified random sampling technique.
The result was analyzed using SPSS and the findings are presented in tables and charts. The findings of the study
revealed there is a good interaction in Peyi Community Park between people from different social and cultural
backgrounds hence the aim of social interaction in the community park was met but about 60% decry poor avail-
ability of basic amenities, inadequate spaces provided as well as lack of privacy and overall poor security Architecture
in the park. The study concluded that it is necessary for Architects and other building professionals involved in com-
munity park designs to consider innovative ways of ensuring safety at night through the use of motion sensitive
lighting systems and other passive measures, design consideration for end users and also design to accommodate
anticipated population including provision of age appropriate facilities.

Keywords Community park, Social, Interaction, Rural community, Peyi community

Introduction

Community parks are considered as large space desig-
nated to serve surrounding residential areas and designed
to cater diverse activities families may want to engage
in (Anon, n.d.). In the case of Nigeria, it is common to
find that community parks are often called Amusement
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parks even when they do not meet the basic definition
of Amusement parks. The nomenclature of amusement
park as used by the rural community residents is basi-
cally due to the activities that they conduct during festive
seasons in such parks. An amusement park is a combina-
tion of various types of attractions that may be divided
into several major categories: thrill rides, roller coaster
rides, family rides, water attractions or rides in darkness
in a covered train (Zygmunt 2012). Camp (1997) defined
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amusement park as ‘as being an outdoor attraction which
combines rides, attractions and shows; as being designed
around a central theme or group of themes; and as being
charging a pay-one-price admission fee to visitors. The
evolution of Amusement parks started from European
fairs, pleasure gardens, and large picnic areas, which
were created for people’s recreation (Jimmy 2005), while
the World’s fairs and other types of international exposi-
tions are also influence of the emergence of the amuse-
ment park industry.

The precursor of amusement parks, was the funfair
with fascinating roller coaster trains and various interest-
ing exhibits to be viewed by visitors. Unlike temporary
and mobile funfairs and carnivals, amusement parks are
stationary and built for long-lasting operation. They are
more elaborate than city parks and playgrounds, usually
providing attractions that cater for a variety of age groups
(Milman 2001). However, this can cannot be same as
community parks where the individuals are required to
create their own fun activities with no fixed facilities. The
Amusement parks allow individuals to look forward to an
adventure and after the visit they provide memories that
tend to last a lifetime (Aleksandrova 2011). Community
parks equally parks play a significant role in society, they
provide significant impact on their host communities,
enhance regional development, boosts economy, as well
as the dynamics of social processes.

The community parks give the residents a sense of
belonging as they tend to interact with each other when
they meet in such places hence the location of ommunity
parks is quite important within the community. Com-
munity parks are considered as critical aspect of a func-
tional community because they often include diversity
of spaces to suit different users of the space, the basic
function of the community park is to provide avenue
for recreation (https://www.victoria.ca). Their ability to
promote a happy and free environment allows visitors to
escape their everyday life and experience complete hap-
piness (Sedinkin 2009). However, they can also be seen
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as places to promote social interaction within the com-
munity as it brings various classes of people for recrea-
tional purposes (Shuib et al. 2015). Parks are designed to
fulfil human needs (Al-Bishawi and Ghadban 2011), and
social interaction is one of the most important needs.
Hence, community parks are crucial public open space
for social activities, it affords opportunities for contact
which include proximity and convenient access to pub-
lic facilities, particularly in rural communities (Azmi and
Karim 2012).

There is limited literature in the area of community
parks and the available ones are focused on the tour-
ism industry by Nya and Duncan (2016) and Xindong
et al. (2021) on soil contamination in parks; Suresh et al.
(2020) on digital queuing in parks. These spaces support
physical activities, social interactions, and enjoyment of
nature and provide an escape from hectic city life (Brown
et al. 2013). The need to relax after a day’s work key in
any given community regardless of the nature of the
work done by the individuals, their gender or their age
and these recreation can take place anywhere there is
provision for social interaction (Cross and Walton 2005;
Contente 2016) Hence the aim of this study is to assess
Community Park as a site for social interaction in rural
communities using Peyi community in Bwari area coun-
cil as case study, with the view to make it world class to
enhance social interaction community inclusiveness.

Study area

Peyi community is located in one of the Area Councils
in the Federal Capital Territory Abuja. Bwari is a local
government area in the Federal Capital Territory (FCT)
of Nigeria. The original inhabitants of the town are the
Gbagyi speaking people. The paramount ruler is the Esu
who is otherwise known as Sa-bwaya. The FCT is made
up of Six Area Councils that make up the capital of Nige-
ria and Peyi community is a rural community hence it
does not enjoy the benefits of the urban areas despite
being in the Federal Capital Territory of Nigeria.


https://www.victoria.ca
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General concept of recreation
Recreation comes from the Latin word “recreatio” which
means to renew, recreate or reconstruct (Akova et al.
2019). Recreation has multiple meanings based on the
perception and experience of the individual (Torkildsen
2005; Obinna et al. 2009; Gunes and Parlak 2020) and
Stebbins (2021), defines recreation as leisure-time pur-
suits that differ from activities in which people are nor-
mally highly engaged” Sevin (2016), explained recreation
to be time spent re-energizing/resting and participating
in voluntary activities, after-duty activities, and activi-
ties such as work. For most people, the setting in which
the recreation takes place is a very important part of the
whole experience and in many instances, it is the land-
scape that enables them to obtain the most enjoyment
from a scenic view (Tyrvainen 2001). Henderson and
Ainsworth (2002) and Chi (2022), discovered that many
kinds of recreational experiences in which people can
be freely engaged take place in outdoor settings and are
seen as enjoyable by a wide range of people in their lei-
sure time. Recreational activities provide an important
approach to replenishing people’s energy and prepar-
ing them for the next task. Participation in recreation is
intrinsically motivated in nature and is often done for
pleasure, entertainment, or pleasure that is considered
“fun” (Nkwanyana 2020; Stebbins 2021). However, partic-
ipation in leisure activities must be well organized (Don-
nelly 2002).

Recreation has been shown to flow through so many
aspects of personal life (Li and Wang 2011), such as
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improving depression levels, building self-esteem and
self-confidence (Kirkcaldy et al. 2002; Stinnett and Gib-
son 2016) increasing people’s life satisfaction (Sugiyama
and Ward-Thompson 2007; Sugiyama et al. 2009) time
management (Driver 1997; Driver and Burns 1999), posi-
tive interpersonal relationship development between
social groups and families (Ramsey and Smit 2002),
improving school performance (Roddy et al. 2017),
improving social interactions, refreshment of the senses,
reduction of tension, anxiety and fostering personal
growth (Fadamiro and Adedeji 2014). These benefits
evolves physical, mental, and social health benefit which
indicates that the individual fulfil the need for personal
development while contributing to the satisfaction of
the person’s psychological needs for well-being and the
development of their social behavior (Paksoy 2016).

Recreation in rural community

Recreation is an experience (Driver 1972; Driver and
Brown 1978) that is goal-oriented, with satisfaction
expected from participation (London et al. 1977). Rec-
reation in rural communities is positively associated with
higher community satisfaction (Payne and Schaumleffel
2008). Rural recreational activities and events connect
all generations in the community and increase a sense of
togetherness among their members (Oncescu and Rob-
ertson 2010). This contributes to the quality of rural life
by providing opportunities for socialisation, strengthen-
ing family solidarity, helping to encourage healthy per-
sonal growth and providing a strong base for youth to
develop interests that may follow into adulthood (Long
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and Kraus 1983). Rural recreation also contributes to
the formation of close-knit communities and local com-
munity pride (Tonts and Atherley 2005). However, par-
ticipation in recreational and other community activities
helps strengthen civic engagement, which is important
to respond to community needs (Arai and Pedlar 2003),
and can facilitate settlement for newcomers (Perez et al.
2010; Gallant and Tirone 2017), through the develop-
ment of social networks and language skills (Suto 2013).
Taken together, rural recreation activities clearly have a
strong link to healthy community traits, including cohe-
sion, identity and pride, which contribute to improving
the overall quality of life in rural communities (Middle-
ton 2000).

In most communities, age, gender, local context, and
socioeconomic status determine the types of recreational
activities people engage in, and their leisure time is based
on cultural activities such as traditional dance, storytell-
ing, religious festivals and events, and the Visiting enter-
tainment troops. Sometimes rural residents travel greater
distances to access recreational facilities, limiting their
participation (Arnott and Duffield 1980). However, the
rural community often has fewer community-based rec-
reational programs and opportunities available (Parker
2001). Unlike their urban counterparts, rural communi-
ties have limited resources for recreational activities and
rely on themselves and other community members to
create opportunities rather than access structured pro-
grams (Oncescu and Robertson 2010; Oncescu and Giles
2012).

Social interaction

Social interaction is defined as a process in which activi-
ties are included; these activities satisfy specific human
needs such as their need for belonging, their need for
love, self-esteem, and success (Hana and Amal 2015).
Social interaction comes from communication and
these interactions can include smiling, talking or wink-
ing; threatening, fighting, or debating; and negotiating,
discussing or litigating. However, the rise of the internet
in the 1990s provided an infrastructure for interaction
between individuals around the world. Distributed social
networks formed through email and chat, on bulletin
boards and chat rooms, struggled to survive and, in many
cases, endured and thrived (Merchant 2006; Tahroodi
and Ujang 2022). Social interaction between individuals
and their social environment varies from individual to
individual depending on the situation. Good social inter-
action involves an appropriate social network on which
social capital is rooted. This plays a key role in the forma-
tion of society as it transforms a person’s character and
personality, which in turn has the potential to transform
society. Again, Aelbrecht (2019), stated that there is a

Page 4 of 11

shared consensus on social interactions as a way of build-
ing community cohesion. Without social interaction, the
human community will not be able to achieve successful
functionality (Baumeister and Leary 1995), and repeated
social interactions defines the relationship with each
interaction shaping future interactions (Leary et al. 2015;
Tahroodi and Ujang 2022).

Social interactions plays a significant role and its
importance cannot be overemphasised as they have been
shown to be beneficial for health (Smyth et al. 2014; Fer-
guson 2015) and psychological well-being (Hays et al.
2001). Similarly, people who engage in more meaning-
ful conversations report greater satisfaction (Mehl et al.
2010), greater connectedness (Reis et al. 2000; Ujang
et al. 2018), feel more socially connected (Wesselmann
et al. 2012; Chen et al. 2020) and increased positive effect
(Sandstrom and Dunn 2013). Although, social interac-
tions have many positive effects, they also have negative
characteristics, including social rejection, social appre-
ciative threat, stress, and conflict, which can have del-
eterious consequences (Filipkowski and Smyth 2012;
Kiecolt-Glaser, et al. 2010; Wirth et al. 2015). Despite
the negative effect there is still need for effective social
interaction as it is extremely important in ensuring social
well-being, healthy activities in all spheres of society and
consequently the development of any country as a whole.

Social interaction in rural communities

Social interaction in rural community is defined as the
related communal contact between residents while par-
ticipating in various daily activities (Hesham et al. 2014).
Everyday social contact and encounters are crucial to
overcome ethnic and cultural differences (Aelbrecht
2019). Social life in rural areas is characterized by a high
sense of togetherness among residents due to the high
degree of intimacy (Susilawati 2012). The rural residents
perform various activities together in the form of physi-
cal activities such as; cleaning the environment, building
village halls and repairing other public facilities without
expecting excessive wages that strengthen their interac-
tion (John 2013). The interactions between rural dwellers
encourage participatory aspirations within the commu-
nity and subsequently lead to a sense of acceptance of
one another’s lives (Humaizi et al. 2018). Community
participation enhance the creativity of rural life and helps
to reduce social problems arising from economic, politi-
cal and environmental issues (Mathbor 2008). However,
low community participation in cultural activities can led
to loosening of links and has far reaching implications on
social cohesion and sense of identity (Bakar et al. 2012).
Over time, people’s perceptions of social interaction
have positively intertwined with residents’ sense of com-
munity (Lund 2002; Ryan et al. 2005; Wood et al. 2010.)



Adedayo et al. City, Territory and Architecture (2023) 10:24

suggested that the more people connected to their com-
munity, the more likely they are to engage in involuntary
activities that work toward local benefit.

Rural people interact primarily through personal and
traditional communication before the advent of telecom-
munications, through which deep relationships could be
formed to a significant extent (Priatama et al. 2020). This
action strengthened social capital (SC) and increased
attachment to and dependence on the local commu-
nity (Dallago et al. 2009; Lee and Jeong 2021; Adhikari
et al. 2022). However, the advent of the internet has led
to selective interaction with people based on interests
(Priatama et al. 2020). This new style of rural social life
could have both negative and positive effects, with the
positive impact improving people’s networks and under-
standing of the outside world, lifestyle and other personal
aspects while the negative impact reduces dependence
on native villages (Haythornthwaite and Wellman 2002).

Research method

The choice of Peyi as a rural community in Abuja the cap-
ital of Nigeria was due to the fact that some of the living
patterns observable in the urban areas are often reflected
in the rural community on a different scale. The study
was conducted over a period of three months which cov-
ered four days of the week, Fridays and Sundays were
compulsory each week while the other two days were
spread over the period of study and this allowed for a
clear observation and interaction with the residents
that made use of the community park. A mix methods
approach was adopted for the study with the use of ques-
tionnaire, interview guide and observation checklist.

Fig. 1 Wire mesh fence at Peyi park
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Fig. 2 Unfenced portion of Peyi park

In administering the questionnaire, the study identified
peak periods and off-peak periods for the utilization of
the park. Questionnaire was administered at both peri-
ods. The time of the day was also a consideration for
the administration of the questionnaire, however there
was no respondent available to respond to the question-
naire at night time. A sample size of 150 was considered
adequate for the study as established by Marshall et al.
(2013), in determining the sample size the study adopted
a stratified random sampling method, as this allowed for
the collection of data across different groups of users.
Age and Gender was used as basis for the stratification
in distributing the questionnaire. The distribution times
of the question were morning period (7am-9am), after-
noon period (1-2 pm) and evening period (4—6 pm).
A total of 96 copies of the question were returned giv-
ing a return percentage of 64% which was considered
adequate for analysis in a qualitative research according
to Boddy (2016). The returned copies of the question-
naires were collated and inputted into SPSS for analysis
using descriptive statistics. The results are presented in
tables and charts, these findings were further supported
with respondents’ responses to interview questions. The
images presented are to give a visual expression of what is
obtainable in the park which further established the find-
ings of the study.

Discusion of findings

Overview of community park

Community parks are an integral part of any society for
it to function properly and serve to improve the wellbe-
ing of the people and the community at large. In the case
of the Peyi community the same benefits were expected
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to be derived from the users of the facility. The commu-
nity park location is key in meeting the goal of improving
social integration and interaction within the community,
it is advisable that the community park is located in areas
considered central within the community. There is no
religious segregation to the use of the community park as
the residents have a way of respecting individual religious
differences and celebrations. The community park in Peyi
community located at a central point within the commu-
nity thereby ensuring that there is equal access to the park
by all residents. The park is an open park with wire mesh
fences hence there is little or no restriction in terms of
access and exit from the park and it is maintained by the
government so it is considered a public park. The nature
of wire mesh fence used allowed for easy damage which
hence made the park porous and accessible from any-
where as seen in Figs. 1 and 2. There is provision for few
garden seats while majority of the users are encouraged
to sit on the lawn directly or on their garden mats which
would improve the social interactions and offer a bet-
ter relaxation option. The provision of a fountain within
the park is major source of attraction to the park and
it is accessible at any time of the day however the level
of security is poor hence many of the residents do not
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make use of the park at night. The park has no building
for shops rather vendors are allowed to provide snacks
on mobile cart where users of the parks can afford to buy
a few snacks in case they did not bring any to the park.
The parking spaces for the users is off the road adjoin-
ing the park and it allows for the users to walk within the
park on foot hence make the park user friendly. The cen-
tral location of the park ensures the residents in the rural
community of Peyi get to decide when to use the park for
recreation on an individual basis. There are no perma-
nent nor regular activities that take place in the park that
would have significant effect on the social activity of the
residents. The usual social activities of rural communities
is often dictated by their cultural activities which often
took place in the village square, hence an community
park gave a semblance of what is obtained in the urban
areas for those who sought to have a close to urban life
experience without leaving their community.

Rating of social interaction and spaces for interaction

in the park

In consideration of the social interaction that occurs in
a community park like the community park at Peyi, the

Table 1 Respondents opinion on of social interaction and spaces within the community park

Variable Verygood Good Poor Verypoor Sum Mean Interpretation
X1 X2 X3 X4
Adequacy of your interaction with people of different religious affiliation 49 54 27 16 146 1.640449 Good
Pleasantry level in living with people 26 94 30 32 182 2.000000 Good
Use of park as meeting point to friends and families? 17 48 51 52 168 2366197 Good
Level of interaction between people in public place? 17 88 54 52 211 2.293478 Good
Relationship with people of different tribe and culture in the park 25 94 27 32 178  2.000000 Good
Level of participation in social events held at park 24 92 57 28 201 2093750 Good
Interaction with people of different level of education qualification 24 80 51 44 199 2163043 Good
at park
Interaction with people of different socio-economic category in the com- 18 96 45 48 207 2.225806 Good
munity
Adequacy of facilities within park 8 48 156 40 252 2680851 Poor
Security within the park 17 98 66 28 209  2.200000 Good
Accessibility to the park for users 15 86 57 44 202 2.295455 Good
Adequacy of spaces provided in the park 9 46 123 84 262 2.787234 Poor
Comfort of the play area for users 21 96 54 32 203 2.136842 Good
Privacy within the park 5 32 156 76 269 2923913 Poor
Opportunities for interaction provided by spaces within the park 13 110 57 28 208 2212766 Good
Suitability of park for all age groups 2 40 183 36 261 2836957 Poor
Friendship development opportunities as a function of arrangement 16 100 54 20 190  2.134831 Good
of facilities
Conveniences provide within park 5 52 141 60 258  2.774194 Poor
Landscape features within park 11 94 69 48 222 2387097 Good
Safety of users of park at night time 3 38 174 60 275 2894737 Poor
Visual comfort within park 11 114 51 24 200 2.197802 Good
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need to obtain the users’ view regarding their type of
interactions and the perception of the spaces in terms of
how it affects interaction. This was obtained using a lik-
ert scale of measurement and based on the findings the
mean score was obtained to enable a categorisation of the
views on each variable. The decision on the mean each
variable was determined based on the following scale:

1.0-1.49 Very Good
1.5-2.49 Good
2.5-3.49 Poor

> 3.50 Very Poor

It is observable from Table 1 that the respondents con-
sidered their relationship with other people regardless of
their socio-cultural, religious or socio-economic status as
being good. Table 1 also shows that the variable regard-
ing interaction with people with other faith scored the
best value, this goes to show that the respondents con-
sider themselves as being liberal in relating with people.
This singular trait is interpreted to connote the ability
of the respondents to be favourably disposed to the use
of the community park and hold no religious misgivings
towards the provision of Community Park. In one of the
interviews with the respondents a few stated the periods
when the park was at peak use was during festive periods.

Respondent 6

this park is always bubbling with peopled during the
Sallah or Christmas period, that's when you will see
everyone coming out and the place will be crowed

Respondent 11

the crowd during Muslim or Christian public holi-
days is always more than other periods at such peri-
ods I make sure go early with my family before it gets
busy

7% Very Poor — ——
'_’_\_’ 14% Very Good

20% Poor

B 59% Good

Fig. 3 Spaces providing opportunities for interaction amongst users
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The adequacy of the facilities and spaces provided in
the park is rated poor as presented in Table 1. This can be
understood when compared with the growing population
of the community and the inability of the park to increase
in size. The issue of privacy within the park was equally
scored low even though this is a public space and privacy
could easily be overlooked, however upon further inter-
action with the respondents they opined that some level
of privacy is required. A particular respondent stated
that:

even if it is a public area, there should still be
space between where different groups of people
sit. How will I go to a park to relax with my family
and another family will almost be sharing our mat
because the place is not large enough

The variable regarding the suitability of the park for all
age groups was scored as poor and this was clearly under-
stood because the spaces provided for the children were
not adequate as many respondents stated clearly that
their children were often the primary reason for visiting
the park. The issue of safety within the park at night was
scored low despite the provision of garden lights within
the park, this could be linked to the general personal
perception of safety considerations by respondents. Vari-
ables relating to the community park either improving
the social interaction amongst user or creating avenue for
interaction were scored as good. This further shows the
importance of community parks in the social balance of a
community or society.

Opportunities for interaction provided by spaces

within the park

One of the key reasons for setting up a community park
as already stated by researchers (Milman 2001; Poodeh
and Vali 2014; Shuib et al. 2015) is the need to create an
environment away from homes that encourages relaxa-
tion while improving the unity and integration of the
residents of the community of which Peyi is no different.
The opportunity for relaxation is already considered in
the choice of location for the community park in terms of
travel time to the park which should be approximately at
equal distance for every resident. The facilities in the park
themselves should be such that allow users to get relaxed
as much as possible, hence attention is often placed on
provision of lawns and trees that help provide shade for
sitting. It was therefore not a surprise to find that the
Community park at Peyi was no different as there were
very few park benches available at considerable distances
apart. The seats were provided in such a way that it did
not encourage a group meeting using the benches, rather
if groups needed to meet and discuss this was done on
the lawns where users sat. This rating of the variable is
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6% Very Poor e = N

19% Poor

12% Very
Good

63% Good

Fig. 4 Perception of visual comfort within park

shown in Fig. 3 where 73% of the respondents considered
the opportunities provided for interaction as being at
least good. The use of none linear pattern of arrangement
of the seats and also the lack of defined walkways ensured
that the park had a sense of freedom of expression as
determined by the users. This freedom of expression by
the users ensured there was increase in chance meetings
by users as the open spaces were spread across the park
and interjected with trees and children play equipment.
The water body and the fountain were spaced apart so
that users could have different water experiences while at
the park and equally reduce the concentration of users at
one spot. A few of the respondents stated that their chil-
dren were responsible for their movement around the
park considering that they always seek to play around the
park and they the parents keep an eye on them. It was
at these periods that they often strike up conversation
with other users of the park. Two respondents were cat-
egorical in their response regarding the interaction when
using the park:

Respondent 3

my children will always run around the park always
trying to play with every item in the park, that why
I have to keep following them and I will now meet
other parents doing similar things and we start to
talk

Respondent 7

the insecurity and crime in the society will not allow
me to leave my kid to go playing alone, so I have to
plan my time and pick good points of view around
each play facility even if it means starting a conver-
sation with someone I have never spoken to before

Visual comfort within park
An environmentally and aesthetically pleasing environ-
ment is a major requirement for Community Parks due
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Table 2 Accessibility to the park vs level of participation in social
events held at the park

Level of participation in social events held at park

Very good (%) Good (%) Bad (%) Very bad (%)

Accessibility to the park
61.82 7.27 0
36.36 3333 15.16

Readily accessible 30.91

Not readily acces- 15.15

sible

to the need to attract users and make it more comfort-
able outdoor space. In achieving this specific need, atten-
tion expected to be paid to the physical environment and
the surrounding features at the park. A common aspect
of the comfort in the park is the visual comfort of users,
which is often determined by several factors such as
natural features like hills, water bodies, trees or shrubs.
In cases with man-made features, the features must be
arranged in a format that allows them to fit seamlessly
into the site. The users of the park should not feel any
form of physical discomfort resulting from the design of
the community park. However, the issue of visual com-
fort is a subjective design requirement. In the case of
the community park at Peyi, the landscape features pro-
vided an opportunity to improve visual comfort. It can
be observed from Fig. 4 that a minimum of 75% of the
respondents considered the visual comfort in the park as
being good. This was attributed to the open nature of the
design of the community and the adequate spatial distri-
bution of the trees with minimal built-up area. The 25%
of the respondents that considered the visual comfort
in the park as being poor cited the issue of obstruction
of line of vision when then the park is being used at full
capacity. This particular reason can be excused due to the
fact that there is a limitation placed on the park in terms
of land size. A further reason given as the basis for rat-
ing the visual comfort as being poor was due to the need
to separate certain adjoining properties from the line of
vision of the users. It can be inferred that there is strong
need for parks to be shielded with a row of trees and
shrubs from adjoining properties that do not have com-
plementary and aesthetically pleasing appearances. The
need to properly maintain the community park in terms
cutting the lawn and removal of dead leaves and branches
from the lawn rather allowing them to decay on the lawn
is a central management requirement.

Accessibility to park relationship with participation

in social events at park

It is generally accepted that the activities that take place
within the community park are considered as social
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events regardless of the nature of such activities. These
activities always generate some form of social interac-
tion within the park and these interactions often foster
unity with the community and amongst the residents.
In the case of Peyi community, there are several social
events that take place within the community park and
in some cases certain sections of the park where such
activities are restricted to other users of the park. In
examining the relationship between the variables of
accessibility to the park and the level of participation of
the park, Table 2 showed that the respondents who could
readily access the community park consider participation
in social events as being good with 92.73% as compared
to the 51.51% of those who could not readily access the
park. A further interaction with some of the respond-
ents who were of the opinion that they could not read-
ily access the park and participate in the social activities
stated that the open nature of the park still allowed them
to interact with other users at the peripheral of the park.
The respondents also stated that their inability to readily
access the park was not a daily occurrence rather it was
on occasions where there were special social events at the
park and the attendance was strictly on invitation. The
apparent central location of the park and it openness in
design ensured that the frequency of use and access into
the park was high and it was also difficult for anyone or
group to claim total lockout of other users.

Conclusion

The general overall concept of community park or com-
munity parks is to foster unity within the community
and this was the case with Peyi community given the
location of the park which was centrally located thereby
giving equal access to all the community residents. It
is usually an assumption that community parks would
often improve the social interaction within a community
and this believe could be wrong in certain cases if not
constantly evaluated with the view of ensuring that the
needs and aspirations of the residents are met. It was this
assumption that underpinned this study and it was estab-
lished by the study that social interaction amongst users
of the park could be affected by several variables that
hitherto were not envisaged at the design stage. The study
revealed that personal preferences greatly determined
how the users rated the community park and a high per-
centage of the users considered their interaction within
the park to be good. Adequacy of facilities and spaces
was rated quite low and this could have high impact on
the community park design and utilization. The study
revealed that the perception of safety affected the periods
at which the residents used the park as many did not con-
sider visiting the community park at night an option. The
study concluded that social interaction amongst users
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within the park is rated good hence the aim of the com-
munity park provision was met even though there is need
to improve the facilities and nature of spaces provided.
In other to rate a community park as fully meeting the
needs and aspirations of the users, the users should be
able to make use of the park at any time of the day. This
was not the case with the Peyi park because residents
considered the use at night as being unsafe. It is therefore
necessary for architects and professionals involved in
community park designs to consider innovative ways of
ensuring safety at night through the use of motion sensi-
tive lighting systems and other passive security measures
that would not interfere with the users’ experience within
the park at any time of the day.
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