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Abstract
Recreational facilities refer to places or buildings that provide space for any kind
of leisure activities. Recreational activities are often considered to be fun and
undertaken mostly by youth for enjoyment, amusement or pleasure. The level of
satisfaction is, however, depends on individual’s opinion. The purpose of this
study is to evaluate the perception level of youth living in urban neighbourhoods
towards the recreational facilities provided in their areas. Data from case studies
were collected through questionnaire survey involving 540 respondents aged
between 15-24 years old. Results of analyses show that respondents were more
aware of the availability of recreational facilities related to popular sports.
Additionally, mean analysis show that respondents perceived the provision of
recreational facilities in their areas as acceptable.
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INTRODUCTION
The importance of the physical environment to active outdoor recreation is very
complex. The socio-ecological theoretical framework indicates that a wide range
of features related to the physical environment appears to influence people’s
active outdoor recreation, which (Sallis, Bauman & Pratt, 1998). Some studies
conclude that changes in the physical environment effectively can change
people's behaviour (Marcus & Forsyth, 1999). A change in the physical
environment, however, does not necessarily lead to increase use or activity, and
often some kind of intervention or activation of the area and the facilities maybe
necessary (Pawlowski, Andersen & Troelsen, 2016).
The aim of this paper is to determine the perception of youth living in urban
areas towards the recreational facilities provided near their neighbourhoods.
Youth, which was the target group for this study, refers to the group of person
between the age of 15 to 24 years old. At this age, most of them spend much time
engaging in recreational activities, including outdoor activities.
Recreation is an activity of leisure. Leisure being discretionary time
(Yukic, 1970). The need to do something for recreation is an essential element of
human biology and psychology (Daniels, 1995). Meanwhile, Ricketts, JohnsonWebb and Randolph (1998) define urban as comprising all territory, population
and housing units in urbanized areas and in places of 2,500 or more persons
outside urbanized areas.
This paper mainly focuses on the physical aspects of recreational facilities
in urban areas. It refers to the level of the existing provision of recreational
facilities which includes adequacy ratio, usage satisfaction, accessibility and
maintenance of existing recreational facilities. These factors affect youth decision
to visit recreational facilities.
RESEARCH BACKGROUND
Two case studies were selected for the purpose of this research. Both involved
People’s Housing Programme, or popularly known in Malaysia as Program
Perumahan Rakyat (PPR), that are located in urban areas. The first one was the
PPR Kerinchi, in Lembah Pantai, Kuala Lumpur (Figure 1). PPR is a government
housing programme to accommodate the housing needs of low-income earners.
The National Housing Department of the Ministry of Urban Wellbeing, Housing
and Local Government is the implementing agency for PPR projects across the
country. PPR Kerinchi is one of the 25 PPRs located in Lembah Pantai. It consists
of six 20-storey blocks with a total of 1,896 unit of three bedroom flats.
Based on the number of housing units, the population was estimated in
excess of 10,000 people. The population was made up of 49% Malays, 19%
Chinese and 32% Indians. Most of the residents were blue-collar workers living
in flats that were sold to them under the PPR when they were resettled from their
squatter homes. In terms of respondents, 400 youths who live in PPR Kerinchi
were selected as respondents to the questionnaire survey (Table 1).
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Figure 1 Case Study Area – Lembah Pantai

The second case study was Kota Kinabalu, Sabah (Figure 2). There are
only 3 PPRs in Kota Kinabalu, thus the total respondents sampled for the survey
was only 140 youths who were living in the PPRs in the area. Sample was selected
using snowball sampling technique. Respondents were contacted through youth
club leaders in Kota Kinabalu.

Figure 2 Case Study Area – Kota Kinabalu
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For both case studies, the respondents were selected randomly according
to several criteria to represent gender, age and ethnicity. They were then surveyed
using a set of questionnaire that consisted two sections. Section A recorded the
respondents’ demographic background while Section B surveyed respondents’
perception level on the outdoor recreational facilities provided in their
neighbourhood.
Table 1 Number of Respondents by Case Study Area
Area
Lembah Pantai, Kuala Lumpur
Kota Kinabalu
Total

Nos.
400
140
540

%
74.0
26.0
100.0

Respondents were asked of their perception on eight types of recreational
facilities, which were futsal court, badminton court, basketball court, tennis court,
football field, gymnasium and jogging track. Respondents’ satisfaction were
recorded using 5-point Likert scale, with 1 being least satisfied and 5 being most
satisfied.
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Respondents Background
The results of the survey show that the highest percentage of respondents, which
was 26% (139 respondents), were from households with income range of
RM2,001-RM2,500. Meanwhile, 6% (32 respondents) of the respondents came
from families with household income of RM500 or less, which was also the
lowest income range in the questionnaire. 188 respondents were secondary school
students, 273 were employed and 79 respondents were unemployed.
Availability and Use of Recreational Facilities
The results on respondents perception on the availability and use of recreational
facilities surrounding their residence are as shown in Table 2 below. In general,
the results show that respondents were more aware of the existence of facilities
for popular sports such as futsal court, badminton court and football field nearby
their residential area. However, most respondents were not aware of the existence
of facilities of less popular sports nearby their residential area such as basketball
court, tennis court and gymnasium. In Malaysia, futsal has become one of the
trending sports among youths, and badminton and football have been receiving
much attention in the media and probably two of the most popular sports in the
country. Similarly, the facilities for these three types of sports have higher usage
among the respondents (Table 2). Additionally, the popularity of these sports
have also resulted in more of such facilities being provided. These have helped
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to create awareness among the respondents on the existence of such facilities in
the area. Basketball, tennis and gymnasium are less popular sports among youths
in Malaysia. Thus, facilities for these sports are not widely provided. In the event
where such facilities were provided, level of use among respondents was quite
low (Table 2).
Table 2 Type and Availability of Recreation Facilities in Urban Areas
Types of Recreation
Facilities
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Futsal Court
Badminton Court
Basketball Court
Tennis Court
Football Field
Gymnasium
Jogging Track

Availability of Recreation
Facilities
Yes
No
474 (88%)
66 (12%)
455 (84%)
85 (16%)
34 (6%)
506 (94%)
24 (4%)
516 (96%)
479 (89%)
61 (11%)
29 (5%)
511 (95%)
379 (70%)
161 (30%)

The Use of Recreation
Facilities by Respondents
Yes
No
314 (58%)
226 (42%)
271 (50%)
269 (50%)
25 (5%)
515 (95%)
18 (3%)
522 (97%)
282 (52%)
258 (48%)
22 (4%)
518 (96%)
253 (47%)
287 (53%)

Respondents Perception on Recreational Facilities
Mean analyses were conducted to determine respondents’ perception on the
provision of recreational facilities in urban area. The results are as shown in Table
3 below.
Table 3 Respondents’ Perception on the Physical Aspects of Recreational Facilities
Recreation Facilities
Provided in Urban Areas
1. Futsal Court
2. Badminton Court
3. Basketball Court
4. Tennis Court
5. Football Field
6. Gymnasium
7. Jogging Track

Sufficiency

Usage
Satisfaction

Mean Rank Mean
3.62
1
3.57
3.56
3
3.58
3.34
5
3.31
3.33
6
3.30
3.31
7
3.46
3.59
2
3.43
3.47
4
3.62

Rank
3
2
6
7
4
5
1

Distance
Mean
3.85
3.86
3.46
3.17
3.60
3.54
3.68

Rank
2
1
6
7
4
5
3

Accessibility Maintenance
Mean Rank Mean Rank
3.85
2
3.63
2
3.88
1
3.69
1
3.39
6
3.39
5
3.30
7
2.96
7
3.71
3
3.47
4
3.51
5
3.39
5
3.68
4
3.60
3

Note: TR – Total Respondents

The results in Table 3 show respondents perceived that futsal court
provision is most sufficient (mean 3.62) compared to other recreational facilities.
The lowest ranked facilty was football field, with mean 3.31. The popularity of
football may have led to high demand for football field, thus making it least
sufficient among the facilities surveyed.
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In terms of usage satisfaction, the highest ranked facility was jogging
track, with mean 3.62. Meanwhile, the lowest ranked was tennis court, with mean
3.31.
In terms of distance of facilties from residential areas or users, badminton
court received the most favourable response from respondents, with mean 3.86.
Similarly, badminton court also ranked first in terms of accessibility and
maintenance, with mean 3.88 and 3.69 respectively. This was followed by futsal
court, which ranked second in all the three aspects with mean 3.85 for distance,
3.85 for accessibility and 3.63 for maintenance. Meanwhile, tennis court was the
lowest ranked facility in all the three aspects. The mean for tennis court distance
was 3.17, for accessibility 3.30 and for maintenance 2.96.
The results also show that popular sports in Malaysia generally received
better perception from the repondents as compared to the less popular sports. In
every aspect, bar sufficiency, futsal court, badminton court and football field
ranked higher than tennis court, gymnasium and basketball court. This result
corroborates the earlier finding where more respondents were aware of the
availability of recreational facilities of the popular sports (Table 2).
DISCUSSION
In overall, respondents’ perception of the recreational facilities in urban areas is
acceptable. The mean analysis returned a value of greater than 3 for every aspect
of every type of recreational facilities, except for tennis court which received
mean 2.96 for maintenance aspect. However, none of the recreational facilities
received mean value of more than 4 (satisfied) or mean value 5 (most satisfied)
in any of the aspects surveyed.
Due to high number of population in urban areas, demand for recreational
facilities is also high. In the case of PPR, the population density is higher than
many other parts of the urban areas, creating higher demand for recreational
facilities. Therefore, it is crucial to ensure that the facilities are sufficiently
provided. However, space to locate recreational facilities in urban areas may be
scarce, thus hampering efforts to provide sufficient recreational facilities in the
area.
While sufficient provision of recreational facilities is crucial, the location
of the facilities is also important. Recreational facilities must be located in an area
where they are accessible and close to the users, which in this case, the youth.
Distance and accessibility are of great importance to users participation in active
outdoor recreation. Generally, closer proximity to facilities has a positive impact
on participation in active outdoor life (Gobster, 1995). Accessibility, however, is
not necessarily consistent with distance and relates to the experience of proximity
and access to a special area. Accessibility may be affected by infrastructure,
among others, and good accessibility seems to be positively associated with
participation in active outdoor recreation (Andkjaer & Arvidsen, 2015).
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In the context of this study, youth from PPR are mostly from lower
income households and they do not own personal transportation. Therefore,
proximity of recreational facilities to residential areas is very important to allow
these youth to easily access the facilities. Additionally, public transport linkage
between residential areas and farther recreational facilities is also vital.
Usage of recreational facilities by youth is also affected by their lifestyle.
Youth nowadays are often more occupied with their electronic devises such as
smartphones, computers and others. This make it even more important that
provision of recreational facilities, especially in urban areas, can entice youth to
visit and use the facilities. Therefore, provision of such facilities must be well
planned. All the important aspects of recreational facilities provision such as
numbers, distance, accessibility and maintenance are considered.
CONCLUSION
This study looks at the perception of youths in PPR on the provision of
recreational facilities in their area. It found out that respondents were more aware
of the provision of facilities for popular sports. It also found out that, in overall,
respondents find the level of provision of recreational facilities in their area as
acceptable. It is hoped that these findings would assist the relevant parties such
as the local authorities and the sports ministry in planning for improved provision
of recreational facilities in urban areas in the future. Such facilities is important
in order to create a channel for youths, especially in PPR, to participate in active
outdoor lifestyle. This, in turn, would lead to a healthier society, both socially and
health-wise.
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