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Abstract 

This research aimed to apply socio-cultural valuation to assess how stakeholders assign 

values to the ecosystem services (ES) and disservices (EDS) of Jose Rizal Plaza, an urban 

park in Calamba City, the Philippines. The study adopted a three-part methodology, 

incorporating key informant interviews, online valuation survey, and focus groups. The 

research first identified the stakeholders and investigated the value that they assign to 

ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪϥǎ 9{ ŀƴŘ 95{Φ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪΩǎ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ 9{ ŀƴŘ 

psychological EDS. The study then examined the factors that influence these values. 

Direct experience with the park emerged as a significant influencer, underlining the 

importance of park accessibility. The final part of the study investigated how values 

change in different contexts. The results revealed a shared appreciation for elements 

like enjoyment, sports, relaxation, and local culture. Anti-social behaviour emerged as 

a shared concern. These insights offer practical applications for Calamba City, 

suggesting tailored programs that focus on cultural events, psychological benefits, and 

community engagement. The city can also address common concerns like anti-social 

behaviour through targeted initiatives. The research bridges gaps in the existing 

literature by offering a nuanced valuation methodology and widening the scope to 

poorly explored dimensions like EDS. It emphasises the importance of stakeholder 

participation and responds to calls for methodological uniformity in socio-cultural 

valuation studies. The research was conducted online due to the pandemic, which 

posed challenges such as limited face-to-face interactions. Despite this, the study 

provides robust data that could guide future park improvements and methodological 

adaptations. The study not only offers actionable insights for urban park management 

in Calamba City but also contributes significantly to broader socio-cultural valuation 

literature. It advocates for a pluralistic and participatory approach, aligning with the 

trend towards sustainable urban development. By acting on these findings, Calamba 

City has the opportunity to lead in the adoption of a comprehensive and stakeholder-

driven approach to urban park valuation. By following the outlined chronology and 

selecting appropriate valuation techniques, other cities can effectively gauge the socio-

cultural significance of their green spaces and make well-informed decisions. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

The world is under pressure because of the impacts of climate change. Global 

temperatures are rising, resulting in more frequent extreme weather events and 

threats to biodiversity and food security. These hazards also lead to health risks from 

air and water pollution, diseases, hunger and malnutrition, forced displacement, and 

mental health pressures (IPCC, 2022). While these impacts are felt everywhere, they 

are intensified in cities where there is overcrowding and limited space. As the United 

Nations (2018) predicts that the percentage of people living in urban areas will 

increase from 50% to around 70% in 2050, there is a continuous effort to find adaptive 

mechanisms to lessen the impacts of climate change in cities.  

 

Nature has always provided a cure ς from plants that could remedy illnesses to 

solutions to soil infertility and even flood risks. There is also a global movement that 

advocates 'nature prescriptions', where physicians recommend patients to spend time 

in natural environments to alleviate chronic illnesses and mental stress (Kondo et al., 

2020). The current Coronavirus (COVID19) pandemic highlighted the need for and 

access to green spaces after worldwide lockdown measures took a toll on people's 

physical and mental health  (Wortzel et al., 2021; Addas and Maghrabi, 2022). 

Consequently, calls have amplified for a re-evaluation of urban green spaces, focusing 

on enhancing their design, accessibility, and distribution to foster better health 

outcomes (Davies and Sanesi, 2022; Marconi et al., 2022). Acknowledging the benefits 

that people get from nature, city planners bring nature to the city through urban parks 

and other green spaces. 

 

Urban parks are human-made ecosystems comprising a combination of green spaces 

and amenities for public use (Swanwick et al., 2003). These public resources have been 

proven to provide many ecosystem services (ES). Urban parks provide a place for 

sports and recreation, socialisation, and getting in touch with nature, which all 

contribute to better health and well-being (Ulrich et al., 1991; Tyrväinen et al., 2014). 

Green spaces in these parks cool down the urban temperature and improve air quality 

(Bowler et al., 2010; Xie et al., 2019). They also provide habitats for organisms and 

increase the biodiversity in the area (Lepczyk et al., 2017; Cameron et al., 2020). The 
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presence of urban parks is also linked to an increase in the value of commercial and 

residential properties around them (Engström & Gren, 2017). 

 

Despite these merits, these urban green spaces are becoming scarce and fragmented 

because of the twin challenges of urbanisation and densification. This is particularly 

true in Asia and Australia and, to a lesser degree, in North America and Europe 

(Haaland and van den Bosch, 2015). A gap exists in the comprehensive articulation of 

the many benefits these spaces contribute. Frequently, the vision of designers, who 

predominantly helm the development process, misaligns with the users' expectations 

and needs (Plieninger et al., 2013). Knowing how humans interact with urban parks 

can provide insights into how they should be designed and managed. However, the 

way to gather this knowledge is still poorly understood and implemented.  

 

Addressing this gap necessitates deploying an effective valuation process. At present, 

economic and ecological valuation dominate the literature when assessing the value of 

urban parks. Ecological valuation studies consider how urban parks enhance a city's 

biodiversity and provide indirect benefits through their ecosystem functions (Liu et al., 

2021; Xie et al., 2019). In contrast, economic valuation provides information on how 

the benefits from the parks can translate into monetary gains (Hodgson et al., 2012). 

Socio-cultural valuation (SCV), an emerging type of valuation, focuses on figuring out 

how people assign values to ES and EDS. It considers how ES values are culturally 

constructed (Ruiz-Frau et al., 2018) and measures the assigned value expressed in non-

monetary terms while incorporating a person's perceptions, held values, and 

preferences (Iniesta-Arandia et al., 2014). 

 

Notwithstanding its potential, SCV remains scarcely utilised in urban parks' evaluation, 

resulting in a truncated representation of their full value to individuals and 

communities (Engström & Gren, 2017). Numerous park valuation studies have used 

economic and ecological techniques (see Chen & Qi, 2018; Cornelis & Hermy, 2004; 

Prather et al., 2018; Sutton & Anderson, 2016), but these under-represent the 

intangible ES and often disregard the EDS of parks. Moreover, these valuation 

strategies do not evaluate the value of urban parks to their users. This is also the case 

in the Philippines, where, of very few studies on urban parks (see Gonzales & 
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Magnaye, 2016; Gonzales & Magnaye, 2017; Membrebe et al., 2017; Abuan & 

Galingan, 2017), no one had studied EDS, and only one had tackled the social valuation 

of ES (Lagbas, 2019). 

 

Given the lack of emphasis on SCV in assessing the importance of urban parks, this 

study attempts to bridge this gap by undertaking a comprehensive SCV of urban parks 

in the Philippines. It hopes that applying a socio-cultural lens to evaluate urban parks 

will provide a holistic understanding of their significance, shedding light on the 

intangible benefits and disbenefits these spaces provide. The methodology that was 

used encompassed both quantitative and qualitative data collection, focusing on 

individual and collective insights to gauge the diverse ways people assign value to 

these urban green spaces.  

 

The study does not only contribute to the literature on the valuation of urban parks 

but also underlines the importance of user-centred and culturally relevant approaches 

in urban planning. It underscores the significance of viewing parks not just as 

infrastructural entities but as ecosystems that affect social interactions, cultural 

expressions, and overall human well-being. The study hopes to prompt a shift in policy 

and planning discourses towards more inclusive and sustainable urban development. 

The findings from this research could offer a pioneering framework for other cities and 

regions to consider, thereby making a global contribution to the field of urban studies 

and environmental management. 
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1.1 Aim and objectives 

This study aims to apply SCV in assessing how stakeholders value the ES and EDS that 

they associate with urban parks through a case study in the Philippines. This research 

will help reveal the value of urban parks to people and help cities evaluate the need 

and demand for public open and green spaces. This research also addresses several 

gaps in previous SCV studies, thereby contributing to the development of methods for 

the emerging field of socio-cultural valuation of ES and EDS. 

 

The objectives of the study are to: 

1. identify stakeholders of the selected park; 

2. identify and compare the park ES and EDS perceived by stakeholder groups; 

3. examine the non-monetary values that stakeholders assign to the ES and EDS 

and attempt to relate these to their willingness to pay to keep the park; 

4. identify the factors that influence how stakeholders value ES and EDS; and 

5. investigate how the assigned values to the ES and EDS change. 

 

1.2 Thesis structure 

Figure 1.1 illustrates the thesis structure. The results and discussions for the study 

objectives are presented in three chapters: Chapter 4 (for objectives 1 and 2), Chapter 

5 (for objectives 3 and 4), and Chapter 6 (for objective 5).  

 

 



5 
 

 

Figure 1.1 Thesis structure 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This chapter defines the concepts used in the study and gives an overview of the 

published research related to the socio-cultural valuation of urban parks. 

 

2.1 Ecosystem services (ES) and disservices (EDS) 

Ecosystem services (ES) are the tangible or intangible and direct or indirect benefits 

that people get from ecosystems (MEA, 2005; TEEB, 2010). The ES concept became 

widely recognised as a tool for the socio-ecological assessment of ecosystems after the 

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA) in 2005. The MEA suggested four categories 

of ES - provisioning, regulating, supporting, and cultural (Hirons et al., 2016; Small et 

al., 2017). Provisioning ES are the direct ecosystem products like food, timber, and 

water while regulating ES are the benefits that we get from the regulation of 

ecosystem processes such as climate regulation, natural hazard regulation, water 

purification, and pollination. Supporting (or Habitat) ES highlight the importance of 

ecosystems to provide habitat and to maintain genetic diversity. Cultural ES are the 

non-material benefits that people obtain from ecosystems through spiritual 

enrichment, cognitive development, reflection, recreation, and aesthetic experiences. 

These ES also include economic benefits that people get from the non-consumptive 

use of ecosystems, for example as a result of their aesthetic qualities and recreational 

desirability (MEA, 2005; Nesbitt et al., 2017). Cultural ES are intangible; and this makes 

them difficult to define and measure (Nesbitt et al., 2017) and more so quantify how 

their values may change through time (Thiagarajah et al., 2015). There are two other 

international ES typologies created by the The Economics of Ecosystems and 

Biodiversity (TEEB) and The Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services 

(CICES). These classifications do not include supporting services as they are considered 

to be a part of ecosystem processes and not ES themselves (MEA, 2005; Haines-Young 

and Potschin, 2012). 

 

The concept of ES has faced criticism for predominantly highlighting nature's positive 

contributions, thus inadvertently neglecting the idea of ecosystem disservices (EDS) ς 

these are aspects of the ecosystem that adversely affect human well-being (Lyytimäki 

and Sipilä, 2009; Schröter et al., 2014). These disservices are multi-faceted, with 
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potential negative effects spanning ecological, economic, health, and psychological 

domains (Liu et al., 2018; Von Döhren & Haase, 2015). 

 

Ecological disservices can involve elements like bio-emissions from vegetation 

impacting air quality or invasive species disrupting local biodiversity. Economic 

disservices can reflect in the substantial maintenance costs of green spaces or the 

potential devaluation of nearby property due to certain natural features. Health 

disservices may stem from allergenic plants or disease-spreading fauna present in 

parks and green spaces. Lastly, psychological disservices encompass natural aspects 

that trigger discomfort, anxiety, or fear among people, such as poorly lit, densely 

wooded areas or the presence of certain animals (Liu et al., 2018; Von Döhren & 

Haase, 2015). 

 

2.2 Valuation of ES and EDS 

ES and EDS valuation is the process of estimating the monetary or non-monetary value 

of the ES and EDS. According to Costanza (2014), valuation is undertaken for one or a 

combination of the following reasons: raising awareness and interest for a specific 

ecosystem, accounting for national income and well-being contribution of ecosystems, 

detailed policy analyses (i.e., to decide on management options), urban and regional 

land use planning, and payment for ecosystem services.  

 

One of the earliest milestones of ES valuation is the work by Costanza et al. (1997) in 

their article "The value of the world's ecosystem services and natural capital", which 

estimated the economic value of 17 ecosystem services for 16 biomes. Based on their 

analyses, the value of these biomes is in the range of 16 - 54 trillion USD per year. The 

assessment was done to encourage policymakers to consider the value of these 

resources in policy and decision-making (Costanza et al., 1997). Two other milestones 

in the ES valuation are the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA) in 2005 and the 

Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) report in 2010, in which the Total 

Economic Value (TEV) framework was highlighted. The MEA was conducted by the 

United Nations and involved over 1300 global experts, which aimed to assess the 

impact of ecosystem changes on human well-being. On the other hand, TEEB, a 
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worldwide initiative hosted by the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), 

was launched to underscore the global economic benefits of biodiversity and to bring 

attention to the increasing costs of biodiversity loss and ecosystem degradation (MEA, 

2005; TEEB, 2010). TEV assesses two types of values ς use and non-use. Use values 

arise from ES that support human consumption, while non-use values come from the 

intangible benefits from ES. Use values are subdivided into direct and indirect use 

values. Direct use values come from the extractive (e.g., raw materials, food) and non-

extractive (e.g., recreation, tourism) use of resources. In contrast, indirect use values 

result from regulating and supporting services. For example, forests contribute to 

water recharge and purification (MEA, 2005; TEEB, 2010). Non-use values do not 

require a direct interaction between humans and ecosystems. These include bequest, 

existence, and option values. Bequest values are related to the belief that ecosystems 

will provide benefits to future generations; existence values come from the knowledge 

that ES continue to exist; and option values arise from knowing that the ecosystems 

and their services are around in case they are needed (MEA, 2005; TEEB, 2010). 

 

According to MEA (2005) and TEEB (2010), five sets of methods can be used to reveal 

the value of ES ς market prices, cost methods, revealed preference methods, stated 

preference methods, and deliberative and participatory methods. The use of market 

prices involves research on the value of resources (e.g., fruits, timber) in traditional 

markets. Cost methods analyse the cost of losing a particular ES or restoring an 

ecosystem to enable it to provide ES. Revealed preference methods use observations 

to estimate the willingness of people to spend to experience an ecosystem and its 

benefits. Stated preference methods utilise surveys to ask people how much they are 

willing to pay to keep the ES. Deliberative processes make use of citizen juries to 

decide on the monetary value of ES (MEA, 2005; TEEB, 2010). While the MEA (2005) 

and TEEB (2010) appear to have provided a wide variety of options to estimate the 

value of ES, all the methods mentioned above transform the ES benefits into market 

values. They fit into a more general type of valuation called economic valuation. 

Economic valuation appraises the importance of ES or concern for EDS in monetary 

terms (Hodgson et al., 2012). Aside from market prices and cost methods, standard 

economic valuation techniques applied to ES and EDS include hedonic pricing, travel 

cost, and contingent valuation. In hedonic pricing, housing prices are assessed against 
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the ES and EDS of the ecosystems under study (Troy and Grove, 2008). The travel cost 

method measures stakeholders' willingness to spend money to travel to a particular 

place that provides the ES (Heberling and Templeton, 2009). For contingent valuation, 

stakeholders are asked how much they are willing to pay to change the quality or 

quantity of the ES or EDS (Bateman and Langford, 1997; Birol et al., 2006). Although 

frequently used, economic valuation has several limitations. First, while helpful in 

presenting a quantifiable measure of nature's benefits, economic valuation can be 

seen as an incomplete approach because it does not inquire about people's shared 

values and collective preferences. These shared values and collective preferences 

often reflect societal norms, traditions, or shared experiences that shape a 

community's value on its local ecosystems (Wegner and Pascual, 2011; Kenter et al., 

2015a). For example, a community may value a forest highly not just because of the 

resources it provides but because it is a place of cultural significance or a site for 

community gatherings. Second, economic valuation often misses grasping the value of 

intangible and non-use ES, which do not have market values (Chiesura and De Groot, 

2003; Kenter et al., 2015a). Third, economic valuation promotes the commodification 

of nature, which could lead to exploitation. Valuing nature through monetary terms 

could legitimise the destructive economic use of resources (Kallis et al., 2013). 

 

Despite focusing on economic valuation, the MEA (2005) and TEEB (2010) reports also 

mentioned another type of valuation that natural scientists do ς ecological valuation. 

Ecological valuation assesses an ecosystem's functional integrity, health, or resilience 

to sustain life, done by measuring biophysical indicators such as diversity or carbon 

stock (Small et al., 2017). It is undertaken for various purposes, such as examining the 

importance of an organism to an ecosystem or vice-versa and elucidating the benefits 

of an ecosystem to call for conservation efforts. For example, Barlow et al. (2007) 

studied the importance of primary, secondary and plantation forests in the Brazilian 

Amazon for fruit-feeding butterflies. In another study, Barbier et al. (2011) summarised 

the benefits that people get from estuarine and coastal ecosystems. 
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2.3. Socio-cultural valuation 

Socio-cultural valuation (SCV) is an emerging type of valuation that focuses on the non-

monetary value of ES and EDS. It considers value as a social construction from the 

cultural contexts of a time and place. According to Brown (1984), these values can be 

categorised as "held" or "assigned". "Held values" are modes of conduct (e.g., 

generosity, courage, obedience) or end-states and qualities (e.g., wisdom, happiness, 

freedom) which serve as the basis for evaluative judgment (Brown, 1984). "Assigned 

values" express the importance of an object relative to other objects (Brown, 1984; 

Sánchez-Fernández and Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007). Values are developed and how things 

are valued evolves. Groups of people share values, and these are often complex, 

overlapping, conflictual, and positive or negative (Kobryn et al., 2018). SCV can be 

accomplished by asking about individual values or allowing people to deliberate and 

decide on the values (Bullock et al., 2018). 

 

SCV considers how ES and EDS values are culturally constructed (Ruiz-Frau et al., 2018) 

and measures the assigned value expressed in non-monetary terms while 

incorporating a person's perception, their held values, and associated preferences 

(Iniesta-Arandia et al., 2014). SCV allows for the inclusion of social values in ES 

valuation (Lin et al., 2017) and unravels shared or conflicting perceptions among 

diverse stakeholders (Bernués et al., 2014). It can also be used to identify ES that 

people desire in the future (Schmidt et al., 2017). Bullock et al. (2018) suggest that SCV 

is becoming more relevant as there is still a gap for studies that aim to articulate what 

is important to people and communicate this to decision-makers. This research utilised 

SCV, and the conceptual framework is discussed in Section 3.1. 

 

2.4 Urban parks 

Urban parks are semi-natural or human-made ecosystems comprised of a network of 

public open and green spaces in cities. These public open spaces are combinations of 

civic grey spaces like town squares or plazas and urban green areas. The types of urban 

green areas could be described as linear (e.g., river and canal banks, walking routes), 

semi-natural (e.g., wetlands, woodlands), functional (e.g., farmlands, churchyards), or 

amenity (e.g., gardens, sports areas) (Swanwick et al., 2003). These parks are usually 
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established and managed by local government agencies or private organisations. 

Urban parks provide a range of environmental, social, and economic benefits (Figure 

2.1) όLǾŜǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмтΤ hƭōƛƵǎƪŀΣ нлмуύ.  

 

 

Figure 2.1. Ecological, economic, and social benefits of urban parks όhƭōƛƵǎƪŀΣ нлмуύ. 
Letters in parentheses correspond to the character of benefits. 

 

There are very few published studies on the history of urban parks in the developed 

world, while they are almost non-existent in the Global South. This may be the case 

since urban development in the Global South focuses more on building infrastructure 

that responds to economic and population demands. Some studies (see Abdelhamid & 

Elfakharany, 2020; Shackleton & Cocks, 2020; Shackleton & Gwedla, 2021) point out 

that the design and establishment of urban parks in the Global South were influenced 

by their previous colonisers or western countries like the United States (US) and the 

United Kingdom (UK). Figure 2.2 presents the progression of urban parks in the United 

States (US) and the United Kingdom (UK). The evolution of urban parks in the US had 

been described by Cranz (1989) in four stagesΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎǘŀƎŜΣ άǇƭŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘέΣ 

covers the period from 1850 to 1900. This period was when urban parks were situated 

at the edge of cities and were made to showcase how society has tamed nature. These 

areas became playgrounds for wealthy people as they were made far from industrial 

areas where the working class reside (Cranz, 1989)Φ ¢ƘŜ άǎƳŀƭƭ ǇŀǊƪ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘέ 

happened toward the end of the 19th century when efforts were made to build small 

parks near the tenement areas where workers live. This movement merged with the 

intention to establish safe playing fields for children and led to the second stage ς 
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άǊŜŦƻǊƳ ǇŀǊƪέΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘŀƎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴŜǊǎ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǊŜŦƻǊƳ ŀƴŘ ōǊƛƴƎƛƴƎ 

everyone together amid increasing immigration. A field house structure was placed 

within parks to enable people to meet and learn how to fill out government forms and 

speak English (Cranz, 1989).  The third stage (1930 -1965)Σ άǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅέΣ ǿŀǎ 

when parks were viewed as facilities that provide a venue for recreational activities. 

This period was when stadiums were built and managed by the parks department 

(Cranz, 1989)Φ ¢ƘŜ άƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳέ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ (1965 to present) 

where the idea that all open spaces could potentially provide a place for recreation 

depending on the features built within them came about. People began to use parks 

for concerts, meetings, ceremonies, and other gatherings during this stage (Cranz, 

1989).  

 
In the UK, urban parks started as royal hunting parks (e.g., Hyde Park and Richmond 

Park) in the 16th century (Rudd-Jones, 2015; Jones, 2018)Φ ¢ƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ άrus in 

urbeέ ƻǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅǎƛŘŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ Ŏƛǘȅ ǘƘŜƴ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ 

aristocratǎ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ άǎǉǳŀǊŜǎέ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǘƘŜƳ ǿƛǘƘ ŦǊŜǎƘ ŀƛǊ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƳƛƴŘ ǘƘŜƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

countryside properties. {ǘ WŀƳŜǎΩǎ {ǉǳŀǊŜ ǿŀǎ the first one built through an Act of 

Parliament in 1726 (Rudd-Jones, 2015). The industrialisation in the 19th century 

widened the gap between the living conditions in cities and the countryside. People 

also realised how the crowded and compressed city environment could affect their 

health. This realisation led to the rise of a group of reformers (e.g., Joseph 

Chamberlain in Birmingham, Joseph Cowen in Newcastle) who advocated improving 

the city dwellers' environment. They envisioned it through better sanitation and the 

establishment of open spaces (Rudd-Jones, 2015). In 1833, the Report of the Select 

Commission on Public Walks was published, and it promoted the provision of public 

parks in cities to improve urban living standards (Rudd-Jones, 2015; Jones, 2018). From 

an enclave of aristocratic sport and enjoyment, the park began to appear as a public 

landscape for leisure, health, and socialisation (Jones, 2018). During the Second World 

War (1935 to 1945), the function of urban parks shifted more to recreation and sports 

as the youth were trained for battle. Some parks were also used to grow food (Gordon 

and Shirley, 2003). There was a brief period of renovations after the war, but the new 

way of life left the parks empty, and the spread of anti-social behaviour negatively 

ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ (Gordon and Shirley, 2003). This continued until 
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the late 1980s when several research projects and initiatives were undertaken to 

improve and standardise public open spaces' design, functionality, accessibility, and 

management. Some of these initiatives were the creation of the London Planning 

Advisory Committee in 1992, Sheffield Parks Regeneration Strategy in 1993, and the 

standards for access to urban greenspace.  It was also when the multi-functional values 

of open spaces in urban areas were recognised (as cited in Gordon & Shirley, 2003; 

Rudd-Jones, 2015).  

 

It is important to note that it was also in the late 19th century when Sir Ebenezer 

Howard proposed the Garden City concept. He envisioned a transformative new style 

of urban living that combined the benefits of city and country life.  His perspective was 

inspired by contemporary cities' overcrowding and unacceptable conditions, giving 

birth to an innovative design to enhance the quality of life and drive social reform. In 

Howard's plan, the Garden City would ideally be a self-contained entity housing around 

32,000 individuals on a 6,000-acre property, featuring a broad spectrum of residences, 

industries, and farms to cater to the inhabitants' needs. Greenbelts, permanent 

agricultural lands or green spaces, would envelop each Garden City, restraining urban 

sprawl while supplying fresh produce. The city's design would prioritise residents' 

health and happiness, with low-density housing and copious green spaces. These cities 

would practice self-governance, with the residents making cooperative decisions on 

city management. By fusing the best elements of town and country - such as social 

interaction opportunities and easy access to goods, services, and nature - Howard 

hoped to create a balanced and idyllic living environment. This revolutionary concept 

profoundly influenced 20th-century urban planning, establishing garden cities like 

Welwyn and Letchworth in England and inspiring suburban development worldwide, 

including in the United States (Howard, 2003).  

 

The history of parks in the Philippines spans six eras. During the Spanish colonial era 

(1521-1945), public spaces like plazas and town squares were set up, frequently near 

churches. They hosted religious, civic, and social events. Influenced by demands in 

Spain and Europe for better public spaces due to the Industrial Revolution's challenges, 

similar steps were taken in the Philippines, with places like the Jardin Botanico and 

Bagumbayan emerging (Forest Foundation Philippines et al., 2019). New parks were 



14 
 

created during the American colonial era (1898-1946), and existing ones improved, 

including Rizal Park and Fort Santiago in Manila. Additionally, Paco Park gained 

significance, being refurbished post-war into a tourist attraction. During the 

Commonwealth era (1935-1946), reserved parks were declared to conserve resources 

and provide leisure spaces, highlighted by the Quezon Memorial Circle, emphasising 

the importance of public spaces for citizens' well-being (Forest Foundation Philippines 

et al., 2019). World War II brought significant changes, with many parks damaged or 

used for military purposes, requiring post-war rebuilding efforts, such as the 

establishment of the Philippine Veterans Memorial Park. In the Third Republic (1946-

1973), public park growth continued with popular spots like Nayong Pilipino and 

protected areas like Mount Makiling Forest Reserve being established. The 1960s-

1980s featured nation-building initiatives, such as public space beautification led by 

First Lady Imelda Marcos. Major projects were constructed, including the Cultural 

Center of the Philippines Complex. Post-1986, the government and civil society aimed 

to revitalise public spaces, resulting in creations like the Manila Baywalk and La Mesa 

Eco Park. However, rapid urbanisation has threatened some parks. Current efforts are 

geared towards accessible, sustainable, and inclusive public space development 

(Forest Foundation Philippines et al., 2019). 

 

 

Figure 2.2. Timeline of urban parks in the US and the UK 
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2.5 Studies on the valuation of parks 

To get an overview of how the valuation of parks have been conducted in previous 

studies, Scopus was used to search for articles that contained the following words in 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘƛǘƭŜǎΥ όάǾŀƭǳŜϝέ hw άǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴϝέ hw άǾŀƭǳƛƴƎέύ !b5 όάǇŀǊƪέ hw άǇŀǊƪǎέύΦ ¢ƘŜ 

articles that did not aim to estimate the value or importance of the whole park or one 

of its elements were disregarded. The remaining articles were then categorised based 

on the type of parks assessed (national, regional, or urban) and the type of valuation 

technique used (ecological, economic, or socio-cultural). The articles were also 

grouped based on the country and continent where they were conducted. 

 
A total of 209 articles were reviewed (see Appendix 1). They were from the 1960s to 

December 2021. Most of the studies assessed national and regional parks (65.55%), 

while 33.97% investigated urban parks (Figure 2.3). A national park is a natural or semi-

natural area usually owned and managed by a state. It is maintained to conserve and 

preserve nature as a symbol of national pride (Dahlberg et al., 2010). Regional parks 

are also built for the same reason as national parks, but they are managed by a local 

administration under the national government. Some regional parks are also made for 

recreational use or to highlight an area of historical significance (Bouyer et al., 2007). 

¦Ǌōŀƴ ǇŀǊƪǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ŘǿŜƭƭŜǊǎΩ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ 

by providing them with a place for recreation and relaxation. However, there is an 

increasing recognition that they could offer multiple environmental, economic, and 

social benefits ό/ƘƛŜǎǳǊŀΣ нллпΤ hƭōƛƵǎƪŀΣ нлмуύ. 

 
Figure 2.4 shows the number of park valuation studies from 1962 to 2021. It can be 

noted that there was a general increase in the number of studies from 2001 to the 

present. Overall, there was more interest in studying national and regional parks than 

urban parks. Although there were few studies on urban parks in 1962, the 1980s, and 

early 2000s, it can be observed that their number increased more significantly after 

2011.  
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Figure 2.3. Types of parks assessed in the studies 

 

 

Figure 2.4. Number of park valuation studies based on the type of park assessed 

 

A considerable percentage of the studies used economic valuation techniques, 

including hedonic pricing (e.g., Engström & Gren, 2017; Kim et al., 2017), travel cost 

(e.g., Neher et al., 2013; Juarez & Cañete, 2013), and contingent valuation (e.g., Baral 

et al., 2008; Giannelli et al., 2018) (75.60%). Ecological and socio-cultural valuation 
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were less utilised (Figure 2.5). Figure 2.6 illustrates the number of park valuation n 

studies according to the valuation method used per year from 1962 to 2021. It can be 

observed that studies have used economic and ecological valuation techniques since 

the 1980s, while socio-cultural valuation was first utilised in 2005. It can be generalised 

that the use of socio-cultural techniques in park valuation is recent as the number of 

these studies began to increase only from 2012. Out of the 71 studies on urban parks, 

73.24% used economic valuation, while 12.68% and 9.86% used ecological valuation 

and socio-cultural valuation, respectively (Figure 2.7). Most of the studies were 

undertaken in Asia (40.19%), Europe (25.36%), and North America (14.35%) (Figure 

2.8). Many of the studies in Asia were conducted in China (28.57%), Iran (15.48%), 

India (7%), South Korea (7.14%), and Malaysia (7.14%). Only one study has been done 

in the Philippines (Figure 2.9). 

 

 

Figure 2.5. Type of valuation used in the studies 
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Figure 2.6. Number of park valuation studies based on the type of valuation used 

 

 

 

Figure 2.7. Type of valuation used in the studies involving urban parks 
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Figure 2.8. Regions where the studies have been conducted 

 

 

 

Figure 2.9. !ǎƛŀƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘΦ άhǘƘŜǊέ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ 
seven studies done in the Philippines, Thailand, Sri Lanka, Myanmar, Georgia, Cambodia, 
and one comparative study in Malaysia and Indonesia. 
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2.5.1 Socio-cultural valuation of urban parks 

Scopus was used to search for articles that contained the following words in their 

titles: όάǎƻŎƛϝέ !b5 άǾŀƭǳϝέ !b5 άŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳϝέύΦ ¢ƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ǿŜǊŜ to determine the 

ecosystem types to which socio-cultural valuation is applied and in which countries 

they were undertaken. The articles that did not aim to estimate the socio-cultural 

value of the whole ecosystem or one of its elements were disregarded.  

 
A total of 49 articles were reviewed (see Appendix 2). Based on the keywords that 

were used, the first socio-cultural valuation study appeared in 2010. Figure 2.10 

illustrates the number of socio-cultural valuation studies from 2010 to 2021. It can be 

noted that the highest number of socio-cultural valuation studies were recorded in 

2019 and 2020. The highest percentage of the studies involved mountains and forests 

(26.53%). It was followed by a combination of different ecosystems (20.41%), marine 

and coastal areas (14.29%), urban parks and green spaces (12.24%), wetlands (8.16%), 

and drylands (4.08%) (Figure 2.11). The majority of the studies were from Asia 

(34.69%), Europe (28.57%), and North America (16.33%) (Figure 2.12). More than half 

of the studies done in Asia were undertaken in China (52.94%). Cyprus had two 

studies, while Vietnam, South Korea, the Philippines, Nepal, Israel, and India had one 

study each (Figure 2.13). 

 

Figure 2.10. Number of socio-cultural valuation studies from 2010 to 2021 
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Figure 2.11. Ecosystem types where socio-cultural valuation was applied to in the 
articles 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.12. Regions where the sociocultural valuation studies were undertaken 
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Figure 2.13. Countries where the sociocultural valuation studies were undertaken 

 

 

To make the list of studies on the socio-cultural valuation of urban parks that were 

found through the first two literature searches more comprehensive, Scopus was used 

ŀƎŀƛƴ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘƛǘƭŜǎΥ όάǎƻŎƛϝέ !b5 άǾŀƭǳϝέ !b5 

άǳǊōŀƴέ !b5 όάǇŀǊƪϝέ hw άƎǊŜŜƴϝέύύΦ ¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅǿƻǊŘ άƎǊŜŜƴέ ǿŀǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǎƻƳŜ 

studies term parks as urban green spaces. Six articles were found, but five were 

already present in the list from the first two literature searches. 

 
A total of 12 articles tackling the socio-cultural valuation of urban parks were reviewed 

after the three literature searches (see Appendix 3). Figure 2.14 illustrates the number 

of these studies from when they first appeared in 1988 until 2021. It can be noted that 

2019 had the highest number of articles (3). Half of the studies (6) were undertaken in 

Europe, while four were conducted in Asia, and two were in Oceania (Figure 2.15). 

Four countries had two studies each ς United Kingdom, Finland, China, and Australia. 

Sweden, Spain, the Philippines, and Hongkong had one study each (Figure 2.16). 
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Figure 2.14. Number of studies on the socio-cultural valuation of urban parks from 
1988 to 2021 

 

    

 

 

Figure 2.15. Regions where the studies on the socio-cultural valuation of urban parks 
were undertaken 
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Figure 2.16. Countries where the studies on the socio-cultural valuation of urban parks 
were undertaken 

 

Four general socio-cultural valuation methods were used and mentioned by the 12 

studies that were reviewed ς preference assessment, value mapping, deliberative 

techniques, and narrative approaches. The values were elicited through consultation, 

engagement, or observation. Consultation and observation are done through 

interviews, surveys, or discussion groups, while engagement could be undertaken only 

through discussion groups. Individuals or groups could express the values considering 

only themselves or other individuals or groups (Figure 2.17).  

 
In preference assessment, the stakeholders are asked directly or indirectly about the 

importance of an ES or EDS. The direct methods include ranking, rating, or giving 

weights to the ES and EDS (e.g., Chen et al., 2020; M. Egerer et al., 2019). Indirect 

methods involve asking the stakeholders to take pictures of the park features that they 

like or dislike or how much time they are willing to give to improve an ES or lessen an 

EDS (Sun et al., 2019; Wan et al., 2021). Sometimes, stakeholders are also requested to 

share the motivations behind their preferences. Value mapping involves presenting the 

stakeholders a map of the park and asking them to mark areas of value and concern to 

evaluate the spatial distribution of ES and EDS (e.g., Chen et al., 2020; Tyrväinen et al., 

2007). Deliberative techniques require inviting stakeholder representatives and 
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allowing them to discuss the value of ES and EDS and come up with values that they 

agree with (Kenter et al., 2016). Finally, in narrative approaches, researchers observe 

stakeholders or analyse interview or focus group transcripts, video recordings, and 

artworks to understand how stakeholders value the ES or EDS (e.g., Burgess et al., 

1988; Ernstson & Sörlin, 2009). These methods could be combined for a more 

comprehensive study. For example, Chen et al. (2020) and F. Sun et al. (2019) 

combined a Geographic Information System (GIS) application called SolVES (Social 

Values of Ecosystem Services) with preference assessment (ratings or ranking) to 

assess the value of urban green spaces in China. 

 
Figure 2.17 illustrates the methods used in the studies that were reviewed. It can be 

noted that the studies used more quantitative socio-cultural valuation methods and 

focused more on the individual, self-oriented values. Only Schmidt et al. (2017) 

mentioned others-oriented values, and only Burgess et al. (1988) and Ernstson & Sörlin 

(2009) utilised narrative approaches. This is the case not only for socio-cultural 

valuation studies involving urban parks but the ES valuations in general (Maestre-

Andrés et al., 2016).  

 

The reviewed papers highlight the fundamental socio-cultural benefits that urban 

parks offer. These parks serve as crucial areas for relaxation, socialisation and 

supporting mental health (Wan et al., 2021). A profound understanding of users' 

preferences and values is central to formulating strategies that enhance the usability 

and appeal of these urban spaces (Wan et al., 2021). The study by Chen et al. (2020) 

discusses the disparity in perceptions of social values for ecosystem services of urban 

green space in Wuhan's East Lake Scenic Area between urban inhabitants and tourists. 

It argues that integrating different data sources could potentially visualise the 

temporal dynamics of social values in the long run. The study emphasises the social 

value discrepancies between residents and tourists to provide insight into how the 

demands of different stakeholder groups can be incorporated into urban planning and 

green space management processes. The research also highlights the importance of 

intangible social values of urban green space and suggests that similar research in 

other regions of the world is necessary to examine how different data sources and 
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different stakeholders' categories could contribute to urban green space planning 

(Chen et al., 2020). 

 

Langemeyer et al. (2015) underscore the importance of urban green infrastructure and 

its potential to improve the quality of life through ES, with a focus on cultural ES. Their 

research says that testing ES can help understand the condition of city parks and green 

areas, which can also help make better plans for these green spaces. The study 

suggests the necessity for combined, hybrid or integrated assessments of different 

value dimensions, and calls for a stronger consideration and justification of the kind of 

values assessed. Finally, the study highlights the need for general agreement on 

standardised methodological approaches to ensure comparability between different 

assessments and to provide sound advice to urban policy-making (Langemeyer et al., 

2015). This sentiment is mirrored by Kati and Jari (2016), who emphasise the need to 

recognise socio-cultural values in managing urban aquatic ecosystems. Their research 

discusses the importance of small urban aquatic ecosystems and how they support 

human health and well-being. It suggests that with a growing public and political focus 

on brooks and ponds, the likelihood of environmental disputes over managing these 

urban water features is increasing. Consequently, socio-cultural values should be 

factored into strategies that are predominantly based on techno-ecological data. Their 

paper also highlights the importance of making careful value mapping to identify socio-

cultural values of key stakeholders and define ES that are linked with demands before 

preparing the actual storm-water management plan. The case study of Kumpulanpuro 

in Helsinki, Finland, is used to illustrate the importance of considering socio-cultural 

meanings and values that emerge from the sense of place (Kati and Jari, 2016). 

 

Further expanding on socio-cultural valuation, Lagbas (2019) delves into the social 

valuation of regulating and cultural ES in urban spaces while shedding light on 

sustainable adaptation strategies for climate change mitigation in densely urbanised 

settings. Complementing this, Egerer et al. (2019) investigate the importance of urban 

nature spaces, such as community gardens, parks, and trees, for promoting well-being 

and social inclusion among diverse communities. The authors argue that these spaces 

provide a range of benefits, including opportunities for physical activity, social 

interaction, and connection with nature, which can contribute to improved mental and 
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physical health outcomes. Their paper also highlights the need for more research to 

explore the complex relationships between cultural identity, social inclusion, and well-

being in the context of urban nature spaces. Finally, the authors argue that inclusive 

planning and design of urban nature spaces can help promote equitable access and use 

by diverse communities (Egerer et al., 2019). 

 

Contrasting socio-cultural valuations are discussed by Schmidt et al. (2016), who 

illustrated the socio-cultural value of upland regions in the vicinity of cities compared 

to urban green spaces. They contend that including socio-cultural valuation in ES 

assessments can facilitate socially approved methods for restoring natural ecosystems, 

enhancing conservation efforts, reducing strain on ecosystems, and ultimately aiding in 

sustainable ecosystem management. Their paper also draws attention to the 

methodological uncertainties in socio-cultural valuation, pointing out the challenges in 

comparing different regions and surveys (Schmidt et al., 2016). Similarly, Sun et al. 

(2019) highlight the need for a more diverse demographic sample when evaluating 

social values for urban ES. The authors argue that considering social values for ES is 

essential for understanding the relationship between people and nature and making 

informed decisions about urban green space management. They also say that mapping 

tools and visitor-employed photography methods are effective in assessing social 

values for ES in urban green spaces (Sun et al., 2019). 

 

Exploring international perspectives, Swapan et al. (2017) note the contextual 

variations in perceived social values of ES of urban parks in China and Australia. They 

say that while city parks offer many ES that people in both countries like, how people 

in these countries perceive these benefits can differ. The paper also highlights the 

importance of designing parks to satisfy diverse stakeholders (Swapan et al., 2017). 

Lastly, Tyrväinen et al. (2007) discuss several arguments related to mapping the social 

values of urban woodlands and green areas. These include the importance of 

understanding the relationship between green areas and well-being, the need for 

effective methods of studying different age groups, and the potential for using social 

value mapping in strategic green area planning (Tyrväinen et al., 2007).  
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The reviewed studies underline the socio-cultural benefits urban parks provide, 

notably acting as vital spaces for relaxation, enhancing well-being, and fostering social 

interactions. Different methods like preference assessment, value mapping, 

deliberative techniques, and narrative approaches are used to grasp stakeholders' 

values and preferences concerning the ES and EDS offered by these green spaces. 

Studies like Chen et al. (2020) and Sun et al. (2019) have combined various techniques 

to evaluate the value of urban green spaces better, suggesting a need for more 

comprehensive approaches in future research. Moreover, there is a call for a 

consensus on standard methodological approaches to facilitate more comparable 

assessments and sound policy advice, emphasising the need to incorporate different 

stakeholder groups' opinions in urban planning. The papers further highlight the 

significance of considering socio-cultural values in managing different urban 

ecosystems, including small aquatic ecosystems, to prevent potential environmental 

conflicts and promote social inclusion and well-being through well-planned urban 

nature spaces. A consistent suggestion across the reviewed studies is the need for 

inclusive, careful planning, and the integration of diverse data sources to foster 

sustainable, beneficial urban green infrastructures that cater to various stakeholders. 

 

 

 

 

 



29 
 

 

Figure 2.17. Studies grouped by the method used for the socio-cultural valuation of urban parks. Diagram adapted from Santos-Martín et 
al., (2017) 
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2.5.2 Research gaps 

It can be generalised from the review that the literature is dominated with studies on 

the valuation of bigger national and regional parks. This might be because of the 

perceived larger scale of the benefits that they provide. The valuation of urban parks 

has increased in recent years probably because of the rapid urbanisation and 

densification that has led to risks in urban living. Urban parks present a potential to 

become a resource to improve living conditions in cities. It can also be noted that the 

majority of the studies used economic and ecological valuation techniques. They might 

have been influenced by the limited ES valuation approaches outlined by the MEA 

(2005) and TEEB (2020). The concept of ES has been contested for its focus on 

economic valuation and promoting the commodification of nature (Schröter et al., 

2014). 

 

Results of the review suggest that the socio-cultural valuation of parks is fairly recent - 

first appearing in 2010 and gaining more interest in 2019 and 2020. Most of the 

studies focused on natural ecosystems like mountains and forests and marine and 

coastal areas. It can also be generalised that there are still very few studies on the 

socio-cultural valuation of urban parks, and most of them were undertaken in the last 

five years. According to Maestre-Andrés et al. (2016), socio-cultural values are still 

missing in the study of ES, and Scholte et al. (2015) considers socio-cultural valuation 

as a serious gap in the ES research. This type of valuation also has not formalised a 

methodological framework (Santos-Martín et al., 2017). 

 

There were also several limitations of the studies that were reviewed. Wan et al. 

(2021) assert that their study's sole reliance on Instagram data might not reflect the 

broader population's views, thus underscoring the necessity for a more comprehensive 

data collection method. They also note the inherent limitations of automated text 

analysis, which might not wholly capture the intricate nuances of users' preferences 

and values. Insufficient insight into the reasons behind users' preferences and values 

leaves a crucial research gap unexplored. These researchers also advocate for a mixed-

methods approach to deliver more generalisable results (Wan et al., 2021). A similar 

concern for generalisability is echoed by S. Chen et al. (2020), who highlight the 
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limitations of conducting their on-site survey just once. A broader temporal study 

spanning various seasons could furnish a more balanced understanding of public 

perception. The potential for sampling bias in on-site surveys and social media data 

collection, and the focus on limited age categories in their study, identify future 

avenues for research expansion. 

 

Langemeyer et al. (2015) lament the lack of understanding regarding the linkages 

between land uses, management regimes, and the production of ES. Furthermore, 

they mention that trade-offs between providing competing services is another 

knowledge gap that requires further exploration. The need for combined or integrated 

assessments of different value dimensions is highlighted, along with a call for a 

universally accepted methodological approach to ensure comparability between 

various assessments (Langemeyer et al., 2015). Ernstson and Sörlin (2009) concede the 

limitations presented by their small sample size and the potential for bias in selecting 

the most-cited activists. This raises questions about the generalisability of their 

findings beyond the National Urban Park in Stockholm. Likewise, Kati and Jari (2016) 

reveal the localised focus of their study, concentrating on an environmental conflict in 

Helsinki, Finland. In a distinct context, Lagbas (2019) recognises the scarcity of research 

investigating the social valuation of urban vegetation ES from the perspective of 

Manila's college students. This study's sample is confined to students of four 

universities, pointing to a clear need for a broader population study to achieve 

representativeness. 

 

Egerer et al. (2019) highlight similar generalisability issues due to small sample size, 

limited geographic scope, potential selection bias, and the absence of a control group. 

They caution about the subjective nature of well-being measures, limiting the 

application of their findings. Future research must delve into the interplay between 

cultural identity, social inclusion, and well-being within urban nature spaces. Schmidt 

et al. (2016) identify a host of research gaps and limitations, such as methodological 

uncertainties in socio-cultural valuation and difficulties in comparing areas and 

surveys. The limitations related to the interview situations and the study's narrow 

focus on the motivations to visit and preferences for management suggest potential 

areas of expansion. 
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Sun et al. (2019) report a narrow age span and similar education levels among their 

participant group, limiting the generalisability of their findings. Moreover, focusing on 

a few types of urban ES, primarily cultural services, marks an opportunity for future 

studies to consider more ES types. Swapan et al. (2017) acknowledge the limitations of 

their survey-based methodology and advocate for complementing it with 

observational methods and secondary user statistical analysis. The limitations 

presented by the small sample size and the confinement to a select few sites 

underscore the need for a larger, more diverse sample. Lastly, Tyrväinen et al. (2007) 

acknowledge potential bias towards middle-aged individuals in their survey, identifying 

the need for more inclusive methods to canvass different age groups. The limited 

scope of the study area, specific to certain housing areas in Helsinki, further reduces 

the potential for generalisability of the findings. 

 

The discussed limitations and research gaps point to a pressing need for broader, more 

inclusive sample selection, diversified methodological approaches, and expanded 

geographical focus in studies on the socio-cultural valuation of urban parks. This 

research acknowledges that there is work that needs to be done to address the gaps of 

the previous research. Ecosystem disservices of urban parks should be assessed as 

they are still poorly studied (Oteros-Rozas et al., 2014), but could explain why urban 

parks are underutilised. Stakeholders are also generally not well-represented in ES 

studies (Bogdan et al., 2019; Sun et al., 2019) which could lead to poor support and 

participation to initiatives. Participatory and deliberative methods are underutilised in 

the study of ES, but these strategies could better grasp the value of non-material ES 

(Small et al., 2017) and reveal and discuss shared values (Kobryn et al., 2018). The list 

of ES used in studies are usually out of literature or experts (Bogdan et al., 2019) and 

so does not reflect the perception of stakeholders. There has long been a call for the 

inclusion of social value in ES valuation (Lin et al., 2017) as it can better articulate the 

relevance of ES to people (Bernués et al., 2014).  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

This chapter describes the conceptual framework of the study, the selection of the 

study park, and the overview of the research design.  

 

3.1 Conceptual framework 

.ǊƻǿƴΩǎ όмфупύ work on the concept of value was chosen as the conceptual framework 

as it is arguably the basis of the idea of SCV (Figure 3.1). There are also no other 

established frameworks for SCV. .ǊƻǿƴΩǎ όмфупύ coined the terms held and assigned 

values. He proposed that held values lead to the expression of assigned values through 

preferences and the relationship between the individual and the object being valued. 

He also emphasised the three value realms ς conceptual, relational, and object. The 

conceptual realm is where value can be considered as ideals or long-term viewpoints 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŀōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΦ ! ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƘŜƭŘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ 

this realm. The relational realm represents the preference relationship between a 

subject and an object. In this realm, value is not an inherent quality of something and 

is not observable; it is only at the feeling level. In the object realm, value is the stated 

relative importance of an object to an individual or group in a specific context. It is not 

an attribute of the object but its standing relative to other objects. This realm is 

observable and can be represented by the assigned values (Brown, 1984). Brown 

(1984) also claimed that assigned values could change depending on the social setting 

and the constituency (to whom the value is assigned) of the valuation. This change of 

constituency is discussed in section 5.1.1.  

 
Socio-economic variables were assessed in the study since individuals perceive and, 

therefore, value ES differently according to their socio-cultural backgrounds (Hirons et 

al., 2016; Iniesta-Arandia et al., 2014; Oteros-Rozas et al., 2014). These variables were 

also included since they will be used to determine the combination of factors that 

influence the valuation of ES and EDS. Since urban parks are common resources, the 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ό{±hύ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǇǊesent their 

concern for others when making decisions about allocating resources (Murphy & 

Ackermann, 2013). Environmental knowledge, perception, and behaviour were 

ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ relationship to nature. 
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Environmental knowledge represents an individual's awareness and understanding of 

ecological principles and concepts, including their interconnectedness and 

consequences (Frick et al., 2004). This understanding often translates into recognising 

the benefits of environmental features such as urban parks (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 

2002). By including environmental knowledge in the survey, the study could discern 

the extent to which awareness of environmental concepts influences respondents' 

valuations. On the other hand, perception refers to the individual's cognitive 

interpretation of the environment, often shaped by personal values, cultural norms, 

and past experiences (Milfont and Duckitt, 2010). It provides a context for how people 

interact with and relate to their surroundings, affecting their appreciation and 

valuation of ES and EDS. The inclusion of perception in the survey allowed the study to 

explore how individual and community beliefs shape attitudes towards urban parks 

and their associated benefits and disbenefits (Satterfield et al., 2013). Behaviour 

denotes the tangible actions an individual takes, reflecting their environmental 

consciousness and willingness to act in an environmentally responsible manner (Stern, 

2000). Understanding environmental behaviour helps reveal the translation of 

knowledge and perceptions into real-world actions, offering insights into using and 

conserving common resources such as urban parks (Kaiser et al., 1999). Assessing 

environmental behaviour in the survey enriched the understanding of how theoretical 

preferences and values translate into practical engagement with the environment. 

Detailed methods can be found in Section 5.1.1. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1. The conceptual framework of the study, modified from Brown (1984) 
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3.2 Selection of study park 

The Philippines was chosen as the study area because it has one of the largest urban 

populations in Asia (50 million) (World Bank, 2019) but is deficient in the supply of 

public parks and green, open spaces (Forest Foundation Philippines et al., 2019). In 

addition, planning guidelines and regulations on the creation and management of 

urban parks are also missing. To choose the study park, the level of urbanisation 

(percentage of the population living in urban areas) in the Philippines was first 

reviewed, and the top two regions with the highest levels were selected. The cities 

with more resources to invest in urban parks in the two regions were then noted. 

Finally, a list of all the parks managed by these cities was created to select a suitable 

park. 

 

The Philippine Statistics Authority (PSA) released a report in 2019 to detail the level of 

urbanisation in the whole country in 2015 ς 51.2%. This report mentioned the top two 

regions with the highest level of urbanisation: Metropolitan Manila Region (100%) and 

Region IV-A (66.4%) (PSA, 2019). According to the report by the Philippine Commission 

of Audit (COA), Makati City has the highest value of assets (PhP 196.57 billion) in the 

Metropolitan Manila Region, while Calamba City has the highest value of assets (PhP 

12.41 billion) in Region IV-A (COA, 2017). The largest parks in the two cities Makati 

Park and Garden and the Jose Rizal Plaza were initially selected. The Jose Rizal Plaza 

became the study park because Makati City refused the invitation to become part of 

the study.  

 

The study was initially planned to include two case studies ς one in Calamba City and 

one in Makati City. When Makati City refused to cooperate, it was replaced by Manila 

City, the capital city of the Philippines and the third top city with the highest value of 

assets in the Metro Manila Region (PhP 38.68 billion). However, because of the 

coronavirus disease (COVID-19) outbreak, coordination with the city became difficult 

and initial stakeholder interviews impossible. 
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3.2.1 Calamba City and The Jose Rizal Plaza 

Calamba is one of the six component cities of Laguna Province in the Philippines. The 

city has an area of 144.80 square kilometres and is the second-largest city in the 

province. It is about 45 kilometres away from the Metro Manila Region and is located 

at the southwest side of Laguna de Bay, the biggest lake in the country (Figure 3.2). 

The city is politically subdivided into 54 barangays (villages) (Calamba City, 2017). The 

city has flat to hilly and mountainous slopes from zero to higher than 18%. The top 

three land uses in the city are built-up areas which cover about 43 per cent of the city, 

annual crops that cover 25.81 per cent, and grasslands that cover 10.14 per cent. 

Calamba City has two pronounced seasons - dry from December to April and wet for 

the rest of the year. In the last four census years (2000, 2007, 2010, 2015), Calamba 

City has had the highest population in the Laguna Province. In 2015, its total 

population of 454,486 acŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ мр ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎŜΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ 

population (Calamba City, 2017).  

 

The Jose Rizal Plaza is a 7-hectare park located at Barangay Real in Calamba City. It was 

built in 2011 and houses one of the tallest monuments of Dr Jose Rizal, the national 

hero of the Philippines. Rizal is a native of Calamba City, and his monument in the park 

was built to honour his 150th birthday. As of January 2020, the park has the following 

amenities: football field, gardens, lounge (that has not been opened yet to the public), 

and activity area (used for Zumba classes, jogging, and different kinds of events) 

(Figure 3.3). A coliseum, shaped like a clay pot or banga (where the city derived its 

name), is also currently being constructed in the area. Some pictures from the park are 

in Figure 3.4. 
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Figure 3.2. Location of Calamba City in the Laguna Province, Philippines 

 

Figure 3.3. Jose Rizal PlazaΩǎ ŀƳŜƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǎ ƻŦ WŀƴǳŀǊȅ нлнлΦ {ŀǘŜƭƭƛǘŜ ƛƳŀƎŜ όŎŀǇǘǳǊŜŘ ƛƴ 
March 2016) from Google Earth Version 3.3.3.7699 (2016) 
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Figure 3.4. Pictures from the park showing the A: Jose Rizal monument; B: open field; 
C: activity area; D: lounge; E: gardens; and F: coliseum being constructed. 

  

A B 

C D 

E F 
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3.3 Overview of the research design 

Figure 3.5 presents the overview of the research design. The research utilised an 

embedded mixed methods design in which qualitative and quantitative research 

methods are embedded in a more extensive research strategy (Creswell and Creswell, 

2018). For this research, key informant interviews were used to identify the 

stakeholders of the park and develop a comprehensive list of its ES and EDS. An online 

survey was then employed to elicit the values that stakeholders assign to the park ES 

and EDS. Finally, online focus groups were held to study the dynamics of assigned 

values (Table 3.1). The interview guides, online survey questions, and focus group 

procedures and materials were approved by the Nottingham Trent University Ethical 

Review Committee under project number ARE917. Informed consent was obtained 

from all individual participants involved in the study. The details of the methods used 

in each section of the research can be found in the following chapters. 

 

Table 3.1 Data collection and analysis methods used in each data chapter 

Chapter Data collection methods Analysis methods 

4 Key informant interviews to identify 
the stakeholders of the Jose Rizal 
Plaza and determine the ES and EDS 
that they associate with it. 

Summative content analysis, 
socio-ecological network analysis 
by Kati & Jari (2016). 

5 An online survey with a five-section 
questionnaire asking about park use, 
environmental knowledge, 
perception, behaviour, social value 
orientation, valuation of ecosystem 
services (ES) and disservices (EDS), 
and socio-economic characteristics. 

Parametric and non-parametric 
tests (e.g., Mann-Whitney U, 
Kruskal-Wallis, Kendall's (1945) 
tau-b),  Fuzzy-set Qualitative 
Analysis (Ragin & Davey, 2019). 

6 Online focus groups Summative content analysis, 
Parametric and non-parametric 
tests (e.g., Friedman, Wilcoxon, 
YŜƴŘŀƭƭΩǎ ²ύ 
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Figure 3.5. Overview of the research design 
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CHAPTER 4: PARK STAKEHOLDERS AND ECOSYSTEM SERVICES AND 

DISSERVICES 

This chapter presents the specific methods used to achieve the first and second 

objectives of the study ς identifying the stakeholders of the park and comparing the 

park ES and EDS perceived by different stakeholder groups. It also presents and 

discusses the results of the key informant interviews and their value. 

 

4.1 Methods 

4.1.1 Identifying the stakeholders of the park 

The office of the city administrator was first approached to ask which departments are 

involved in the establishment and management of the park.  The city administrator 

identified four departments - the General Services Office (GSO), Tourism Office (TO), 

Planning and Development Office (PDO), and Engineering Services Office (ESO). The 

GSO oversees the overall management of the park. This department issues permits to 

public and private organisations wanting to use the park, organises the events in the 

park, and provides personnel to maintain the parkΩs security and cleanliness. The TOΩs 

only role at present is to help in the promotion of the park. The P DO and ESO were 

involved in the planning and construction of the park. These two offices now monitor 

the construction of the coliseum in the park and design the additional amenities that 

will eventually be built there. Semi-structured interviews with representatives from 

these departments were carried out from December 2019 to January 2020. The 

interviews were conducted in Filipino, audio-recorded, transcribed, and translated. A 

copy of the interview guide for this first set of key informant interviews can be found 

in Appendix 4. 

 

4.1.2 Identifying and comparing the park ES and EDS perceived by stakeholders  

Semi-structured interviews with representatives of the different stakeholder groups 

using a combination of open-ended and closed questions were carried out from 

January to February 2020. The respondents were asked how they make use of the park 

and what benefits and disbenefits they think the park has. To make sure not to miss 
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any ES and EDS, common park ES and EDS from literature were compiled, and 

respondents were asked if they think that the park has them. The ES statements and 

their types were derived from studies by Maestre-Andrés et al. (2016), Kati & Jari 

(2016), Thiagarajah et al. (2015), and Forest Foundation Philippines et al. (2019), while 

the EDS statements and types were from Von Döhren & Haase (2015), Liu et al. (2018), 

Conway & Yip (2016), and Lyytimäki et al. (2008) (Table 4.1). A copy of the interview 

guide for this second set of key informant interviews can be found in Appendix 4. 

 

The interviews were conducted in Filipino and were audio-recorded. Answers to the 

closed questions were encoded in a spreadsheet while responses to the open-ended 

questions were transcribed. Summative content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; 

Kondracki et al., 2002) was used to analyse the transcripts. This process involves the 

quantitative and qualitative examination of the transcripts to identify patterns and 

themes. It is used to provide a descriptive summary or an overview of the content 

being analysed and to make inferences about the prevalence and distribution of 

certain themes or ideas (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Kondracki et al., 2002). Keywords 

from the answers were identified and coded according to their question number using 

the comment function in Microsoft Word. They were then extracted and collated into 

a spreadsheet after which their general themes were identified. The data collected 

from the interviews were anonymised and then analysed through IBM SPSS Statistics 

for Windows, Version 26.0. A diagram similar to the socio-ecological network 

described by Kati & Jari (2016) was constructed to compare the benefits and 

disbenefits identified by different stakeholder groups. 
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Table 4.1. ES and EDS statements from literature. 1 - 34 are ES statements, and 35 - 48 
are EDS statements.  

No. Type ES and EDS statements 

1 provisionin

g 

The park is a source of food for people (e.g., fruits, vegetables). 

2 provisionin

g 

The park is a source of water for people. 

3 provisionin

g 

The park is a source of raw materials for people (e.g., wood, fibre). 

4 regulating The park helps in air purification (or controlling air pollution) 

through the trees and other vegetation present in it. 

5 regulating The park helps to reduce heat island effect (the increased 

temperature in urban areas because of hardscapes ς surfaces made 

out of concrete, bricks, and stones). 

6 regulating The park helps in preventing flood (e.g., plant roots that absorb 

water, storage areas like ponds). 

7 regulating The park serves as a water recharge area (a place where water can 

seep into the ground and refill an aquifer). 

8 regulating The park helps in purifying water (that enters the soil) because of 

the vegetation present in it. 

9 regulating The park prevents soil erosion (wearing-away of a fieldΩs topsoil by 

water and wind). 

10 regulating The park enables pollination. 

11 regulating The park enables seed dispersal. 

12 regulating The park conserves biodiversity (of plants and animals). 

13 regulating The diversity of plants and animals in the park prevents or 

moderates the impacts of pests and diseases. 

14 cultural The park enables (eco) tourism. 

15 cultural The park provides a place for enjoyment and spending free time. 

16 cultural The park offers opportunities for practising different sports and 

keeping fit. 

17 cultural The park provides a place to disconnect, relax, and diminish stress 

(mental recreation). 

18 cultural The park provides unique and attractive landscapes (aesthetic 

information). 

19 cultural The park provides inspiration for culture, art, and design. 

20 cultural The park provides a place for direct connection with nature (spiritual 

experience). 

21 cultural The park provides a place to pray and practice religious beliefs. 

22 cultural The park provides a place for research on and education about 

nature (information for cognitive development). 

23 cultural The park helps in the maintenance and exposure of traditional 

countryside activities and skills (traditional knowledge). 
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Table 4.1 continued. 

No

. 

Type ES and EDS statements 

24 cultural  The park provides a space where you can maintain or create 

relations among people and family (social relationships, cohesive 

communities, diversity appreciation). 

25 cultural The park enables the expression of local identity and cultural 

heritage. 

26 economic The park is a source of revenue for locals. 

27 economic The park provides jobs to locals. 

28 economic The park increases property values. 

29 security The park lowers crime rates. It encourages more people to spend 

time outside their homes and in those spaces, leading to greater 

degree of informal surveillance of the area and deterring crime. 

30 security The park provides a notion of government presence/good 

governance. 

31 security The park lowers road rage incidents (by slowing vehicles). 

32 existence I am satisfied knowing that the park exists, with or without its 

benefits. 

33 option I am satisfied knowing that I can use the park anytime in the future 

for whatever benefit it can provide me. 

34 bequest The park will be beneficial to future generations. 

35 health The plants in the park and their pollens cause allergies or 

poisoning. 

36 psychologica

l 

Green areas (with grass and dense vegetation) in the park that are 

not intensively managed are unpleasant, ugly, and unsafe. 

37 ecological The plants in the park emit polluting gases and dust (in the course 

of maintenance) that reduce air quality or contribute to air 

pollution. 

38 psychologica

l 

There is too much noise from the park when there are events. 

39 psychologica

l 

Some plants and animals in the park smell unpleasant. 

40 economic The park is expensive to create and maintain. Funds can be used 

for other projects. 

41 ecological Some aspects of the park cause damage to structures/people 

(decomposition of construction wood by microbial activity, bird 

excrements accelerating corrosion, tree roots damaging 

pavements, or animals digging nesting holes). 

42 health Animals in the park can become disease vectors. 

43 psychologica

l 

Trees and other plants in the park block the view from houses or 

when walking. 
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Table 4.1 continued. 

No

. 

Type ES and EDS statements 

44 psychological The park obstructs fast and comfortable transportation (motorists 

slow down to take a peek of the park). 

45 ecological The park gives access to invasive species. 

46 psychological Animals searching for food in the trash bins in the park litter the 

environment. 

47 psychological Wild or semi-wild animals like bats or rats in the park cause fear 

and inconvenience. 

48 psychological The park provides space for crime/illegal activities and anti-social 

behaviour. 

 

4.2 Results and discussion 

4.2.1 Identifying the stakeholders of the park 

Socio-cultural valuation studies often define stakeholders as the people affected by, 

the people responsible for, or the decision-makers involved in the ecosystem under 

study (Walz et al., 2019). In this study, the intended beneficiaries of the park, 

according to the city office departments, were assumed to be its stakeholders: 

a) the city office and its employees;  

b) the businesses around the park (specifically in Barangays Real and 

Halang);  

c) students; and  

d) the residents from all barangays (near and far from the park).  

They were expected to have overlapping characteristics as they were not identified 

through power relations or management responsibilities but by ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΩǎ 

perception of how they use the park. According to GSO, the city office benefits from 

the park by providing a space for the events hosted by the city and by serving as an 

extended parking space for city office employees. The predicted increase in the 

number of tourists and visitors, on the other hand, is expected to boost the income of 

the businesses around its vicinity, especially the closest ones. The TO mentioned that 

the park serves as a venue for student activities (e.g., cultural events, sports training 

and competitions). There was also an agreement among respondents that all the 

barangays in the city, near or far, are going to benefit from the park from tourism and 
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recreation. The respondents suggested that one 4-km jeepney-ride (public 

transportation) could be considered as the threshold in assigning άnearέ and άfarέ 

barangays. The barangays that are within a 4-km radius from the park could be 

regarded near, while those that are outside could be considered far.  

 
During the interviews, the respondents mentioned several benefits that they associate 

with the Jose Rizal Plaza (Table 4.2). These were added to the ES and EDS statements 

from the literature (Table 4.1). The complete list of ES and EDS from literature and the 

first set of key informant interviews can be found in Appendix 5.  

 

Table 4.2. Functions and benefits of the Jose Rizal Plaza cited by the respondents 
during the first set of key informant interviews 

No. Type Statements 

1 cultural The park enables the commemoration of the national hero, 

Jose Rizal. 

2 cultural The park promotes the local identity of the city. 

3 cultural The park stimulates the interest of the residents to the cityΩs 

history and cultural heritage (including Jose Rizal). 

4 economic The park provides a place where city events (e.g., festivals, 

competitions, assemblies) can be held, enabling the city to 

save resources. 

5 economic The park serves as an extended parking space for city office 

employees and residents. 

6 economic The park is a source of revenue for the city (as the activity area 

can be rented). 

7 cultural The park serves as a meeting place for different groups. 

8 cultural The park serves as an exercise area (e.g., Zumba classes, 

jogging, walking). 

9 cultural The park provides a venue for sports (e.g., football, baseball). 

10 cultural The park serves as an additional tourist destination (as tourists 

mostly visit the resorts in the city). 
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Selecting stakeholder group representatives 

With the help of the office of the mayor, five departments were selected to represent 

the city office in the second round of interviews. The City College of Calamba was 

chosen to provide student representatives because the city subsidises this college, and 

as such will be easier to collaborate with, through the city office. Five businesses in 

Barangay Halang and Real were also selected, but unfortunately, they refused the 

interviews, citing lack of time as a reason. 

 
Studies suggest that proximity to the green infrastructure or green spaces influences 

how people perceive their benefits (Grahn & Stigsdotter, 2003; Nielsen & Hansen, 

2007; Wright Wendel et al., 2012). So, to select which of the 54 barangays to include in 

the study, the barangays were first separated into those within and outside the 4-km 

distance from the park using ArcGIS Version 10.1 and with the help of the respondents 

(Figure 4.1). From this point onward, those within the 4-km radius will be called 

άbarangays ƴŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ άbarangays far from the parkέ. Out of 

the 54 barangays, 32 are near the park, and 22 are far from it. Consistent with how the 

study site was chosen, the top two barangays in each group with the highest level of 

urbanisation, as reflected by the high percentage of their residential area were 

selected. Two barangays in each group with high levels of urbanisation but also held a 

part of the cityΩs upland conservation zone were also chosen. This zone is meant to 

protect and conserve the environmentally-sensitive upland areas of Calamba City. It 

also defines the urban edge of the city and is proposed to be maintained in a low 

development density, rural state (Calamba City, 2017). The two barangays closest to 

the park were also included to represent areas with which the park has immediate 

benefits and disbenefits. Five representatives from each selected barangay were 

interviewed. The stakeholder groups and the number of representatives interviewed 

are in  

Table 4.3. 
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Figure 4.1. Barangays in Calamba City within and outside the 4-km radius (indicated by 
the green circle) 

 

 

Table 4.3. Stakeholder groups and the number of representatives that were 
interviewed 

No. Stakeholder group Number 
interviewed 

1 Barangays closest to the park: Real, Halang 10 
2 Barangays far from the park  

With an upland conservation area: Canlubang, Camaligan 
Without an upland conservation area:  Mayapa, Masili 

20 

3 Barangays near the park  
With an upland conservation area: Bucal, La Mesa 
Without an upland conservation area:  San Juan, 
Barangay 4 

20 

4 City office employees from the following departments: 
General Services Office, Engineering Services Office, Planning 
and Development Office, Tourism Office, and Environment 
and Natural Resources Office 

5 

5 College students from the City College of Calamba 5 
 TOTAL 60 
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4.2.2 Identifying and comparing the park ES and EDS perceived by stakeholders 

All the respondents have already visited the Jose Rizal Plaza. The majority of them 

(45%) remember going to the park annually, while 25% and 8% remember coming to 

the park monthly and weekly, respectively. For those who come annually, they visit the 

park at an average of 3 times (SD = 2.53) per year; those who come monthly, 4 times 

(SD = 3.52); and those who come weekly, 2 times (SD = 1.36) (Table 4.4). Most of the 

respondents from barangays closest to the park (80%) visit the area either monthly or 

annually. In comparison, a higher percentage of respondents from barangays far from 

the park (70%) visit the area annually. More college students and respondents from 

barangays near the park visit the area monthly (60% and 12%, respectively), while 

more city office employees visit it weekly (60%) (Figure 4.2). 

 

Table 4.4. Summary of the respondents' answers to the question "How often do you 
visit the park?" 

Unit of visit Number Percentage (%) Mean Minimum Maximum Std. Dev. 

week 8 13.3 2 1 5 1.36 

month 25 41.7 4 1 15 3.52 

year 27 45 3 1 10 2.53 

 



50 
 

 

Figure 4.2. Percentage of respondents who visited the park weekly, monthly, and 
annually, by stakeholder group 

 

Ecosystem services 

When the respondents were asked if they thought the park had benefits, 93.3% 

answered άyesέ, while 5% and 1.7% answered άnoέ and άdo not knowέ, respectively 

(Figure 4.3). Their responses by stakeholder group are in Figure 4.4, while the 

comparison of barangays with and without conservations zones is in Figure 4.5. 

 
The stakeholders mentioned a total of 200 keywords with 21 themes when asked 

ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǘƻǇ ŦƛǾŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎΥ άǎŜǊǾŜǎ 

ŀǎ ŀƴ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŜǾŜƴǘǎΣ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎέ όнм҈ύΤ άŀ ǾŜƴǳŜ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜέ 

όмуΦр҈ύ ŀƴŘ άǎǇƻǊǘǎέ όмл҈ύΤ ŀƴŘ άŀ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƭŀȄŀǘƛƻƴέ όтΦр҈ύΣ άǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴέ όт҈ύΣ ŀƴŘ 

άƘŀǇǇƛƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƧƻȅƳŜƴǘέ όт҈ύ όTable 4.5). The benefits mentioned by the 

stakeholders were related to 13 (statements number 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 24, 25, 26, 

28, 29, 32, and 33) out of the 39 ES statements from literature and the first set of key 

informant interviews (see Appendix 5). Nine out of the thirteen ES statements were 

cultural, while the rest were economic. 
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Figure 4.3Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪ Ƙŀǎ 
ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΚέ όƭŜŦǘύ ŀƴŘ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪ Ƙŀǎ ŘƛǎōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΚέ όǊƛƎƘǘύ 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.4Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪ Ƙŀǎ 
ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΚέ ōȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ 
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Figure 4.5. Answers of the respondents from barangays far from and near the park, 
with and without conservation zones, to the question ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪ Ƙŀǎ 
ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΚέ 

 

Table 4.5. Benefits of the park according to the respondents. Actual responses are in 
Appendix 6. 

No. Benefits Related ES 

statement(s)*  

Type No. of 

mentions 

Percentage 

(%) 

1 open space for events, 

meetings, and training 

24, 32 cultural, 

economic 

42 21 

2 exercise 16 cultural 37 18.5 

3 sports 16 cultural 20 10 

4 relaxation 17 cultural 15 7.5 

5 recreation 15 cultural 14 7 

6 happiness and enjoyment 17 cultural 14 7 

7 contribute to city's 

improvement 

25, 28 cultural, 

economic 

11 5.5 

8 tourism 14 cultural 10 5 

9 place to have a stroll 15 cultural 8 4 

10 improves mental health 17 cultural 7 3.5 
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No. Benefits Related ES 

statement(s)*  

Type No. of 

mentions 

Percentage 

(%) 

11 family bonding 24 cultural 4 2 

12 parking space 33 economic 3 1.5 

13 source of income for locals 29 economic 3 1.5 

14 socialisation 24 cultural 3 1.5 

15 nice views 18 cultural 2 1 

16 general health 16 cultural 2 1 

17 shopping 15 cultural 1 .5 

18 increase awareness of people 

about the history of the city 

26 cultural 1 .5 

19 increase (non-economic) 

quality of life city residents 

**  cultural 1 .5 

20 environmental awareness for 

children 

22 cultural 1 .5 

21 dining out 15 cultural 1 .5 

 Total   200 100 

* ES statements from literature that the keywords are related to (see Appendix 6); ** 

additional ES mentioned by a respondent. 

 

Figure 4.6 shows the benefits of the park that the five stakeholder groups share. The 

sizes of the circles represent the average number of keywords each stakeholder group 

had stated to identify the benefits of the park. This value was computed by dividing 

the total number of the keywords mentioned by a stakeholder group by the number of 

respondents who answered the question in that group. The city office employees cited 

the highest average number of keywords as a group ς 6, while the barangays far from 

the park and college students cited the lowest at 3 (Table 4.6). The numbers between 

each line connecting the stakeholder groups tell the number of benefits they both 

mentioned. The barangays near the park and the barangays far and closest to the park 

had the highest number of shared benefits (12) while the college students and the city 

office employees had the smallest number of shared benefits (5). The specific benefits 

that the stakeholder groups share and the benefits shared by barangays with and 

without conservation zones are in Appendix 7. 
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Figure 4.6. Number of benefits shared by the five stakeholder groups ς BC: Barangays 
closest to the park; CS: College students; CO: city office employees; BN: Barangays near 
the park; and BF: Barangays far from the park. The diameter of each circle represents 
the average number of keywords a stakeholder group mentioned for the park ES 
(Table 4.6), while the numbers between each line connecting the stakeholder groups 
tell the number of benefits they both mentioned. 

 

Table 4.6. Summary of the number of keywords mentioned by each stakeholder group 
when asked about the benefits of the Jose Rizal Plaza 

Stakeholder groups No. of 
resp. 

Total no. of 
keywords 

No. of 
resp. who 
answered 

Average 
number of 
keywords 

Barangays closest to the park 10 38 10 4 
Barangays far from the park 
(all) 

20 42 17 3 

w/o conservation zone 10 28 8 4 
with conservation zone 10 14 9 2 

Barangays near the park (all) 20 75 19 4 
w/o conservation zone 10 36 9 4 
with conservation zone 10 39 10 4 

City office employees 5 32 5 6 
College students 5 13 5 3 
TOTAL 60 200 
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Ecosystem disservices 

When asked if they thought the park had disbenefits, 73.3% of the respondents said 

άnoέ, while 25% and 1.7% said άyesέ and άnot sureέ, respectively (Figure 4.3). Their 

responses by stakeholder group are in Figure 4.7, while the comparison of barangays 

with and without conservations zones is in Figure 4.8. 

 

Those who believed that the park had disbenefits stated a total of 23 keywords with 10 

themes (Table 4.7).  ¢ƘŜ ǘƻǇ ǘƘŜƳŜ ǿŀǎ άŀƴǘƛ-ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻǊ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊέ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

include the formation of gangs, drug use, and other issues involving the youth. Part of 

the top five were security issues (related to the park having poor-lit areas and being 

located near illegal settlements), crime, traffic, and costs. The disbenefits mentioned 

by the stakeholders were related to only 3 (45, 49, and 53) out of the 14 EDS 

statements from literature and the first set of key informant interviews (see Appendix 

5). Two of the three EDS statements were psychological disbenefits, while one was 

economic. 

 

 

Figure 4.7Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪ Ƙŀǎ 
ŘƛǎōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΚέ ōȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ 
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Figure 4.8. Answers of the respondents from barangays far and near the park, with 
ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ȊƻƴŜǎΣ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪ Ƙŀǎ 
ŘƛǎōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΚέ 
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Table 4.7. Disbenefits of the park according to the respondents. Actual responses are 
in Appendix 6. 

No. Disbenefits Related ES 

statement(s)*  

Type No. of 

mentions 

Percentage 

(%) 

1 anti-social activities 53 psychological 10 43.48 

2 security issues 53 psychological 2 8.7 

3 crime 53 psychological 2 8.7 

4 causes traffic 49 psychological 2 8.7 

5 additional cost for the 

city 

45 economic 2 8.7 

6 some spaces are 

wasted 

**  psychological 1 4.35 

7 lack of parking **  psychological 1 4.35 

8 incomplete facilities **  psychological 1 4.35 

9 exposure to pollution **  health 1 4.35 

10 conflict on users **  psychological 1 4.35 

 Total   23 100 

* EDS statements from literature that the keywords are related to (see Appendix 5); ** 

additional EDS mentioned by the respondents. 

 

The disbenefits shared by the stakeholder groups are in Figure 4.9. Only the barangays 

near the park and the barangays closest to and far from the park shared two 

disbenefits. The rest only shared one. The city office employees had the highest 

average number of keywords (3); followed by barangays near the park (2) and the 

barangays closest to the park, far from the park, and college students (1) (Table 4.8). 

The specific disbenefits that the stakeholder groups share and the disbenefits shared 

by barangays with and without conservation zones are in Appendix 7. 
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Figure 4.9. Number of disbenefits shared by the five stakeholder groups ς BC: 
Barangays closest to the park; CS: College students; CO: city office employees; BN: 
Barangays near the park; and BF: Barangays far from the park. The diameter of each 
circle represents the average number of keywords a stakeholder group mentioned for 
the park EDS (Table 4.8) multiplied by two (for visualisation), while the numbers 
between each line connecting the stakeholder groups tell the number of disbenefits 
they both mentioned. 
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Table 4.8. Summary of the number of keywords mentioned by each stakeholder group 
when asked about the disbenefits of the Jose Rizal Plaza 

Stakeholder groups No. of 
resp. 

Total no. of 
keywords 

No. of 
resp. who 
answered 

Average 
number of 
keywords 

Barangays closest to the park 10 7 5 1 

Barangays far from the park 

(all) 

20 3 3 1 

w/o conservation zone 10 3 2 2 

with conservation zone 10 0 1 0 

Barangays near the park (all) 20 6 4 2 

w/o conservation zone 10 2 2 1 

with conservation zone 10 4 2 2 

City office employees 5 6 2 3 

College students 5 1 1 1 

TOTAL 60 23 
  

 

Additional ES and EDS 

Respondents mentioned ES and EDS that were not in the list from literature (Table 

4.9). These ES and EDS statements will be added to the list that will be used in the 

valuation survey in the next stage of the research.  

 

Table 4.9. ES and EDS mentioned by the respondents that are not related to the list 
from literature. 1 and 2 are ES statements, while 3 ς 6 are EDS statements. 

No. Type Statements 

1 cultural The park enhances the non-economic quality of life of the city 
residents. 

2 cultural The park contributes to increasing the green areas in the city. 
3 psychological The park can stir up conflict among users - who should be 

prioritised to use the open space? 
 

4 economic The park wastes the land that could have been used for other 
purposes. 
 

5 health The park exposes visitors to air pollution since it is beside the 
road. 
 

6 psychological The incomplete features of the park bring frustration to the 
residents. 
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The results in this section strongly suggest that the stakeholders regard the park as 

beneficial, and this is whether they have a direct role in its maintenance, living near to 

or far from it, or with or without conservation zones. The benefits that respondents 

mentioned were mostly cultural ES. This finding broadly confirms that urban parks 

primarily provide two ES types ς cultural and regulating (Dai et al., 2019; Giedych & 

Maksymiuk, 2017). However, cultural ES could outweigh the value of other ES in the 

urban setting where well-being is much more important to stakeholders (Thiagarajah 

et al., 2015). 

 
It can also be inferred from the results that the city office employees are the most 

knowledgeable when it comes to the parkΩs benefits. The barangays near the park are 

the most similar to the barangays closest to and far from the park when it comes to 

identifying the benefits of the park. This finding could confirm that the benefits of the 

park extend not only to the ones immediately around it but to farther barangays as 

well. The barangays far from the park and the college students identified the least 

number of benefits, but the students appear to have the least similarity to all other 

stakeholders in identifying the benefits of the park. It could well be because of their 

majors or their disinterest in parks as they frequent malls, sports complexes, and other 

recreational places more. It could also be because the park does not have the 

amenities that appeal to them. Baran et al. (2013) and Veitch et al. (2016) suggest that 

park amenities are essential factors in encouraging park use for adolescents. The 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ barangays closest to, near, and far from the park, however, 

should be interpreted with caution since the number of respondents for the college 

students was lower than the three other groups. Nevertheless, the results point out 

that asking only students or a single stakeholder group to elucidate the benefits of a 

particular park might lead to missing a lot of benefits that the park has. This has been 

emphasised in several researches ς the importance of involving as many stakeholder 

groups as possible in determining the benefits of parks (see Bullock et al., 2018; 

Langemeyer et al., 2015).  

 
The parkΩs disbenefits seemed to be most felt by the barangays closest to the park and 

least felt by the college students and barangays far from and near the park. Their 

answers suggest that they have observed numerous anti-social activities in the park. 
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Analysing the disbenefits that the stakeholders share, it can be said that the city office 

employees have the most knowledge about the parkΩs disbenefits, while the college 

students and the barangays far from the park have the least knowledge about them. 

Similar to the findings of the benefits of the park, the barangays near the park are also 

the most similar to the barangays closest to and far from the park when it comes to 

identifying the disbenefits of the park. Students also appear to have the least similarity 

to all other stakeholders in identifying the disbenefits of the park. 

 

Overall, the findings from this section provide a diverse perspective on the role and 

value of Jose Rizal Plaza. It has been recognised that urban parks predominantly offer 

cultural and regulating ES (Giedych and Maksymiuk, 2017; Dai et al., 2019), aligning 

with the local perceptions of Jose Rizal Plaza as revealed in this research. This affinity 

for cultural ES echoes the emphasis on well-being in urban areas noted by Thiagarajah 

et al. (2015) in their work about the cultural ES of parks in Singapore. The diverse 

responses across stakeholder groups, such as city office employees, barangays, and 

college students, underscore the importance of inclusivity, reflecting the significance 

of involving various stakeholders in ES assessment, as emphasised by Bullock et al. 

(2018) and Langemeyer et al. (2015). These insights will be crucial in informing the 

subsequent chapters of this thesis, specifically the online valuation and focus groups, 

allowing for a more holistic evaluation of the urban park's impact on the community. 

 

Agreement to ecosystem services and disservices statements from literature 

The respondents agreed or strongly agreed to 34 (out of 39) ES and 3 (out of 14) EDS 

statements. The number of ES and EDS agreed or strongly agreed by the stakeholder 

groups are in Table 4.10.  

 
The barangays closest to the park agreed or strongly agreed to the highest number of 

ES statements (35), while college students agreed or strongly agreed to the least 

number of ES statements (21). The city office employees agreed or strongly agreed to 

33, while the barangays far from and near the park agreed or strongly agreed to 31. In 

barangays far from the park, those with conservation zones agreed to a higher number 

of ES statements (33 vs 26). It was the opposite for the barangays near the park (30 vs 
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33). For the EDS, barangays near the park agreed or strongly agreed to the highest 

number of statements (6), while the barangays far from the park and the city office 

employees agreed to none. College students and barangays closest to the park agreed 

or strongly agreed to three. In barangays far from the park, those without conservation 

zones agreed to none, while the ones with conservation zones agreed to only one. In 

barangays near the park, those without conservation zones agreed to five while those 

without agreed to four (Table 4.10). 

 

Table 4.10. Number of ES and EDS agreed or strongly agreed by the stakeholder groups 

  

Number of ES and EDS statements that they 

agree or strongly agree with (modes of 4 

and 5) 

Stakeholder groups ES EDS Total 

Overall 34 3 37 

Barangays closest to the park 35 3 38 

Barangays far from the park 

(overall) 31 0 31 

with conservation zone 26 0 26 

w/o conservation zone 33 1 34 

Barangays near the park (overall) 31 6 37 

with conservation zone 33 4 37 

w/o conservation zone 30 5 35 

City office employees 33 0 33 

College students 21 3 24 

 

Figure 4.10 to Figure 4.13 show the types of ES and EDS that the different stakeholder 

groups recognised from the park by agreeing to the ES and EDS statements. Values of 

the radius (0 - 1) represent the proportion of the statements that the stakeholder 

group agreed or strongly agreed with for a specific type of ES or EDS (see Appendix 8 

for the computation). ¢ƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜΣ ƻǇǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ōŜǉǳŜǎǘ 9{ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ άƴƻƴ-

ǳǎŜέ 9{Σ which are the benefits that people get from ecosystems even without physical 

interaction with them (Kati and Jari, 2016).  
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The barangays closest to the park recognised the broadest range of ES types in the 

park, while the college students identified the most limited variety of ES types. Overall, 

the stakeholder groups observed more of the parkΩs cultural and non-use ES and 

almost none of the provisioning ES. The regulating ES were recognised to a greater 

extent by the city office employees and the barangays closest to and near the park. 

The barangays closest to the park saw most of the parkΩs cultural ES, along with the 

barangays near the park and city office employees. Two groups recognised, to a 

greater extent, the economic ES of the park ς city office employees and barangays 

closest to the park. Security ES were mostly known to barangays near and closest to 

the park, while non-use ES were known to all stakeholder groups, a little less for 

college students (Figure 4.10).  

 
There is almost no difference in how the barangays with and without conservation 

zones within barangays near the park acknowledged the different ES types. Both 

mostly noticed the parkΩǎ non-use and cultural ES. In the far barangays, both with and 

without conservation zones also identified the park's non-use and cultural ES, but the 

ones with conservation zones identified a more limited range of ES types (Figure 4.11). 
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Figure 4.10. Agreement of the stakeholder groups to the different ES types 

 

 

Figure 4.11. Agreement of the barangays with and without conservation zones within 
barangays far from and near the park to the different ES types 
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The barangays near the park identified the broadest range of EDS types in the park, 

while the city office employees identified the most limited variety of EDS types. The 

stakeholder groups generally observed more of the park's psychological and economic 

EDS. The health EDS were noticed to a greater extent by the barangays near the park. 

College students and the barangays near the park saw most of the park's ecological 

EDS. The barangays near the park was also drawn to a greater extent to the economic 

EDS of the park. Barangays near the park and college students better noticed 

psychological EDS (Figure 4.12). 

 
In near barangays, those with conservation zones identified a more limited range of 

EDS types and mainly saw the park's psychological EDS. The ones without conservation 

zones were more drawn to the park's economic EDS. In the far barangays, those with 

conservation zones also identified a more limited range of EDS types and saw more of 

the park's psychological EDS. The ones without conservation zones were more drawn 

to the park's health EDS (Figure 4.13). 

 

 

Figure 4.12. Agreement of the stakeholder groups to the different EDS types 
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Figure 4.13. Agreement of the barangays with and without conservation zones within 
barangays far from and near the park to the different EDS types 

 

Results from this part of the interview suggest that the stakeholders believe that the 

park has more ES than EDS. The barangays closest to the park might have recognised 

more park ES than any other stakeholder group because of their familiarity with the 

place because of its proximity. The same reason could explain why the barangays near 

the park identified the highest number of park EDS. College students seemed to be the 

most detached to the park as having been presented a list, still identified the least 

number of ES and EDS. It is difficult to generalise the effect of the presence of 

conservation zones when it comes to the recognition of ES as it seemed to have 

influenced the responses in the far barangays positively while otherwise in the near 

barangays. When it comes to the EDS, their presence seemed to reduce the number of 

EDS that the respondents acknowledged.  

 
The stakeholders identified more of the parkΩs cultural ES. Interestingly, all the 

stakeholder groups acknowledged that the park has non-use ES (existence, option, and 

bequest), but no one mentioned them during the interviews. This finding suggests that 

this ES type is more difficult to express, probably not only because it is non-material 
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like the cultural ES, but also since it does not involve interaction with the park. This 

finding also illustrates the importance of utilising multiple methods when eliciting the 

ES and EDS that stakeholders associate with parks. Had the stakeholders were just 

asked and not given a list of potential park ES and EDS, these non-use ES could have 

been easily missed and excluded in the analysis. 

 
Their proximity to the area and the higher frequency of their visits might have been 

the reason why the barangays closest to the park had the broadest awareness of the 

ES types in it. The results generally suggest that the barangays closest to and near the 

park are very similar in how they perceive the benefits of the park ς seeing more of its 

non-use, cultural, and security ES.  The barangays far from the park observed these ES 

too, but to a lesser extent, probably because of their distance. Aside from the non-use 

ES, the barangays closest to and near the park also knew the security ES better than 

other stakeholder groups, and this might be because they see and experience these ES. 

The higher awareness of city office employees to the economic ES than other 

stakeholders was expected since they operate the park and assess its economic 

impacts. The city office employees also seemed more informed of environmental 

concepts, as they knew the regulating ES more than other stakeholders. The presence 

of conservation zones did not seem to afŦŜŎǘ Ƙƻǿ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪΩǎ 9{Σ 

as they had a similar pattern.  

 

Concerning the perception of EDS, the barangays near the park had the broadest 

ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪΩǎ 95{Σ ŀƎŀƛƴ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ more 

frequent visits to it. In contrast, the city office employees seem to deny that the park 

has any EDS. The ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪΩǎ ǇǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 9{Σ possibly 

because these are the ones directly felt. The barangays closest to the park and college 

students did not believe that the park had any health ES. The presence of conservation 

zones seemed to widen the EDS types that stakeholders could identify.  

 

The results from the second part of the analysis deepen understanding of stakeholder 

perceptions of the park's ES and EDS. The emphasis on cultural ES aligns with a broader 

shift towards recognising non-material benefits in urban areas (Dai et al., 2019). The 

varying perceptions among stakeholders concerning proximity and conservation zones 
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reflect a complex interplay of factors similar to the findings of other urban park studies 

(Baran et al., 2013; Veitch et al., 2015). The discovery that particular non-use ES are 

more difficult to express resonates with the challenges found in ES valuation and 

communication (Chan et al., 2012). The study recognises that there might be 

limitations in generalising the findings from the key informant interviews due to the 

limited number of stakeholder representatives interviewed. However, the data 

collected is sufficient to underpin the subsequent stages of this thesis - the online 

valuation and focus groups. 
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CHAPTER 5: VALUATION SURVEY 

This chapter presents the specific methods used to achieve the third and fourth 

objectives of the study ς examining the non-monetary values that stakeholders assign 

to the ES and EDS and identifying the factors that influence their valuation. It also 

presents and discusses the results of the valuation survey and their value to the 

project. 

 

5.1 Methods 

5.1.1 Questionnaire structure and administration 

The questionnaire consisted of five sections ς 1) Park use; 2) Environmental 

knowledge, perception, and behaviour; 3) Social value orientation; 4) Valuation of 

ecosystem services (ES) and disservices (EDS) and willingness-to-contribute; and 5) 

Socio-economic characteristics. A copy of the questionnaire is in Appendix 9. 

 

The first section asked the respondents how they utilise the park ς if they had visited it 

before and the frequency and purpose of their visits. In the second section, 

environmental knowledge was measured through common environmental concepts 

and the environmental laws in the Philippines. Respondents were asked to choose 

from a group of words, the environmental concepts described in seven statements 

(Frick et al., 2004; Zsóka et al., 2013). The total number of correct answers was used to 

represŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƴ 

asked to gauge how much they know about the three primary environmental laws in 

the Philippines through a Likert scale from 0 (practically no knowledge) to 3 (a lot). The 

three laws that were included are the following: Clean Water Act (Republic Act No. 

9275), Clean Air Act (Republic Act No. 8749), and the Ecological Solid Waste 

aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ !Ŏǘ όwŜǇǳōƭƛŎ !Ŏǘ bƻΦ фллоύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ 

was assessed by asking them how they think local environmental issues have become 

since they have lived in Calamba City (Carlsen & Bruggemann, 2020; Dlamini et al., 

2020). They were asked to choose from a Likert scale of from 1 (much worse) to 5 

(much better). They were also given a choice to answer 0 if they think they do not have 

enough knowledge to provide a rating. Environmental behaviour was measured by 

asking the respondents how frequent they practice nine positive environmental 
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behaviours (Murphy and Fredin, 2004; Liang et al., 2018). They were asked to rate 

each action from 1 (never) to 5 (always). They were allowed asked to answer 0 if they 

wanted to skip a number. The scales used to measure the knowledge of environmental 

laws, environmental perception, and environmental behaviour had high levels of 

ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ό/ǊƻƴōŀŎƘΩǎ ŀƭǇƘŀ ƻŦ лΦутуΣ лΦунфΣ ŀƴŘ лΦумоΣ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅύΦ 

 
¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ό{±hύ όi.e. the magnitude of their concern to 

others when it comes to allocating resources) was measured in the third section using 

a tool developed by Murphy & Ackermann (2013). Respondents were asked to imagine 

being paired with another person unrelated to them. They were then asked to choose 

one resource (cash) allocation between him or her and the other person out of nine 

options six times. The set of responses were then transformed into a degree score 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ {±h ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǳƭa:  

 

36/ ÔÁÎ
ὃӶ υπ

ὃӶ υπ
 

 

where ὃӶ  and ὃӶ are the mean allocation for the other person and to self, 

respectively. The SVO angles are illustrated in Figure 5.1 (Murphy & Ackermann, 2013). 

An angle of less than -12.04 would mean that an individual is competitive while angles 

between -12.04 and 22.45 would mean that they are an individualist.  A prosocial 

would have an angle between 22.45 and 57.15, while an altruist would have greater 

than 57.15. A competitive individual is someone who aims to maximise the difference 

between what they have and what the other person has. Individualists aim to 

maximise resources for themselves. A prosocial values the equality of resource 

distribution, while an altruist endeavour to maximise otƘŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƻǊ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ 

(Murphy & Ackermann, 2013). As an example, we will assume a respondent has made 

their selections, and we have calculated the mean allocations to be ὃӶ = 60 and ὃӶ  = 

70. To find the SVO angle, we substitute these values into the formula: 

36/ ÔÁÎ
φπ υπ

χπ υπ
 

ÔÁÎ
ρπ

ςπ
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ÔÁÎπȢυπ 

ὃ ςφȢυχ 

Referring to Figure 5.1 and the categorisations outlined by Murphy & Ackermann 

(2013), this angle places the respondent in the prosocial category, as it falls between 

22.45° and 57.15°. This suggests that the respondent values a fair distribution of 

resources between themselves and others.  

 

 

Figure 5.1. SVO angles and their descriptive equivalents in a location plane by (Murphy 
& Ackermann, 2013) 

 

In the fourth section, the respondents were asked to rate the importance of the ES and 

the worry they have for the EDS of the park using a continuous scale slider from 0 ς 10 

(with one decimal place) (Langemeyer et al., 2015; Schmidt et al., 2017). The ES and 

EDS that were included in the survey came from the benefits and disbenefits cited by 

the respondents during the key informant interviews (see Chapter 4, section 4.2.2) 

(Table 5.2). The values that the respondents assigned to ES (statements 1 to 36) and 

EDS (statements 37 to 44) were averaged. The fifth section summarises the 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ socio-economic characteristics.  
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The survey was initially planned to be administered online, by mail, and face-to-face, 

but because of the COVID-19 outbreak, it was only administered online through the 

Qualtrics Core XM Survey Tool. The survey was launched on the 17th of April 2020 and 

was closed on the 31st of July 2020. The link to the survey was distributed using social 

media and emails. The survey data from Qualtrics was exported as an SPSS data set for 

analysis. 

Table 5.1. ES and EDS statements used in the online survey. 

No Type Statements 

1 regulating The ability of the park to help in air purification (or controlling 

air pollution) through the trees and other vegetation present in 

it. 

2 regulating The ability of the park to help reduce heat island effect (the 

increased temperature in urban areas because of hardscapes ς 

surfaces made of concrete, bricks, and stones). 

3 regulating The ability of the park to help in preventing flood (e.g., plant 

roots that absorb water, storage areas like ponds). 

4 regulating The ability of the park to serve as a water recharge area (a place 

where water can seep into the ground and refill an aquifer). 

5 regulating The ability of the park to help in purifying water that enters the 

soil because of the vegetation present in it. 

6 regulating The ability of the park to prevent soil erosion (wearing away of 

a field's topsoil by water and wind). 

7 regulating The ability of the park to enable pollination. 

8 regulating The ability of the park to enable seed dispersal. 

9 cultural The ability of the park to enable (eco) tourism. 

10 cultural The ability of the park to provide a place for enjoyment and to 

spend free time. 

11 cultural The ability of the park to offer opportunities for practising 

different sports and keeping fit. 

12 cultural The ability of the park to provide a place to disconnect, relax, 

and diminish stress (mental recreation). 

13 cultural The ability of the park to provide unique and attractive 

landscapes (aesthetic information). 
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No Type Statements 

14 cultural The ability of the park to provide inspiration for culture, art, and 

design. 

15 cultural The park provides a place for direct connection with nature 

(spiritual experience). 

16 cultural The ability of the park to provide a place to pray and practice 

religious beliefs. 

17 cultural The ability of the park to provide a place for research on and 

education about nature (information for cognitive 

development). 

18 cultural The ability of the park to help in the maintenance and exposure 

of traditional countryside activities and skills (traditional 

knowledge). 

19 cultural The ability of the park to provide a space where you can 

maintain or create relations among people and family (social 

relationships, cohesive communities, diversity appreciation). 

20 cultural The ability of the park to enable the expression of local identity 

and cultural heritage. 

21 cultural The ability of the park to stimulate the interest of the residents 

ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ WƻǎŜ wƛȊŀƭύΦ 

22 cultural The ability of the park to provide a way to commemorate our 

national hero, Jose Rizal. 

23 economic The ability of the park to provide revenue for the city (renting 

the activity area and other facilities). 

24 economic The ability of the park to provide revenue for locals. 

25 economic The ability of the park to provide jobs to locals. 

26 economic The ability of the park to increase property values. 

27 economic The ability of the park to become a place where different kinds 

of events in the city (e.g., celebrations, concerts, competitions) 

can be held. 

28 economic The ability of the park to serve as an extra parking space for city 

office employees and residents. 

29 security The ability of the park to lower crime rates. It encourages more 

people to spend time outside their homes and in those spaces, 

leading to a greater degree of informal surveillance of the area 

and deterring crime. 



74 
 

No Type Statements 

30 security The ability of the park to provide a notion of government 

presence/good governance. 

31 security The ability of the park to lower road rage incidents (by slowing 

vehicles). 

32 existence The mere existence of the park, with or without its benefits. 

33 option The idea that the park is there for me to use in the future for 

whatever benefit it can provide me. 

34 bequest The benefits that the park will provide to future generations. 

35 cultural The ability of the park to enhance the non-economic quality of 

life of the city residents. 

36 cultural The contribution of the park to increasing the green areas in the 

city. 

37 psychologica

l 

The unpleasant, ugly, and unsafe appearance of the green areas 

(with grass and dense vegetation) in the park that are not 

intensively managed. 

38 psychologica

l 

The obstruction of fast and comfortable transportation because 

of the park (motorists slow down to peek of the park). 

39 psychologica

l 

The too much noise from the park when there are events. 

40 psychologica

l 

The risk of the park providing space for anti-social behaviour, 

crime, and other illegal things. 

41 psychologica

l 

The park causing conflict among users - who should be 

prioritised to use the open space? 

42 economic The park wasting the land that could have been used for other 

purposes. 

43 health The park exposing visitors to air pollution since it is beside the 

road. 

44 psychologica

l 

The frustration that the park brings to residents because of its 

incomplete features. 

 

5.1.2 Data analysis 

Answers to the fifth section of the questionnaire (socio-economic characteristics) were 

analysed first to summarise the demographics of the respondents and to categorise 

them according to the stakeholder groups that were identified in the earlier stages of 
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the research (see Chapter 4, section 4.2.1). The first four sections were then 

subsequently analysed. All the analyses were conducted through IBM SPSS Statistics 

for Windows, Version 26.0, except for the Fuzzy-set Qualitative Analysis, which was 

run through the fs/QCA software Version 3.1b (Ragin & Davey, 2019). 

 

5.2 Results and discussion 

5.2.1 Socio-economic characteristics 

A total of 675 people completed the survey through the Qualtrics link. More than half 

of the respondents (55.85%) found out about the survey from a colleague, friend, or a 

relative, and 30.07% found it through social media posts (Figure 5.2). The top five 

barangays with the highest number of respondents were Canlubang (11.9%), La Mesa 

(9.2%), Mayapa (7.7%), Bucal (7.7%), and Halang (5.8%) (Table 5.2). The mean age of 

the respondents is 25.97 (SD = 9.87), with a mode of 19. The youngest respondent is 

18, and the oldest is 65.  More than half of the respondents were female (58.52%), 

while 32% were males. About 8% were members of the LGBTQI (Figure 5.3).  

 
The majority of the respondents were single (75.56%) while 17.78% were married 

(Figure 5.4). Almost half of them (47.85%) own their houses, while 22% and 17% share 

with their relatives and rent, respectively (Figure 5.5). In terms of educational 

attainment, 36.15% of the respondents completed their college education, while 

32.89% completed their high school education. About 20% had an incomplete college 

education, while 8% had reached graduate studies (Figure 5.6). The majority of the 

respondents (73.30%) were locals (Figure 5.7). The respondents were categorised 

according to the stakeholder groups that were identified in the earlier stages of the 

research (see Chapter 4, section 4.2.1). This was accomplished through their answers 

to the first question in the socio-economic section of the questionnaire (stakeholder 

groups) and the barangays where they currently live. A considerable percentage of the 

respondents are college students (42.67%), residents from barangays near the park 

(28.30%), and residents far from the park (12%). Less than 15% are owners or 

employees of businesses in Calamba City, barangays closest to the park, and city office 

employees (Figure 5.8).  
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Figure 5.2Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ άIƻǿ ŘƛŘ ȅƻǳ ŦƛƴŘ ƻǳǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ 
ǎǳǊǾŜȅΚέ 
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Table 5.2. Barangays (villages) where the respondents live 

Barangay Frequen

cy 

Percentage 

(%) 

  Barangay Frequen

cy 

Percentage 

(%) 

Canlubang 80 11.9   Lawa 8 1.2 

La Mesa 62 9.2   Majada Labas 8 1.2 

Mayapa 52 7.7   Barangay 5 8 1.2 

Bucal 52 7.7   Milagrosa 7 1 

Halang 39 5.8   Sirang Lupa 6 0.9 

Barangay 4 38 5.6   Kay-Anlog 5 0.7 

San Juan 37 5.5   San Jose 5 0.7 

Real 31 4.6   Makiling 5 0.7 

Camaligan 29 4.3   Lingga 4 0.6 

Looc 17 2.5   Bagong 

Kalsada 

4 0.6 

Parian 16 2.4   Sucol 4 0.6 

Barangay 3 15 2.2   Prinza 4 0.6 

Bañadero 14 2.1   Masili 3 0.4 

Banlic 14 2.1   San Cristobal 3 0.4 

Barangay 1 11 1.6   Mapagong 3 0.4 

Palo-Alto 11 1.6   Uwisan 2 0.3 

Sampiruha

n 

11 1.6   Burol 2 0.3 

Barangay 7 11 1.6   Barangay 6 2 0.3 

Barangay 2 10 1.5   Palingon 2 0.3 

Paciano 

Rizal 

10 1.5   Batino 1 0.1 

Pansol 9 1.3   Puting Lupa 1 0.1 

Barandal 9 1.3   Bunggo 1 0.1 

Lecheria 9 1.3   Total 675 100 
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Figure 5.3Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ 

 

 

 

Figure 5.4Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƳŀǊƛǘŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ 
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Figure 5.5Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƘƻǳǎŜ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ 

 

 

Figure 5.6 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǘǘŀƛƴƳŜƴǘ 
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Figure 5.7Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ά!ǊŜ ȅƻǳ ŀ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘ ƛƴ /ŀƭŀƳōŀ /ƛǘȅΚέ 

 

 

 

Figure 5.8. Respondents categorised by stakeholder groups 
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5.2.2 Park use 

Almost all the respondents (96.4%) have visited the Jose Rizal Plaza (Figure 5.9). Figure 

5.10 illustrates the proportion of respondents who have visited the park by 

stakeholder group. It can be noted the college students had the highest proportion of 

respondents who have not visited the park (6%). When asked how frequently they 

visited the park in the previous year, majority of the respondents chose to report their 

visits per year (53.3%), while 32.7% and 14% decided to report their visits per month 

and per week, respectively (Figure 5.9. Right). Those who reported their visits per year 

came to the park from 0 to 20 times, with a mean of 3 (SD = 2.5) and a mode of 1. 

Those who reported their visits per month visited from 1 to 10 times, with a mean of 

2.4 (SD = 1.6) and a mode of 1 and 2, and those who reported their visits per week 

came there from 1 to 7 times, with a mean of 3 (SD = 1.8) and a mode of 2. 

 

 

  

 

Figure 5.9Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ άIŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ǾƛǎƛǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ WƻǎŜ wƛȊŀƭ 
tƭŀȊŀΚέ ό[ŜŦǘύ ŀƴŘ ά[ŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΣ Ƙƻǿ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ŘƛŘ ȅƻǳ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪΚέ όwƛƎƘǘύ 
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Figure 5.10Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ άIŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ŜǾŜǊ ǾƛǎƛǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ WƻǎŜ wƛȊŀƭ 
tƭŀȊŀΚέ ōȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ 

 

A little more than half of the respondents visit the park to watch or participate in 

events (50.7%) or to relax or unwind (48.7%). Other more common purposes include 

enjoying the scenery (35%), photography (34.6%), and fresh air and pleasant weather 

(33.6%) (Table 5.3). Other reasons mentioned by the respondents include going to the 

Christmas carnival, eating, family-bonding, attending meetings, school activities, and 

strolling. 

 

The majority of the respondents (60.74%) do not know the previous land use in the 

area where the park is built (Figure 5.11 Left). Out of the 265 who said they knew the 

previous land use, only 177 (66.79%) answered correctly ς an idle or vacant lot, 

grassland, or plant stalls. Correct answers to the previous land use by stakeholder 

group are presented in Figure 5.12. Barangays closest to the park had the highest 

percentage of the correct answer (80.95%), followed by barangays near the park 

(73.68%), city employees (68.75%), college students (60.44%), and barangays far from 

the park (60%). 

  

A little less than half of the respondents (47.63%) visit other parks in Calamba or 

nearby areas (Figure 5.11 Right). Figure 5.13 ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ answer to the 
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ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊƪǎΚέ ōȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇΦ .ŀǊŀƴƎŀȅǎ ƴŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊƪ 

had the highest percentage of respondents visiting other parks (59.69%), followed by 

businesses (52.17%), city office employees (51.72%), barangays far from the park 

(45%), college students (40.63%), and barangays closest to the park (37.5%). Some 

parks that they visit include the old plaza and bay walk area in Calamba City, Luneta 

Park in Manila, the open field at the University of the Philippines Los Banos, and Nuvali 

Park in Sta. Rosa City. When it comes to engaging with the environment, more 

respondents had visited parks in towns or cities (58.7%) and playing fields or other 

recreational areas (50.8%) in the last six months before the Coronavirus 2019 (COVID-

19) outbreak (Table 5.4).  

 

Table 5.3 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ǿƘŜƴ ǾƛǎƛǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ WƻǎŜ wƛȊŀƭ tƭŀȊŀ όn = 651). 

Purpose 
Responses 

Percentage of cases (%) 
Number Percentage (%) 

Health/exercise 190 11.3 29.2 

Walking the dog 36 2.1 5.5 

Relax/unwind 317 18.9 48.7 

Fresh air/pleasant weather 219 13.1 33.6 

Enjoy scenery 228 13.6 35 

Photography 225 13.4 34.6 

Watch or participate in events 330 19.7 50.7 

Others 131 7.8 20.1 

Total 1676 100 257.5 
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Figure 5.11Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ άDo you know the previous land 
ǳǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ WƻǎŜ wƛȊŀƭ tƭŀȊŀ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ōǳƛƭǘΚέ ό[ŜŦǘύ ŀƴŘ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
ǇŀǊƪǎέΚ όwƛƎƘǘύ 

 

 

 

Figure 5.12Φ /ƻǊǊŜŎǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ άDo you know the previous land use in 
ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ WƻǎŜ wƛȊŀƭ tƭŀȊŀ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ōǳƛƭǘΚέ ōȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ 
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Figure 5.13Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊƪǎΚέ 

 

Table 5.4Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ όN = 675). 

Place 
Responses 

Percentage of cases* (%) 
Number Percentage (%) 

Park in a town or city 396 25.1 58.7 

Woodland or forest 102 6.5 15.1 

River, lake, or canal 125 7.9 18.5 

National park 112 7.1 16.6 

Playing field or recreational area 343 21.7 50.8 

A rural village 141 8.9 20.9 

A beach/coastline area 209 13.2 31.0 

/ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǇƭŀȅƎǊƻǳƴŘ 151 9.6 22.4 

Total 1579 100 233.9 

 

The respondents of the survey were mostly students. This might have been the case 

because students were more active online during the time of the survey as they were 

preparing for online classes. The majority of the respondents have visited the park but 

do not visit it frequently. For most respondents, the park is where they watch and 

participate in events, relax and unwind, enjoy scenery, practice photography, and 

breathe fresh air. Most of them do not know the previous land use in the area where 
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the park is now built. Unsurprisingly, most of the respondents from the barangays 

closest to the park knew the previous land use. About half of the respondents visit 

other parks. An interesting finding is that the lowest percentage of respondents that 

visit other parks came from the barangays closest to the park. A possible explanation 

could be because Jose Rizal Plaza is very accessible to them, and they deem the 

amenities present in it enough to fulfil their needs. The respondents generally engaged 

with nature through urban parks and playing fields. 

 

5.2.3 Environmental knowledge, perception, and behaviour 

For environmental concepts, the respondents had an overall mean score of 4.28 (SD = 

1.72). Respondents from barangays near the park had the highest mean score of 4.46 

(SD = 1.70), while city office employees had the lowest mean score of 4.10 (SD = 1.70) 

(Table 5.5.). Figure 5.14 shows the percentage of respondents getting correct and 

wrong answers for each environmental concept. It can be noted that the respondents 

got more correct answers for concepts like climate change (88.15%), green spaces 

(81.04%), biodiversity (69.19%), and pollution (67.11%), while they got least correct 

answers for urban sprawl (33.78%). 

 

The respondents shared that they have little to a fair amount of knowledge about the 

three major environmental laws in the Philippines (Figure 5.15). Respondents from the 

barangays closest to the park answered that they knew a fair amount of the laws, 

while respondents from barangays far and near the park and college students 

responded that they knew little about the laws (Table 5.6). 
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Table 5.5 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ 

Stakeholder groups N Mean Std. Deviation 

Overall 675 4.28 1.72 

Barangays closest to the park 40 4.15 1.70 

Barangays far from the park 81 4.40 1.92 

Barangays near the park 191 4.46 1.70 

Businesses 46 4.17 1.76 

City office employees 29 4.10 1.96 

College students 288 4.19 1.64 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.14. Percentage of correct and wrong answers for environmental concepts 
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Figure 5.15Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƭŀǿǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
Philippines 

 

Table 5.6Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ major environmental laws in the Philippines 
by stakeholder group. Knowledge levels were based on the most common answer per 
stakeholder group in each law. A detailed summary of responses can be found in 
Appendix 10. 

Stakeholder groups Clean Air Act Clean Water Act Solid Waste Act 

Barangays closest to the park a fair amount a fair amount a fair amount 

Barangays far from the park a little a little a little 

Barangays near the park a little a little a little 

Businesses a little a little a fair amount 

City office employees a little a little a little, a fair amount 

College students a little a little a little 

 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ Ƙƻǿ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ /ŀƭŀƳōŀ /ƛǘȅ ƘŀǾŜ 

become since they have lived in the area are in Figure 5.16. Overall, respondents 

answered that environmental conditions have become worse, except for water 

shortage and the quality of public, green, and open spaces which according to them 

has stayed the same and has become better, respectively. Table 5.7 contains the 
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ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇŜǊŎeption by stakeholder group. All the stakeholder 

groups except for those from barangays closest to the park think that the water quality 

in local streams has become worse. Air quality has stayed the same, according to city 

office employees and college students, while the rest of the stakeholder groups think 

that it has become worse. All the stakeholder groups believe that the level of pollution 

from businesses and farms has become worse. Water shortage, according to all 

groups, has stayed the same. According to barangays closest to the park and college 

students, weather-related disasters have stayed the same, while according to the rest 

of the stakeholder groups, they have become worse. The conversion of farms and 

other green areas to residential and commercial spaces has become worse according 

to all the stakeholder groups. Only the college students think that the population of 

native animals has stayed the same ς all other stakeholder groups believe that it has 

become worse. According to the businesses, city office employees, and college 

students, the quality of public, green, and open spaces has become better, while the 

barangays closest to the park think that it has become worse. Barangays far from and 

near the park were divided ς some believe that it has improved, while some believe 

that it has become worse. Only the college students and some businesses think that 

the overall environmental quality of the city has stayed the same. All other 

stakeholders feel that it has become worse. 

 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜrs to environmental behaviour are in Figure 5.17. Overall, 

respondents answered that they encourage people to protect the environment often, 

while they never join or donate money or time to environmental or conservation 

organisations. They do the rest of the positive environmental behaviour sometimes. 

Table 5.8 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ōȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇΦ !ƭƭ 

the stakeholder groups sometimes prefer to walk and cycle than to use a car when 

going out, try to reduce waste by repairing, reusing, and recycling, buy eco-friendly 

products, and take the initiative to know more information about environmental 

issues. All the stakeholder groups except for barangays far from the park often 

encourage people to protect the environment. Only the barangays closest to the park 

and college students rarely or never sign conservation petitions or campaigns. All other 

stakeholders do this sometimes. College students and a part of the barangays closest 

to the park sometimes donate money or time for environmental organisations, while 



90 
 

the rest rarely or never do this. All the stakeholders never or rarely join environmental 

organisations. All the stakeholders except for a part of the barangays far from the park 

and businesses do voluntary work to help care for the environment sometimes. 

 

On average, the respondents know four environmental concepts. Respondents were 

more familiar with the concept of climate change and green spaces. Respondents also 

think that they have little to fair knowledge about environmental laws in the 

Philippines. Generally, respondents feel that environmental conditions in the city have 

become worse over the years except for the quality of public, green, and open spaces, 

which they feel has become better. Interestingly, respondents from barangays closest 

to the park think that the quality of these green spaces has become worse. It might 

have been because they see first-hand, the deterioration of the amenities of the park 

or because they have higher standards of green spaces as they live near one. 

Generally, respondents encourage people to protect the environment often, while 

they never join or donate money or time to environmental or conservation 

organisations. It was surprising to find out that the barangays closest to the park and 

college students rarely or never sign conservation petitions or campaigns. 
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Figure 5.16 wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ 

* 1 = The water quality in local streams, rivers, and lakes; 2 = The general air quality; 3 = The level of pollution or waste produced by nearby 
businesses, farms, and industries; 4 = Water shortage; 5= Weather-related disasters; 6 = Conversion of farms and other green areas to residential and 
commercial areas; 7= The population of native animals, such as fish, birds, and mammals; 8 = The quality of public, green, and open spaces (e.g., 
parks, plazas); 9 = The overall environmental state of the city. 
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Figure 5.17Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ 

1 = When I go out, I prefer walking and cycling, instead of using a car; 2 = I try to reduce my waste by repairing, reusing, and recycling; 3 = 

I usually buy eco-friendly products and brands; 4 = I encourage other people to protect the environment; 5 = I sign conservation petitions 

or participate in online/other conservation campaigns; 6 = I donate money or time to support environmental or conservation 

organisations; 7 = I join environmental or conservation organisations; 8 = I do voluntary work to help care for the environment; 9 = I take 

the initiative to know more information about environmental issues. 
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Table 5.7Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ 
11. 

Stakeholder group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Barangays closest to the park same worse worse same same worse worse worse worse 

Barangays far from the park worse worse worse same worse worse worse worse, better worse 

Barangays near the park worse worse worse same worse worse worse worse, better worse 

Businesses worse worse worse same worse worse worse better worse, same 

City office employees worse same worse same worse much worse worse better worse 

College students worse same worse same same worse same better same 

* 1 = The water quality in local streams, rivers, and lakes; 2 = The general air quality; 3 = The level of pollution or waste produced by nearby 
businesses, farms, and industries; 4 = Water shortage; 5= Weather-related disasters; 6 = Conversion of farms and other green areas to residential and 
commercial areas; 7= The population of native animals, such as fish, birds, and mammals; 8 = The quality of public, green, and open spaces (e.g., 
parks, plazas); 9 = The overall environmental state of the city. 
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Table 5.8Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ōȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ 
12. 

Stakeholder 

group 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Barangays 

closest to the 

park 

sometimes sometimes sometimes often rarely rarely, 

sometimes 

never sometimes sometimes 

Barangays far 

from the park 

sometimes sometimes sometimes sometimes sometimes never never rarely, sometimes sometimes 

Barangays near 

the park 

sometimes sometimes sometimes often sometimes never never sometimes sometimes 

Businesses sometimes sometimes sometimes often sometimes rarely never never, sometimes sometimes 

City office 

employees 

sometimes sometimes sometimes often sometimes sometimes rarely sometimes sometimes 

College students sometimes sometimes sometimes often never never never sometimes sometimes 

1 = When I go out, I prefer walking and cycling, instead of using a car; 2 = I try to reduce my waste by repairing, reusing, and recycling; 3 = 

I usually buy eco-friendly products and brands; 4 = I encourage other people to protect the environment; 5 = I sign conservation petitions 

or participate in online/other conservation campaigns; 6 = I donate money or time to support environmental or conservation 

organisations; 7 = I join environmental or conservation organisations; 8 = I do voluntary work to help care for the environment; 9 = I take 

the initiative to know more information about environmental issues. 
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5.2.4 Social value orientation 

In general, the respondents were prosocial (78.37%) and individualistic (19.41%). A 

small proportion of them were competitive (1.19%) and altruistic (1.04%) (Figure 5.18). 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ {±hǎ ōȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŀǊŜ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ Figure 5.19. The majority of 

all the stakeholder groups were prosocial and individualistic. Businesses had the 

highest percentage of prosocial respondents (84.78%) and the lowest percentage of 

individualistic respondents (15.22%). City office employees had the lowest percentage 

of prosocial respondents (68.97%) with the highest level of individualistic respondents 

(27.59%). 

 

 

Figure 5.18Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ 
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Figure 5.19Φ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ 

 

5.2.5 Valuation of ecosystem services (ES) and disservices (EDS) 

The respondents assigned a mean value of 7.25 (N = 675, SD = 2.1) to ES and a mean 

value of 5.85 (N = 675, SD = 2.4) to EDS (Figure 5.20). The mean values given to ES and 

EDS were not normally distributed according to a Shapiro-²ƛƭƪΩǎ ǘŜǎǘ (Shapiro & Wilk, 

1965) (p < .05). A Mann-Whitney U test (Mann & Whitney, 1947) was conducted to 

determine if there were differences in the mean values given to ES and EDS. 

Distributions of the mean ES and EDS values were similar, as assessed by a visual 

inspection of their histograms (Figure 5.21). The median of ES means (7.78) was 

statistically significantly higher than the median of EDS means (5.95), U = 150765.5, z = 

-10.76, p < .001. 

 




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































