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Abstract
Balai Desa Field is a key neighborhood green open space in a dense district of Medan, Indonesia, yet faces declining physical quality and limited community involvement. This study examines how the physical condition and governance of the field shape community participation, and how participatory strategies can support its development. A descriptive–analytical case study design was employed, combining a questionnaire survey of 100 residents, field observations, semi-structured interviews, a focus group discussion, chi-square tests, and SWOT–IFE–EFE analysis. Results show that vegetation and accessibility are perceived as “good” or “adequate,” while public facilities (toilets, lighting, play equipment, pedestrian paths) are widely rated as poor. Community participation is modest and episodic, concentrated in labor and ideas through government-initiated gotong royong, and corresponds to tokenistic levels on Arnstein’s ladder. Chi-square analysis reveals significant associations between vegetation and idea/material participation, and between facility availability/condition and labor- and skill-based participation, but no links with financial contributions. The IFE (2.90) and EFE (2.84) scores place Balai Desa Field in a growth-oriented quadrant, indicating strong internal and external conditions for participatory development. The study proposes three priority strategies—adopt-a-plant/plot, regular “Green Gotong Royong,” and a community-led “Green Expression Space”—to move governance from top-down management toward more collaborative, community-based green open space stewardship.
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 I. Introduction
Urban green spaces are widely recognized as critical components of sustainable cities because they provide multiple ecosystem services, including air purification, micro-climate regulation, stormwater management, and habitat provision. At the same time, they function as everyday public realms that support recreation, informal encounters, and visual relief in dense built environments (Bolund & Hunhammar, 1999; Haase et al., 2014). In many rapidly urbanizing contexts, however, green spaces are under pressure from competing land uses, infrastructure expansion, and speculative development (Kabisch et al., 2015). This tension between ecological functions and urban growth frames the need to examine how neighborhood-scale green open spaces are planned, used, and governed.
Beyond biophysical functions, neighborhood green spaces are strongly associated with health and social outcomes, including increased physical activity, reduced stress, and social cohesion (Maas et al., 2006; Twohig-Bennett & Jones, 2018). Residents often value these places for cultural ecosystem services such as leisure opportunities, sense of place, and community identity (Chan et al., 2012). Yet these benefits are unevenly distributed: low-income or marginalized communities frequently face deficits in both the quantity and quality of accessible green space (Wolch et al., 2014). This pattern underscores the need to analyze not only how much green space exists, but also where it is located, how it is maintained, and how it fits into everyday life.
In Indonesia, the strategic role of urban green open space (Ruang Terbuka Hijau, RTH) is codified in Law No. 26/2007 on Spatial Planning, which mandates that at least 30% of urban area should be allocated to green space, with 20% as public RTH (Government of Indonesia, 2007). Many cities struggle to meet this benchmark due to rapid urbanization and limited land availability (Supriyono & Azzahra, 2019). Medan, one of Indonesia’s largest cities, illustrates this gap: public RTH increased only from 1,885.28 ha (6.68%) in 2010 to 1,897.79 ha (6.72%) in 2023, indicating that expansion has not kept pace with urban growth (Fatah, 2024; Hutauruk, 2024). The challenge is therefore not simply to meet a quantitative target, but to ensure that existing RTH is well distributed and functionally effective.
Within Medan, the proportion and quality of public green space are uneven across districts. Some neighborhoods benefit from multiple parks and relatively good facilities, while others are served by a limited number of poorly maintained spaces (Supriyono & Azzahra, 2019). In several locations, public RTH suffers from deteriorating infrastructure, inadequate vegetation management, and insufficient basic amenities, which constrain its role as inclusive public space (Hutauruk, 2024). Understanding how these site-specific conditions interact with community engagement is crucial for designing realistic green space development and management strategies.
Participatory approaches to urban planning have been widely promoted to address such shortcomings by integrating local knowledge, user needs, and community priorities into decision-making (Healey, 1997; Cornwall, 2008). In the context of green spaces, participatory planning can foster shared ownership, mobilize local stewardship, and improve alignment between design, management, and residents’ everyday practices (Andersson et al., 2014). Evidence from different cities suggests that when communities are meaningfully involved in planning and management, neighborhood green spaces tend to be more intensively used, better maintained, and more equitably beneficial (Colding & Barthel, 2013). However, these outcomes depend on the depth and quality of participation, not merely on the existence of consultative meetings.
Arnstein’s (1969) “ladder of citizen participation” remains a useful framework for assessing such depth. It distinguishes non-participation, tokenism, and degrees of citizen power. At higher rungs—partnership, delegated power, and citizen control—communities share or hold decision-making authority. Contemporary scholarship argues that many processes, including green space planning, remain at the lower rungs of information and consultation (Fung, 2015). Applying this lens to concrete neighborhood green spaces allows us to assess where current practices stand and what institutional shifts are needed to achieve more empowered participation.
In Indonesia, research on community participation in RTH planning and management is growing, but often focuses on city-wide programs or highlights constraints on deeper engagement (Putra & Ikhsan, 2020; Siregar et al., 2024). Residents’ involvement is frequently limited to socialization events, with little scope for co-design or co-management of specific sites (Putra & Ikhsan, 2020). Fragmented institutional responsibilities, constrained budgets, and weak inter-agency coordination further complicate implementation of the 30% RTH mandate (Supriyono & Azzahra, 2019; Siregar et al., 2024). These patterns signal the need for fine-grained, site-based studies that connect the condition of particular green spaces with actual forms and levels of community participation.
Balai Desa Field in Medan Helvetia Subdistrict is a pertinent neighborhood-scale case. Located in Helvetia Tengah and covering approximately 10,416 m², it serves as the main public open space for a densely populated residential area (Hutauruk, 2024). Surrounded by housing, schools, public facilities, and local government offices, the field is a focal point of daily community activities. However, recent observations and community feedback indicate deteriorating facilities, insufficient maintenance of vegetation, and damaged playground and sports structures, suggesting that its ecological and social functions are not fully realized (Hutauruk, 2024).
At the same time, residents have engaged in informal practices such as voluntary clean-ups, collective use-based stewardship, and ad hoc repairs (Hutauruk, 2024). These activities indicate latent capacity and willingness to contribute ideas, labor, skills, materials, and funds, echoing classic categorizations of community participation (Cohen & Uphoff, 1980). Yet the absence of a structured participatory framework and clear institutional arrangements limits the extent to which such contributions lead to sustained improvements in condition and governance.
This paper analyzes the relationship between the physical and ecological condition of Balai Desa Field and the forms and levels of community participation in its development and management. Building on the original thesis research (Hutauruk, 2024), the study uses a mixed-methods design combining household surveys, cross-tabulation and chi-square analysis, and participatory techniques such as interviews and focus group discussions. A SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats) analysis further supports the formulation of context-specific strategies for participatory green open space development at the neighborhood scale (Weihrich, 1982).
By focusing on a single neighborhood green space in a dense urban district of Medan, the paper contributes to broader debates on participatory green space governance in the Global South. It operationalizes participation categories—ideas, labor, skills, materials, and funds—within a concrete site and positions them along the ladder of citizen participation (Arnstein, 1969; Cohen & Uphoff, 1980). Methodologically, it demonstrates how relatively simple analytical tools can be combined to translate residents’ perceptions and participation patterns into actionable strategies for RTH development (Andersson et al., 2014; Weihrich, 1982). Conceptually, it shows how participatory green open space development can serve as an entry point for strengthening collaborative urban governance in Indonesian cities facing ecological and social pressures.
The remainder of this paper follows the IMRaD structure. Section 2 presents the study area and research methods. Section 3 reports and discusses empirical findings on the condition of Balai Desa Field, patterns of community participation, and the statistical relationships between these dimensions. Section 4 concludes and highlights policy implications for urban RTH governance in Indonesia. Section 5 offers recommendations for policy, community practice, and future research.

2. Methods
2.1 Research Design
The study adopted a descriptive–analytical case study design to examine how participatory approaches can support the development and management of Balai Desa Field in Medan Helvetia District. Quantitative survey data were combined with qualitative insights from interviews and focus group discussions to capture both measurable patterns of community participation and contextual narratives about governance and everyday use 
The design aligns with community-based and collaborative planning perspectives that emphasize integrating local knowledge and citizen voice into urban environmental management (Friedmann, 1992; Healey, 1997). Quantitative components (structured questionnaires, cross-tabulations, and chi-square tests) explored patterns of participation and perceived conditions of the green open space, while qualitative components (semi-structured interviews and FGDs) examined motivations, barriers, and institutional dynamics underlying these patterns
2.2 Study Area
Balai Desa Field is a public green open space in Medan Helvetia District, one of 21 districts in Medan City, North Sumatra. The field functions as an urban park and multi-purpose open space, providing ecological benefits, recreational opportunities, and a venue for social interaction. It is administratively under the Medan City Youth and Sports Agency (Dispora) and is used by residents from seven urban villages: Helvetia, Helvetia Tengah, Helvetia Timur, Dwikora, Cinta Damai, Sei Sikambing C-II, and Tanjung Gusta.
The site’s physical condition combines sport facilities, a children’s playground, vegetated areas, and circulation paths. In recent years, basic infrastructure has deteriorated, making Balai Desa Field a relevant context for examining how participatory strategies might improve both ecological and social functions.
2.3 Data Types and Sources
The study used both primary and secondary data. Primary data comprised:
1. Residents’ perceptions of the physical condition of Balai Desa Field (availability and condition of facilities, vegetation, and accessibility);
2. Forms and levels of community participation; and
3. Stakeholder views on governance, roles, and future development priorities.
These were collected through household questionnaires, direct field observations, semi-structured interviews, and an FGD. Secondary data were obtained from official documents and previous studies, including population statistics from Kecamatan Medan Helvetia dalam Angka 2024 (BPS), and local regulations and technical guidelines on RTH provision and management. Relevant academic literature on green open space functions, participatory planning, and community-based environmental management informed variable operationalization and interpretation.
2.4 Population, Sampling, and Respondents
The study population comprises residents living around Balai Desa Field across the seven kelurahan in Medan Helvetia, as well as key stakeholders involved in its management and use (local government officials, community leaders, youth organizations). Population figures were drawn from BPS 2024 statistics, with a total of 170,551 inhabitants.
A purposive sampling strategy selected respondents with sufficient knowledge and experience related to the field (Sugiyono, 2017). A structured questionnaire survey was administered to 100 residents, proportionally distributed according to each kelurahan’s population share: Cinta Damai (12 respondents), Sei Sikambing C-II (9), Dwikora (15), Helvetia Timur (16), Helvetia Tengah (20), Helvetia (9), and Tanjung Gusta (19).
Qualitative respondents included officials from the Youth and Sports Agency, sub-district and village administrations, community leaders, and representatives of local youth organizations, selected as key informants based on their roles in green open space activities.
2.5 Data Collection Procedures
Four complementary techniques were used:
1. Non-participant observation documented the physical condition of Balai Desa Field, including facilities, vegetation, accessibility, and patterns of use at different times of day. Observational notes and photographs were used to triangulate survey and interview findings.
2. Structured questionnaire survey (Likert scale) measured residents’ satisfaction with the physical condition of the space and captured forms of participation (ideas, labor, skills, materials, and financial resources) in its management and development.
3. Semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders explored governance arrangements, perceived roles and responsibilities, and barriers to deeper citizen involvement.
4. Focus group discussion (FGD) with representatives from community groups, local government, and Dispora validated survey and interview findings and jointly formulated strategic ideas for participatory development. FGD outputs were summarized into a matrix of key issues, stakeholder perceptions, and proposed collaborative actions, which informed the SWOT analysis.
2.6 Variables and Measurement
Two main quantitative constructs were examined:
1. Perceived condition of the green open space, measured through four indicators adapted from planning guidelines: availability of facilities, condition of facilities, availability/quality of vegetation, and accessibility. Indicators were measured with 3- or 5-point Likert scales from low/poor to high/good.
2. Forms of community participation, measured across five types of contribution: ideas, labor, skills, goods/materials, and financial resources, reflecting tangible and intangible involvement in planning, implementation, and maintenance 
Levels of participation were interpreted qualitatively using Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of citizen participation, distinguishing informing, consultation, placation, partnership, and higher rungs of citizen power. Socio-demographic attributes (age, gender, education, occupation) were included to explore differences in perceptions and participation patterns.
2.7 Data Analysis
Data analysis proceeded in three stages:
1. Descriptive statistics (frequencies, percentages) summarized socio-demographic profiles, perceptions of physical condition, and reported forms of participation, and were interpreted alongside field observations.
2. Crosstabulation and Pearson’s chi-square tests (α = 0.05) examined associations between forms of participation and perceived condition of facilities, vegetation, and accessibility. Significant relationships were interpreted in conjunction with qualitative insights from interviews and FGD.
3. SWOT analysis was conducted to formulate strategic directions for participatory development. Internal factors (strengths, weaknesses) and external factors (opportunities, threats) were structured into Internal Factor Evaluation (IFE) and External Factor Evaluation (EFE) matrices. The resulting SWOT and IE (Internal–External) matrices guided the formulation and prioritization of strategic alternatives based on feasibility, stakeholder support, and potential contribution to ecological, social, and governance functions.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1 Urban Context and Role of Balai Desa Field
Medan Helvetia District covers approximately 12.21 km² with a population exceeding 200,000 and density above 15,000 inhabitants per km². Within this dense urban fabric, Balai Desa Field functions as the main public open space for Helvetia Tengah and surrounding neighborhoods. The field is bordered by residential areas, schools, public facilities, and government offices, forming a central node of everyday activity and a significant “green patch” in an otherwise highly built-up environment.
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Figure 1. Research Area of Medan Helvetia
In such a context, Balai Desa Field plays a dual role. Ecologically, it contributes to stormwater infiltration, micro-climate regulation, and air quality; socially, it supports recreation, sports, and community interaction. Its performance thus directly affects local quality of life and contributes to Medan’s efforts to meet RTH targets.
3.2 Physical Condition and Management
Survey results show a mixed picture of physical condition. For facility availability, 74% of respondents rated conditions as “adequate,” 24% as “poor,” and 2% as “good” (n = 100). For facility condition, 51% considered them “poor,” 47% “adequate,” and 2% “good.” In contrast, vegetation and accessibility received more positive assessments: vegetation was rated “good” by 46%, “adequate” by 50%, and “poor” by 4%; accessibility was rated “good” by 47%, “adequate” by 51%, and “poor” by 2%. These results highlight that shortcomings lie primarily in the quantity and quality of built facilities rather than vegetation or access.
Field observations confirm these findings. The site includes a basic soccer pitch, a small number of benches, a simple play area, and limited lighting. Public toilets are absent, pedestrian paths are damaged, and many play structures are unsafe. This combination of limited and poorly maintained facilities constrains inclusive use, especially for children, older adults, and women, reflecting broader findings that supporting infrastructure strongly shapes the quality of green open spaces (Frick, 2006; Lee, 2010).
Vegetation is comparatively better. Trees providing shade are concentrated along the edges, while the central area remains open for sports and multipurpose activities. Although tree cover is not extensive, existing plantings contribute to micro-climatic comfort and visual greenery. Respondents’ positive evaluations (96% “good” or “adequate”) suggest that the field already plays an important ecological role, consistent with evidence that well-arranged vegetation in urban parks enhances thermal comfort and perceived quality of life.
Accessibility is another strength. The field’s central location and proximity to key roads (e.g. Gaperta, Balai Desa, Beringin) make it easily reachable by foot, motorcycle, and public transport. Some deficiencies remain—lack of formal parking and poor pedestrian routes—but overall access is considered good or adequate by almost all respondents. These conditions align with Lynch’s (1960) emphasis on accessibility and legibility as key elements of functional public spaces.
Institutionally, Balai Desa Field is managed by Dispora as part of the city’s sports and public facilities network. It regularly hosts city-scale events, enhancing its visibility and symbolic importance. Routine maintenance is carried out by a small team of daily workers funded from the agency’s budget. Nonetheless, limited resources and recurring vandalism pose challenges. Damage to benches, play equipment, and graffiti are common, and current responses (banners, security, occasional CCTV) primarily treat residents as users to be controlled rather than partners in management. Interviews indicate that residents are rarely involved in planning, monitoring, or decision-making, confirming a government-centered governance mode—far from the collaborative arrangements advocated in the literature.
3.3 Forms and Levels of Community Participation
Participation in managing and developing the field is relatively low. Only 6% of respondents reported contributing labor, 5% ideas, 4% skills, 3% materials, and 2% financial resources. Because multiple forms could be reported by each respondent, these percentages represent overlapping rather than mutually exclusive categories. Overall, a small but active core of residents contributes to field maintenance.
Labor and ideas are the most common participation forms, mainly through routine or ad hoc gotong royong activities for cleaning and minor repairs initiated by village or sub-district government. Suggestions are usually conveyed informally to local officials or field workers. Skills, materials, and money are contributed more sporadically in specific events, such as murals, community service programs, plant donations, or spontaneous fundraising. This pattern suggests that social capital and solidarity exist but are not yet embedded in formal, continuous management arrangements.
Four main barriers constrain deeper participation:
1. Communication is largely one-way, with residents informed about activities but rarely involved in prior dialogue or co-design.
2. Many residents are unclear about who is responsible for the field (village, district, or Dispora) and therefore perceive maintenance as primarily a government task.
3. There is no resident-based management forum to channel aspirations and coordinate voluntary efforts.
4. There are no institutionalized mechanisms (e.g. participatory budgeting, joint monitoring) that give residents influence over planning or resource allocation.
Using Arnstein’s (1969) ladder, current participation sits mainly at the levels of informing and consultation—tokenism rather than partnership or citizen power. Similar patterns have been reported in other Indonesian contexts, where weak participatory institutions and limited communication hinder community involvement in RTH management. By contrast, experiences from Yogyakarta suggest that environmental communication forums and multi-stakeholder partnerships can significantly enhance participation.
3.4 Linking Physical Conditions and Participation: Chi-Square Results
Pearson’s chi-square tests examined associations between perceived physical conditions and the five forms of participation.
Table 1. Chi-square p-values between physical condition and forms of participation
	Form of participation
	Availability of facilities
	Condition of facilities
	Availability of vegetation
	Accessibility

	Ideas
	0.668 (ns)
	0.885 (ns)
	0.034 (sig)
	0.885 (ns)

	Labor
	0.029 (sig)
	0.028 (sig)
	0.128 (ns)
	0.593 (ns)

	Skills
	0.003 (sig)
	0.003 (sig)
	0.082 (ns)
	0.955 (ns)

	Goods
	0.906 (ns)
	0.777 (ns)
	0.016 (sig)
	0.864 (ns)

	Money
	0.699 (ns)
	0.316 (ns)
	0.360 (ns)
	0.978 (ns)


Note: “sig” = significant at p < 0.05; “ns” = not significant.
Key patterns include:
1. Vegetation and cognitive/material participation
Availability of vegetation is significantly associated with participation in ideas (p = 0.034) and goods (p = 0.016). Residents who perceive vegetation as better are more likely to suggest improvements, while perceptions of vegetation deficits are linked to donating plants or gardening materials. This supports the notion that vegetation fosters emotional attachment and stewardship.
2. Facilities and labor-based participation
Both facility availability (p = 0.029) and condition (p = 0.028) are significantly related to labor participation. Where facilities such as jogging tracks, benches, and play equipment are present and in better condition, residents are more willing to engage in clean-ups and maintenance, indicating that functional facilities act as incentives for collective action.
3. Facilities and skill-based participation
Availability and condition of facilities also show significant relationships with skill-based participation (both p = 0.003). Residents are more likely to contribute expertise (e.g. mural painting, health education) when the field is perceived as adequately equipped and well maintained.
4. No significant link to financial participation
None of the physical condition variables are significantly associated with financial contributions, suggesting that financial participation is driven more by socio-economic factors and perceptions of state responsibility than by physical conditions.
Overall, vegetation and facilities emerge as critical levers: improving these elements can reinforce non-financial participation (ideas, labor, skills, goods), which is central to community-based management.
3.5 Internal Strategic Factors and IFE Matrix
Internal strengths and weaknesses were derived from descriptive findings, chi-square results, and qualitative insights.
Strengths (S)
· S1. Adequate vegetation with ecological benefits. Vegetation is rated “good” or “adequate” by 96% of respondents and is statistically related to ideas and goods-based participation.
· S2. Strategic and accessible location. The field is centrally located and well integrated into daily movement patterns.
· S3. Clear legal status as city-owned land. This reduces the risk of tenure disputes and supports long-term protection.
· S4. Existing social capital. Active user communities and a core group of contributing residents indicate potential for community-based management.
Weaknesses (W)
· W1. Inadequate public facilities. Toilets are absent, lighting is limited, pedestrian paths are damaged, and play equipment is unsafe; over half of respondents rate facility condition as poor.
· W2. Low and episodic participation. Participation is largely limited to government-initiated activities and focuses on labor.
· W3. Absence of a resident-based management forum. Participation remains unstructured and non-institutionalized.
· W4. Risk of tokenistic participation. Involvement tends to stop at informing and consultation (Arnstein, 1969).
These factors were then quantified in an IFE matrix.
Table 2. Internal Factor Evaluation (IFE) matrix
	Internal factor
	Weight
	Rating
	Weighted score

	Strengths (S)
	
	
	

	S1. Adequate vegetation
	0.22
	4
	0.88

	S2. Strategic location
	0.13
	4
	0.52

	S3. Legal status
	0.10
	3
	0.30

	S4. Social capital
	0.10
	3
	0.30

	Subtotal strengths
	0.55
	
	2.00

	Weaknesses (W)
	
	
	

	W1. Inadequate facilities
	0.18
	2
	0.36

	W2. Low participation
	0.12
	2
	0.24

	W3. No management forum
	0.08
	2
	0.16

	W4. Tokenistic participation
	0.07
	2
	0.14

	Subtotal weaknesses
	0.45
	
	0.90

	Total
	1.00
	
	2.90


The total IFE score of 2.90 (above the 2.50 average) indicates that strengths currently outweigh weaknesses. Ecological quality, location, legal certainty, and social capital provide a solid foundation for a participatory development model, provided that facility deficits and institutional weaknesses are addressed.
3.6 External Strategic Factors and EFE Matrix
External opportunities and threats were derived from policy review, interviews, and contextual analysis.
Opportunities (O)
· O1. Strong policy support for ≥30% RTH.
· O2. Potential for multi-stakeholder collaboration (government, schools, community organizations, universities, CSR).
· O3. Growing ecological awareness among residents.
· O4. Use of social media and digital tools for environmental campaigns.
Threats (T)
· T1. Pressure for land conversion.
· T2. Limited municipal budget for RTH maintenance.
· T3. Declining culture of gotong royong.
· T4. Risk of vandalism and damage.
These were structured in an EFE matrix (Rangkuti, 2003).
Table 3. External Factor Evaluation (EFE) matrix
	External factor
	Weight
	Rating
	Weighted score

	Opportunities (O)
	
	
	

	O1. Policy support
	0.17
	4
	0.68

	O2. Collaboration potential
	0.14
	3
	0.56

	O3. Ecological awareness
	0.12
	3
	0.36

	O4. Digital tools
	0.10
	3
	0.30

	Subtotal opportunities
	0.53
	
	1.90

	Threats (T)
	
	
	

	T1. Land conversion pressure
	0.11
	2
	0.22

	T2. Limited budget
	0.10
	2
	0.20

	T3. Weak collective culture
	0.14
	2
	0.28

	T4. Vandalism risk
	0.12
	2
	0.24

	Subtotal threats
	0.47
	
	0.94

	Total
	1.00
	
	2.84


The total EFE score of 2.84 suggests a moderately to strongly favourable external environment. Policy frameworks, partnership opportunities, and ecological awareness offer a supportive context for participatory, community-based management, provided that threats are addressed.
3.7 Strategic Position: IE Matrix
Using the IFE and EFE scores:
· Total strengths (S) = 2.00
· Total weaknesses (W) = 0.90 → S – W = 1.10
· Total opportunities (O) = 1.90
· Total threats (T) = 0.94 → O – T = 0.96
Plotting (1.10, 0.96) on the IE matrix places Balai Desa Field in Quadrant I (“growth-oriented” or aggressive). In this position, strong internal capacity coincides with a favorable external environment. Strategically, this implies a focus on expanding and deepening participatory management, improving physical quality, and enhancing the field’s role as a community hub, rather than merely maintaining the status quo.
3.8 SWOT Matrix and Strategy Discussion
The SWOT matrix synthesizes internal and external factors into strategic options. Priority strategies, consistent with the growth-oriented position, are S–O strategies that leverage strengths to exploit opportunities. Three are highlighted:
1. Community “Adopt-a-Plant/Plot” Program (SO1)
Residents, schools, and community groups “adopt” specific trees or plots, assuming responsibility for planting and routine care, while government provides initial inputs. This moves selected functions toward delegated power on Arnstein’s ladder.
2. Regular “Green Gotong Royong” as Environmental Education (SO2)
Periodic community clean-ups and light repairs are combined with environmental education (waste sorting, composting, urban gardening). Government plays a facilitative role, while community groups plan and implement activities—approaching a partnership model.
3. “Green Expression Space” for Arts, Culture, and Education (SO3)
Part of the field is reserved for community-led events, including environmental festivals, cultural performances, and educational workshops. Over time, if community organizations dominate planning and implementation, this can approach citizen control.
These strategies would gradually transform Balai Desa Field from a top-down, government-centered facility into a bottom-up, community-based green open space, aligning physical improvements with deeper participatory governance.

4. Conclusion
This study examined how the physical condition and governance of Balai Desa Field shape community participation and inform strategies for participatory green open space development in Medan Helvetia. Using a mixed-methods approach—combining household surveys, chi-square analysis, field observations, interviews, FGDs, and SWOT–IFE–EFE evaluation—the research produced an integrated picture of ecological, social, and institutional dimensions at the neighborhood scale.
Findings show that the field plays a strategic role as both ecological asset and social hub in a dense urban district. Vegetation and accessibility are relatively strong, while public facilities are limited and often in poor condition, restricting inclusive use. Community participation is modest and episodic, concentrated in labor and ideas through government-initiated activities, with limited contributions of skills, goods, and money. Interpreted through Arnstein’s ladder, participation remains at informing and consultation, indicating a government-centered, top-down governance model.
Chi-square analysis reveals that vegetation availability is significantly associated with idea- and goods-based participation, and facility availability and condition are associated with labor- and skill-based participation. No significant relationship exists with financial participation. These results suggest that investments in vegetation and facilities act not only as ecological and functional improvements but also as catalysts for non-financial forms of community engagement.
The SWOT–IFE–EFE analysis indicates that Balai Desa Field occupies a relatively strong strategic position, with internal strengths (vegetation, location, legal status, social capital) and favorable external conditions (policy support, collaboration opportunities, ecological awareness, digital tools) outweighing weaknesses and threats. Positioned in Quadrant I of the IE matrix, the field is well placed for growth-oriented, participatory development strategies.
On this basis, three priority strategies are proposed: (i) a community adopt-a-plant/plot program; (ii) regular Green Gotong Royong activities combined with environmental education; and (iii) a Green Expression Space for arts, culture, and education, managed collaboratively. Together, these strategies can move participation upward along Arnstein’s ladder—from informing and consultation toward delegated power, partnership, and potentially citizen control—while improving physical and ecological performance.
Theoretically, the study demonstrates how physical quality, participation patterns, and strategic planning tools can be integrated to design participatory green space governance at neighborhood scale in the Global South. Methodologically, it shows how relatively simple tools (cross-tabulation, chi-square, SWOT/IFE/EFE) can be combined with qualitative insights to produce actionable, context-sensitive strategies. Substantively, the case of Balai Desa Field illustrates that participatory urban green space development in Indonesian cities is feasible when ecological strengths, social capital, and supportive policies are aligned with institutional innovations that grant communities a meaningful role.
The study has limitations: it is based on a single case, relies on cross-sectional and self-reported data, and does not include detailed ecological or health outcome indicators. Future research should adopt comparative and longitudinal designs, integrate participatory action research approaches, and include more fine-grained environmental and equity indicators. Despite these limitations, the findings offer a robust basis for policy and practice aimed at strengthening participatory green open space governance in Medan and similar urban contexts.

5. Recommendations
5.1 Policy and Institutional Recommendations for Local Government
Local government—particularly Dispora, sub-district and village administrations, and the Environmental Agency—should:
1. Formalize a community-based management structure. Establish a resident-led “Green Field Management Forum” with clear mandates, responsibilities, and communication channels, recognized through local regulations or formal agreements to ensure continuity beyond political cycles.
2. Prioritize critical facility improvements. Integrate upgrading of basic facilities (lighting, benches, toilets, safe play equipment, pedestrian paths, signage, waste facilities) into annual and medium-term plans, with co-design by the community forum.
3. Adopt a growth-oriented participatory strategy. Protect Balai Desa Field from land conversion through zoning and legal instruments, and embed the adopt-a-plant/plot, Green Gotong Royong, and Green Expression Space programs into official work plans and performance indicators.
4. Broker multi-stakeholder partnerships. Actively coordinate with schools, universities, NGOs, and private sector actors through CSR and MoUs to support environmental education, facility upgrades, and co-maintenance arrangements.
5.2 Recommendations for Community Organizations and Civil Society
Community groups, youth organizations, and local leaders should:
1. Move from ad hoc involvement to structured co-management. Organize a formal or semi-formal forum to negotiate roles with government, plan joint activities, and monitor implementation.
2. Leverage digital tools. Use WhatsApp, Instagram, and other platforms to disseminate information, showcase improvements, mobilize volunteers, and attract external support.
3. Strengthen capacity and advocacy. Collaborate with NGOs, professional associations, and universities to access training in participatory planning, environmental monitoring, communication, and advocacy, and to co-design low-cost, community-led improvements.
5.3 Recommendations for Future Research and Broader Application
For researchers and practitioners, future work should:
1. Conduct comparative studies across multiple RTH sites in Medan and other cities to understand how different combinations of physical conditions, social structures, and institutional arrangements shape participation, and to develop typologies of participatory green space governance.
2. Adopt longitudinal and participatory action research designs to capture changes in participation and physical conditions over time as specific strategies are implemented, and to better assess causality and durability of participatory arrangements.
3. Incorporate equity-sensitive analyses to examine how gender, age, income, and other social dimensions influence access and participation, ensuring that participatory strategies contribute to more inclusive urban environments.
In summary, Balai Desa Field should be used as a pilot site for participatory green open space governance in Medan. By implementing the proposed strategies, strengthening institutional frameworks, and learning from ongoing practice, the field can become a model for collaborative management of neighborhood-scale green spaces—supporting ecological resilience, social cohesion, and more democratic urban governance.
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