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Abstract: This study aims to assess the social outcome of place-making in urban informal settlements.
This research is guided by the following research question: What are the relationships between regular
and temporal place-making towards local capacity, social connection, local identity, and quality of
life? Data were collected using a self-administered questionnaire in two informal settlements in
Indonesia. Several indicators were combined from existing literature in order to assess the influence
of the place-making on the residents’ perceptions of the four social outcomes. The results of the
multiple linear regression analysis were presented while increasing our comprehension of how
specific dimensions of place-making, such as nature of activities and their frequency, affect social
aspects of the community where the practice took place. The originality of this paper lies in the
context of the research and the methodology where it fills the existing gaps in both areas.
Keywords: place-making; social impacts; informal settlements; resident perceptions

1. Introduction
Although many researchers from different parts of the world have shown that place-making
provides many social benefits to the individual and their communities, this impact seems to be unclear
from the Global South context. Most of the place-making conceptualizations and applications have
been done in developed countries. Cohen et al. (2018) explicitly states that given that socioeconomic,
physical, and institutional contexts in those groups are distinctly different from the former ones,
their outcomes might also differ. Meanwhile, other previous researchers also state that place-making
was mainly discussed, conceptualized, and applied in the Western countries, particularly from North
America, Europe, and Australia (Friedmann 2010). Peirce (2015) (in Iwińska 2017, p. 23) further
supports this opinion: “Even though place-making still does not translate into many languages,
projects which include the approach, are carried out in locations as distant as India or South Korea”.
Consequently, uncertainties exist as to whether place-making brings positive impacts on social aspects
of residents in the context of developing and non-Western countries, particularly those who live in
problematic areas such as urban informal settlement dwellers. It is indeed an area that has been
little explored in the place-making literature which may have significant contributions for further
understanding the concept (Lew 2017).
In addition to the discussion in the previous paragraph, several authors (Ponzini and Palermo
2014; Iwińska 2017) also brought up the gap in the methodology and analysis of how place-making
process influences the social aspect. One major downside that place-making shares where it is
seen as a process rather than a product, is difficulty of measuring the outcomes (Cohen et al. 2018;
Hordijk et al. 2015; Silberberg et al. 2013). The results of place-making as a process is much less tangible
than the traditional planning approach where the results are more visible through physical changes
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or economic profits. This might be the reason that several discussions pertaining to quantitative
analysis of place-making were found in the literature, but they primarily involve studies of physical
or economic impacts (e.g., Silberberg et al. 2013; Woronkowicz 2015). As stated, “Whereas physical
makeover is easily seen and evaluated, symbolic, anthropological, and social analyses continue to be
schematic or merely hypothetical” (Ponzini and Palermo 2014, p. 6). In their suggestion of future
research, Alzahrani et al. (2016) proposed the need to create indicators for assessing social value of
place-making so that urban planners can identify areas where enhancements are required to deliver
social benefits to local communities. Similar opinion came from Balassiano and Maldonado (2015)
who argue that more studies are needed to not only fill in the gap related to the lack of measurement
for social impacts of place-making, but also the lack of quantification of place-making activities itself
including operationalization of resident’s perceptions related to place-making.
Taking into consideration the previous research gaps, this study aims to assess the social outcome
of place-making through quantitative approach. Place-making concept is revisited through the
experience of community-based initiatives of public space improvements in two big Indonesian
cities—Bandung and Semarang. By applying the concept of place-making in informal settlements as
explained earlier, the main purpose of this study is to understand the role of place-making through
regular and temporal practices on local empowerment, identity, social connection, and quality of life of
residents in Indonesian urban informal settlements. The main research question is therefore formulated
to achieve the aim: What are the relationships between regular and temporal place-making towards local
capacity, social connection, identity, and quality of life? The results of this study might add to the very few
quantitative researches on place-making as well as contribute to the understanding of the concept in
the developing context.
2. Place-Making as Process
A perspective of place-making as a process is adopted, particularly using Henri Lefebvre’s work
on urbanism and the creation of space—which has been significant for place-making movement
until today. It argues that urban places are embedded in the built environment and come into
being through the reiterative social practices, meanings that are made and remade on a daily basis
(Cresswell 2004). In other words, place is seen as a process where the setting of place is a product of
the users’ activities, and therefore, remaking a place is a social activity that involved people (Arefi 2014;
Lombard 2014). Lefebvre also demonstrates different kinds of strategies that have been developed in
place-making, that are small- and large-scale events; temporary and long-term place activations and
development (Marshall and Bishop 2015). Taking into consideration the importance of both nature of
place-making, this study introduces the terms ‘regular’ and ‘temporal place-making’ to empirically
examine place-making. Explanation of these two forms of place-making will be further explained in
the following sections.
Classification of ‘Regular’ and ‘Temporal’ Place-Making
In this study, regular place-making refers to some characteristics of place-making that is the
collective ‘mundane’ activities of ordinary residents in their neighborhoods. In the literature where the
characteristic is found, some scholars, either partly or wholly, drew upon ‘everyday life’ to explain
place-making (Douglas 2016; Elwood et al. 2015; Friedmann 2010; Lombard 2014). Everyday life
is defined as a process where places are claimed and shaped through everyday social practices.
This concept of everyday life is acknowledged as the essence of ‘lived space’ by (Lefebvre 1991, p. 362),
identified as a representational space inhabited or used by people imposing their “private worlds upon
the public realm". Drawing from his idea, more recent scholars of place-making have put forth the
ideas of the ‘lived place-making’. For instance, Jupp (2008 in Balassiano and Maldonado 2015) refers
it to activities where ordinary citizens, who do not have enough power to transform their places as
significant as those who are in the upper position, are involved in space appropriation to generate
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feelings of belonging. Together, these scholars emphasize on the ability of ordinary citizens or users to
become involved in the formation of space.
In the literature, place-making is also characterized as ‘temporary’ to refer the use of urban space
(Andres 2013; Marshall and Bishop 2015; Silberberg et al. 2013). Besides ‘temporary’, this characteristic
of place-making is applied in different terms by other scholars. While Till and McArdle (2015)
choose ‘interim space’ to consider short-term projects such as a pop up event in Dublin’s park by an
artistic collective, ‘temporality’ is adopted by Rota and Salone (2014) and Kern (2015) to categorize
several formally organized activities by local neighborhood-level organizations, such as annual music
festivals. These terms, albeit classified differently, are principally the same in explaining the ‘temporary’
characteristic of place-making as place activations through occasional events at the neighborhood or
block level. Several authors also used ‘temporary’ to describe a specific approach of place-making
which called ‘tactical’ (Douglas 2016; Lew 2017). This approach is described as "a bottom-up approach
led by community groups looking to test, change, improve aspects of their locale and often using temporary,
low-technology interventions" (Cohen et al. 2018, p. 13). The main aim is to make people think outside
the box about what might be possible to improve the quality of life in a place. Lew (2017) states
that although tactical place-making involves organic processes, it nevertheless entails some level of
forward-planning. In this sense, tactical place-making is often utilized to test small-scale physical
improvements before making “substantial political and financial commitments” for a permanently
designed public space in the future (Lydon et al. 2012 in Iwińska 2017). The difference characteristics
of regular and temporal place-making were described in Table 1.
Table 1. Regular and temporal place-making.
Characteristics

Regular

Temporal

Frequency

Daily, weekly, monthly, occasionally

Annual, biannual

Scale

Individual, group, community, block,
neighborhood level

Neighborhood or block level

Facilitation

Mostly by residents

Mostly facilitated by external stakeholders

Involved actors

Local residents (individual and neighborhood
organizations), government, other external
stakeholders

Local residents, civil society organization,
government, other external stakeholders

Nature of Activity (based on the
survey result)

Promoting wellbeing, establishing infrastructure,
caring for public spaces, promoting social
cohesion, and empowering women.

Promoting art and culture, social
cohesion, recreational activities, and
supporting young people

3. Area of Study
This section presents the study area, which are two kampungs in Indonesia. Before explaining the
two kampung cases, an introduction of kampung is provided in detail, such as definition, characteristics,
and development. It is followed by geographic and demographic information of the two kampungs.
3.1. Introduction of Indonesian Urban Kampungs
In Indonesia, urban informal settlements are called ‘kampung’, which is initially referred to as
’village’ in Bahasa Indonesia. Throughout its development where many kampungs are absorbed by
urban development, the term has been transformed to include any informal settlement areas that exist
in the city (Putra 2018; Rahmi et al. 2001; Setiawan 2010). From the perspective of rural inhabitants,
people immigrate to the city with a common hope to improve their lives (Sutandyo-Buchholz 2013).
This remarkable capacity of kampung to absorb expanding city populations has been shown since
the 1940s where kampungs, particularly in Java, usually occupy about 60% of the total area of a city
and are situated close to the city centers, as well as providing settlement for more than three-quarters
of the citizens (Rahmi et al. 2001). It was said that the number of kampungs was even higher in the
1980s (Stryk et al. 1990 in Simarmata 2018). Nonetheless, as the documentation of Indonesian urban
kampungs is lacking because the census had never been completed until currently, neither the exact
number of kampungs nor the total kampung population is known (Simarmata 2018). As a result of
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this development, kampungs are also referred to as an urban village. To differentiate the kampungs as
villages and kampungs as urban informal settlement, many of the previous authors also called the
latter as ‘urban kampungs.’ In this study, the latter definition of kampung is used. Other than the
urban village and informal settlement, a kampung is also a common term for ‘low-income settlement’
because its dwellers that are mainly low-income people.
3.2. Informal Characteristics of Kampungs
According to UN Habitat (2003 in Hutama 2016), informal settlements are characterized as
follows: Spontaneous spatial layout, informal land tenure, lack of basic infrastructures, and exposed to
discrimination. Despite these general characteristics, the depiction of informal settlement varies in
every country. In Indonesia, degrees of “informality” of urban kampungs are explained differently by
different authors (Hutama 2016). This study attempts to explain what informality means within the
context of urban kampungs in relation to physical, economic, socio-cultural, and spatial characteristics.
3.3. Physical Characteristic
In many cases, a kampung is associated with ‘slum’ and ‘squatter’ because of its physical
characteristic that is high density, dominated by poor, and lack of adequate basic services, including
sanitation and shelter (Dovey and King 2012). Interestingly, kampung has been recognized as a
slum since there was a program called Kampung Improvement Program (KIP) by the Indonesian
government. It was supported by the World Bank and UN Habitat, in which both declared kampung
as a slum because it has the same typologies as slums or squatter settlements. In this way, they refer to
the following characteristics: Irregular, self-made residences on land unsuited for residences, such as
floodplains, swamps, riverbanks, toll roads, and railway areas (Simarmata 2018).
Despite the notorious characteristic of kampung with its physical limitation, kampung has
distinctive space features because of its density and shortage of space, that is the social interaction
within the community. Rahmi et al. (2001) demonstrated that the pressure of high densities and
lack of open space had encouraged the kampung dwellers to reconstruct and adapt some places in
urban kampungs to be socially acceptable public spaces. Many of the previous researchers in urban
kampungs (Hutama 2016; Indraswari 2006; Rahmi et al. 2001; Sudarwanto et al. 2017) found that these
social spaces are abundant despite the limited availability of open spaces in kampungs. In this regard,
they referred to pathways/alleys, local shops/taverns, public baths and toilets, fields, and other public
facilities (e.g., community spaces, guard posts, mosques). This kind of public spaces can be seen in
Table 2 below.
Table 2. Types and characteristics of public spaces in urban kampungs.
Type of Social Space in Kampungs

Characteristics

Streets/alleys/pathways

In a typical urban kampung, streets are directly connected with the house terrace and
benches. It is on the streets that kampung dwellers usually spend much time to
socialize with each other

Warung (small shop)

The presence of a small shop in kampungs shows the informality in the economic
aspect. It not only functions as the supplier for affordable services to meet the daily
basic needs of residents but also serves as a place to chat and hang out

Public bath and toilet

Public bath and toilet are also the places where residents interact at particular times of
the day, such as when residents wait for their turn to take a bath and when women
wash their clothes

Public facilities

Community hall, guard post, mosque, and Posyandu (neighborhood health clinic) are
the common type of public facilities in kampungs. Other than their real functions (for
instance, the mosque is used for praying), public facilities in kampungs play important
roles in accommodating social interaction for dwellers who use the facilities

Open space

The form of open space is varied in every kampung. It can be a field, small gardens,
left-over spaces between houses, or a vacant space for conducting various social activity

Adapted from (Hutama 2016; Indraswari 2006; Rahmi et al. 2001).
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Typology

Typology

Inner-city kampung

Inner-city
kampung

Mid-city kampung

Mid-city
kampung

Peripheral kampung
Temporary squatter
kampung

Location

Location

Between the original colonial
Between
the original
city and the new inland cores
colonial city and the new
inland cores
In the middle of a city

Far fromofa a
city
In the middle
city
Scattered in metropolitan
area

Density

Settlement
Settlement
Characteristics

High
High per square
(100,000 people
kilometer)
(100,000
people per

Share space in traditional
Sharehouse
space in

Density

squareMedium
kilometer)
(Between 20,000 and 40,000
Medium
people per square kilometer)
(Between Low
20,000 and
40,000 people per
square kilometer)

Characteristics
traditional house
Two story of a concrete
structured house

Two story of a
Traditional
house
concrete
structured
househouse
Temporary

Peripheral
Adapted from (Ford 1993) (cited in Hutama 2016, p. 8).
Far from a city
Low
Traditional house
kampung
3.7. Temporary
Study Site
Scattered in metropolitan
squatter
- Dago Pojok andTemporary
house
The
target population in thisarea
study is residents in Kampung
Kampung Bustaman,
kampung
as can
be seen in Table 4. Both kampungs are chosen as target populations to explore regular and
fromof
(Ford
1993)
(cited insettlements
Hutama 2016,
p. 8). of several reasons. First,
temporal place-making inAdapted
the context
urban
informal
because
they are one of the few Indonesian kampungs that have adopted small-scale art and cultural festivals.
The justification also considers the relatively established nature of kampung or the age of place-making
practice in a kampung (Bendt et al. 2013), which is represented in a way that place-making, particularly
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the temporal one, in the selected kampung has to be conducted at least for five years. The other criterion
is that both kampungs are perceived to have comparatively good long-term prospects for upgrading
social and physical integration into the city. This reputation is mainly referred to as the perception of
urban professionals towards related kampungs (e.g., best-practices, pilot project, prototype, or a good
example for developing other kampungs). In this case, as explained earlier, Dago Pojok was chosen
as a pilot project of Bandung Creative Kampung, while Bustaman was a prototype for developing
Thematic Kampung in Semarang. As the two urban informal settlements were chosen based on specific
criteria, the type of sampling used for choosing kampung cases in this study was criterion sampling.
Table 4. Profile of the selected kampungs.
Kampung

City

Total Population (Kampung)

Total Area (Ha)

Number of Households

Dago Pojok
Bustaman

Bandung
Semarang

3.852 1
400 3

258 2
0.6 4

1.035
101

Source: Compiled from various sources: (Susetyo 2015); Bustaman demographic book, 2015. 1 The total population
was measured at the level of sub-district in 2012; 2 The total area was measured in the sub-district in 2011; 3 The total
population was measured at the level of sub-district in 2012; 4 The total population was measured at the level of
sub-district in 2012.

3.8. Kampung Dago Pojok
Kampung Dago Pojok is part of the Dago District in Bandung City (as can be seen in Figure 3).
It is located within the administrative zone called RW (Rukun Warga) 03, covering 30 hectares of Dago
land and providing a house for at least 3.852 people with the head of a family equal to 1.002. Like many
kampungs in Indonesian cities, the majority of people residing in Dago Pojok are poor, but there are
also middle and higher-middle income households settled in the kampung. The kampung is located
adjacent to the urban renewal area, Dago Street, which has been well known as a major tourist and
commercial area in the city. As the area has been rapidly developing into upper-class residential areas
and shopping centers, this situation led to the increase of social problems in Dago Pojok, along with
the threat
its9,existence
to poverty.
Soc. Sci.of
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taken, and no consecutive appointments were scheduled. Furthermore, the survey in each kampung
was administered by a team of four experienced surveyors, including the researcher. The four surveyors
were: Two research assistants from the Regional and City Planning Department at Bandung Institute
of Technology (ITB) and two research assistants from the Urban and Regional Planning Department at
Diponegoro University (UNDIP) Semarang.
Table 5. Selection of quantitative sample.
Kampung

RT

Number of Households

Proportionate Sample Selection 1

Dago Pojok

1
2
3
4
7
9

148
174
255
183
170
105

24
28
41
30
27
17

1035

169

50
51

33
34

101

67

Total
Bustaman

4
5

Total

The sample size was identified based on Yamane’s formula with 7% precision level and confidence level is 95%.

4.1. Participants of the Household Survey
Since the type and number of place-making practices were implemented differently in each RT,
there is a high possibility that the perception of residents would be different in each RT. Therefore,
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the population of kampung does not comprise of a homogenous group. Regarding this, a proportionate
stratified random sampling was chosen since it involved a process of dividing the population into
homogenous subgroups, which in this study, the participants were divided per RTs before doing the
sampling. In the case of Kampung Dago Pojok, which was divided into six blocks of RTs, place-making
was frequent in RT 02 and RT 03, while in RT 01 and RT 07 the program was not as often as in the
previous two kampungs, and the residents in RT 04 and RT 09 were the least active groups among
other RTs. It could be seen that each RT was more heterogeneous than the total population. The same
condition also applied in Kampung Bustaman, which comprised two blocks of RTs: RT 04 and RT
05. After the number of households in each RT was selected, the next stage of the sampling process
involved identifying the eligible households and household members to be surveyed.
To randomly select households, the researcher acquired documents by the local RT leaders,
which were then enumerated and organized in sequence. The documents contained a list of addresses
in every RT in Kampung Dago Pojok and Kampung Bustaman. The survey respondents were
either active, inactive, and former participants of regular and temporal place-making activity in both
kampungs. It is also important to note that the survey respondent was limited only to residents
whoever participated in at least one of the regular activities in the kampung and/or the art festival.
Residents who never participated or attended regular and/or temporal place-making in kampung were
not included in the sampling and were substituted instead. In all these cases, new random numbers
were generated.
Regarding the sample size based on Yamane’s formula, the 67 respondents were residing in
Bustaman, while the other 169 respondents were living in Dago Pojok. By using a computational
method from www.randomizer.org, some random numbers were generated and used as a sample.
Substitutions were allowed in specific circumstances such as when the location was not identifiable,
for example, when the exact street address, number, or house could not be found in the block, and the
household member for the survey was not present or rejected to participate. Compared to its population
size, residents who lived in Dago Pojok were more widely sampled than those in Bustaman because
the former kampung was inhabited by a higher number of households. However, for the sampling
group in Dago Pojok, nine respondents rejected and did not complete the questionnaires, thus they
were excluded. Therefore, the final sample size was 227, comprised of 160 households in Dago Pojok
and 67 in Bustaman. In this case, the researcher is confident that the sample reflects the accessible
population within plus or minus 7%.
4.2. Measures
A set of questionnaires was designed to inquire about the subjective perception of the inhabitants of
kampungs about place-making practices in the kampungs and its impacts on them. The questionnaire
was based on a mix of close structured and open questions with the combination of direct answers,
multiple answers, and graded answers in Likert scale format from 1 to 5 with 1 representing ‘Highly
Disagree’ and 5 representing ‘Highly Agree’. The questionnaire was also split into several chapters,
obtaining different types of information, such as socio-economic, influential factors, and social
outcomes. Before going into survey, the questionnaire was pilot tested to 10 randomly selected
participant, and based on the pilot testing, some survey items were slightly revised.
Since few quantitative studies exist, it has been quite challenging to operationalize place-making
as a contextualized social process into a partial and specific set of measurable indicators. Nonetheless,
the few existing quantitative studies that work in the place-making context (e.g., Hunter 2012; Peng 2013;
Silberberg et al. 2013; Stewart 2010) have presented a set of measures that can be used for influential
factors and social outcomes. Therefore, part of the questionnaire for this study was derived from those
earlier researches and adapted to the specific context of place-making in informal settlements.
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4.3. Measurement of Independent Variables
Influential factors, which were also the independent variables, were measured based on four
dimensions: Local capacity, network, regular and temporal place-making, and demographic.
4.4. Local Capacity
Based on the systematic review, capacity was defined as a particular tactic used by locals in
improving their places without being driven by government or other stakeholders (Andres 2013;
Arefi 2014; Chan 2011). This tactic includes the use of individual and communal skills, talents, resources,
and abilities. In this way, capacity was also defined as self-organization (Friedmann 2010; Arnauld de
Sartre et al. 2012). Other authors also explained capacity as the ability and willingness of residents to
work collectively for community goals and benefits, which could be through organizing place-making
on their own and drawing benefit from it (Brunnberg and Frigo 2012; Zelinka and Harden 2005).
Although the indicators were not specifically used for measuring local capacity as a whole,
certain elements that contribute to the capacity were being measured within the place-making context.
For instance, Silberberg et al. (2013) use some indicators to value place-making, like the number
of public events held in the community and range of people who show up to community activities.
Study by Stewart (2010) about the social benefit of green spaces showed that local capacity was
measured by the hectares of woodland managed by the local community, the number of people
involved in the woodland activities, and their level of involvement. Therefore, referring to early
researches, the local capacity in this study was measured by type and frequency of organized and
participated activities.
Participants also reported what type of place-making practices they organized and participated in
kampung through questions such as “what kind of activity is held routinely/a few times a year”, and
“in which activity/activities have you ever participated”. This type of division of activities is needed to
take into consideration as previous researchers (e.g., Balassiano and Maldonado 2015; Bendt et al. 2013;
Brunnberg and Frigo 2012) also mention that different type of activities used in place-making lead
to different impacts. The questions were followed by an option of 16 activity categories related
to community self-organization. These categories including “promoting wellbeing”, “promoting
environmental issues”, “caring for public spaces”, “planting greenery”, “promoting recreational
activities”, “promoting social cohesion”, “promoting sports and games”, “promoting culture and arts”,
“increasing entrepreneurship”, “generating renewable energy”, “improving safety”, “establishing
infrastructure”, “supporting young people”, “empowering women”, “providing care for elderly”,
and “offering education”.
4.5. Network
Network is defined as the enthusiasm and openness to work together with other groups of residents
and external stakeholders. The internal network was measured by the frequency of interaction with
other residents, either beyond or within their immediate familial and social groups. These items were
also used by the Project for Public Spaces for investigating the factors that make a great public space
(PPS 2018). For the assessment of the external network, it was measured by the residents’ perception
of the importance of having collaboration with other stakeholders, such as local organizations and
government. Participants reported whether they perceived that collaboration with the local organization
and government as important on a 5-point Likert scale. The scale includes statements such as, “It is
important to have collaboration with the local organization” and “It is important to have collaboration
between local residents and municipality”.
4.6. Regular and Temporal Place-Making
Besides the classification based on its nature, each question related to the type of activities was
also divided into “regular” and “temporal” activities. From the systematic review, it was found
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that the characteristic of place-making as a social process included any activities that are “mundane,
spontaneous, small-scale, and inexpensive” and also “tactical, planned, and temporary” activities
(Cilliers et al. 2015; Elwood et al. 2015; Friedmann 2010; Larson and Guenther 2012; Andres 2013;
Marshall and Bishop 2015; Quayle and van der Lieck 1997; Rota and Salone 2014). As the impact
between the two groups of place-making characteristics activities might be different, it is important to
differentiate them. Participants reported their frequency of arrangement and participation in regular
and temporal place-making through questions such as “how many times per month/year do residents
arrange regular/temporal activities” and “how many times per month/year do you usually participate
in the activities”.
4.7. Socio-Economic Status
The determinants under this term were associated with personal attributes and socio-economic
status. In the systematic literature review, demographic factors were found influential in the practices of
place-making as well as its impact on particular social outcomes. Therefore, referring to early researches,
the socio-economic status in this study comprised of gender, age, marital status, occupation, education,
income, and number of people living together in the same house. There were also earlier researches
that revealed the influence of personal attributes, and in this case referred to place of origin and length
of residence (Pollock and Paddison 2014; Sandoval and Maldonado 2012; Drinkwater and Platt 2016).
4.8. Measurement of Dependent Variables
The dependent variables used in this study referred to previous researches that measured social
impacts, such as local empowerment, social connection, quality of life, and local identity based on
community perception. These measurements can be seen in Table 6.
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Table 6. Measurements of social outcomes.
Variables

Definition

Local empowerment

A process of change in which individuals
or groups of local community, who
initially has little or no control, have
gained more power and capacity to
intervene in particular things that affect
their lives.

Indicators

Quality of life

Local identity and pride

An improvement of connection within a
community and among group of
communities.

The characteristics of particular
geographical area that can offer to its
residents as well as the characteristics
and wellbeing of the residents
themselves.

The specific social, cultural, and physical
components of place that can contribute
to strengthening the identity of the place
and its inhabitants.

Source

Gain knowledge related to related to
place-making activity
Knowledge exchange

Gain knowledge related to kampung
Gain knowledge related to general issue

Capacity to intervene and be
active in solving problems

Diverse social groups in the
community work together
Social connection

Unit of Measurement

Likert statement

Peng (2013); Stewart
(2010)

Likert statement

Delconte et al. (2016);
Peng (2013)

Likert statement

Cohen et al. (2018);
Hunter (2012)

Likert statement

Delconte et al. (2016);
Hunter (2012);
Main and Sandoval (2015);
Rota and Salone (2014)

Intervention in problem solving
Involvement in volunteering
Increases on the interaction, dialogue
and cooperation among different
hierarchical group of local residents
Improve the relationship between
long-standing and new comers
Expand social circle

Opportunities to meet new
people

Attract various people from broader are
of the city

Mutual helps based on
collaboration

Common objective among residents have
drawn closer connection

Quality of place

Upgrading image from initial poor
image to become good place

Vibrancy and Liveability

Add more activity to the area and make
this kampong become more alive

Safety and security

Walking at night is as safe as walking in
the daylight

Wellbeing

Residents enjoy better health outcomes
in general, as a result of an improvement
on the environment quality

Confidence on individual and
communal identity

Improvement in general local attitudes
towards local culture and communal
identity

Cultural regeneration

Improvement to preserve and participate
in cultural activities
Local products and traditional events
become more known to public
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4.9. Local Empowerment
Local empowerment is defined as a process of change in which individuals or groups of the
local community, who initially have little or no control, have gained more power and capacity to
intervene in certain things that affect their lives. This capacity can be in forms of solving problems,
motivating, and persuading other residents to get involved, participate, and work collectively for
making and remaking their places. The indicators of local empowerment were mainly based on a
study by Stewart (2010) about measuring community empowerment for place-making in forestry.
Peng (2013) used the same indicators to measure the effect of institutional capacity in place-making
practices towards local sustainability.
Participants reported their perception of the impact of place-making towards their empowerment
level through a 5-point Likert scale. The scale includes statements such as, “The place-making activities
give higher opportunities to exchange knowledge related to the nature of the activities”, “Give higher
opportunities to gain informal knowledge from ordinary conversations”, “Higher opportunities to
understand broader issues about kampung”, “General improvement among residents to intervene
and be more active in solving kampung problems”, and “General improvement among residents to
participate in kerja bakti”.
4.10. Social Connection
Social connection as the outcome of place-making is defined as the condition where there is
an improvement of connection, not only within a community but also creating and linking new
relationships with other groups of the community. This study used the same Likert statements
that referred to the indicators of ‘relational resources’ used by Peng (2013) to measure the
relationships between groups of local people and also with outside people. The other reference
was Delconte et al. (2016) social impacts of the local art center in a neighborhood.
Participants reported whether there is a better social connection among residents in kampungs
since place-making took place in the kampung. Similar to the previous section, the perception of
the residents was taken by the 5-point Likert scale. The scale includes statements such as, “These
activities increase interaction and cooperation between different age groups”, “Increase interaction and
cooperation between different social hierarchy groups”, “Increase interaction and cooperation between
long-standing with newcomers”, “The common objective of residents in arranging these activities have
drawn them closer to one another”, “Help me to create new friendships with various groups of people
who may never come into contact if not through the place-making”, and “Attract various people from
broader area of the city”.
4.11. Quality of Life
The quality of life is intended to explain the relationship between people and their environments
or places. It mainly focuses on the characteristics of a specific geographical area that can offer to its
residents as well as the characteristics and wellbeing of the residents themselves. The characteristics
include the place’s lively and vibrant social environment, safety and security, and wellbeing of the
residents. For the measurement, it was based on previous studies, such as Cohen et al. (2018),
about measuring place-making impacts, including health and wellbeing. The other one was a study by
Hunter (2012), where he measured by public sector services on the residents, including the quality
of life.
Participants reported whether there is an improvement in the quality of their kampung
environment since place-making took place. Their opinion was taken on a 5-point Likert scale,
which includes statements such as, “Add more activity to kampung and make it become more alive”,
“Living in kampung becomes more comfortable”, “There is an upgrading image from initial poor
image to become a good place (social and playful, creative atmosphere)”, and “Make me feel that
walking around the kampung at night is as secure and safe as during the day”.
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4.12. Local Identity and Pride
Local identity and pride are related to the specific social, cultural, and physical components of
place that can contribute to strengthening the identity of the place and its inhabitants. The indicators
for local identity and pride were referred to as mixed-method researches in place-making and local
identity (Main and Sandoval 2015; Rota and Salone 2014).
Participants reported whether there was an improvement regarding the local identity since
the implementation of place-making in the kampung. The assessment was also done on a 5-point
Likert scale with statements such as, “Local specialties become more known to the public”, “There
were improvements in general local attitudes towards preserving local culture”, and “There were
improvements in general local attitudes to participate in cultural activities”.
5. Data Analysis
5.1. Multiple Regression Analysis
To analyze the influence of two new constructed factors on the four social outcomes, multiple
linear regression was employed for the total sample. Regression was used to understand the effects of
multiple independent variables on each social outcome.
5.2. Independent Variables
The Pearson’s correlation test is usually used for examining the strength and direction of correlation
that exists between two or more continuous variables. In our case, the test needs to be done to all
the new constructed independent variables before conducting any other correlation and causation
analysis. This is because the Pearson’s test has an important role in investigating the possibility of
multicollinearity amongst the independent variables, which is examined based on the strength of the
correlation. After conducting further analysis with the VIF (variance inflation factors) test among
all the independent variables, which is recommended to be done after examining through bivariate
correlations, the results did not detect any multicollinearity between the regressors. This is indicated
by the VIF scores, which were around 1 and less than 2, as well as the tolerance (ToL) scores that were
lower than 0.2.
5.3. Dependent Variables
Before testing the dependent variables, all 18 dependent variables were combined into a single
measure of construct. In this way, dependent variables were treated collectively as a multiple-response
measure of a single construct because it is generally more reliable than single-response measures.
As explained earlier, each group of dependent variables is correlated with each other based on their
internal consistency or Cronbach’s Alpha. Therefore, the next step is combining all dependent variables
into four constructs by computing their mean. As can be seen from the Table 7 below, the alpha
coefficient of all dependent variables, namely local empowerment, social connection, quality of life,
and local identity and pride, was 0.853, 0.812, 0.749, and 0.829, respectively, which suggest that the
items had relatively high internal consistency.
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Table 7. List of dependent variables.
Dependent Variables

Questionnaire Items

Cronbach’s Alpha

Improvement in general local attitudes towards local culture
and identity
DV 1: LOCAL IDENTITY AND
PRIDE

Improvement in general local attitudes towards cultural
activities

0.829

Local specialties become more known to public
Higher opportunities to exchange knowledge related to the
place-making practices in kampung
DV 2: LOCAL
EMPOWERMENT

Higher opportunities to understand broader issues
about kampung
Higher opportunities to gain general knowledge

0.853

General improvement among residents to intervene and be more
active in solving problems
General improvement among residents to participate in
voluntary works (including activities by non-profit organisation)
Improve the relationship between local people with different age
Improve the relationship between local people with different
hierarchy (ethnics, jobs, incomes, political views)
DV 3: SOCIAL CONNECTION

Improve the relationship between long-standing with
new-comers

0.812

Drawn closer connection among residents
Expand social circle of residents
Attract various people from broader area of the city
Add more activity to and make kampung become more alive
Upgrading image of kampung
DV 4: QUALITY OF LIFE

Improvement in safety and security

0.749

Residents enjoy better health outcomes in addition to an
improvement on the environment quality

Source: Analysis, 2017.

5.4. Control Variables
One of the factors that might have an impact on social outcome of place-making was socio-economic
characteristics of residents. Therefore, this study considered socio-economic characteristics as control
variables, which was comprised of gender, age, education, income, and length of residence.
6. Findings
6.1. Sample Characteristics
The outcome indicated that the majority of the people in this sampling group were in middle
adulthood, which is 41–50 years old (27%), 31–40 years old (24%), and 51–60 years old (22%).
The majority of the respondents who filled in the questionnaires were female (67%), and most of
whom (48%) were the spouse of the household head. The data collected also show that 180 households
were female headed (21%) because of the death of their spouse. The educational component of this
sampling group was comprised of people who studied until primary school (20%), secondary school
(20%), vocational school (44%), university degree (13%), and the rest of adults had never been to
school and were illiterate (3%). The largest proportion of households (37%) had income more than
150 Euro, while a significant proportion (16%) earned 61–90 Euro. The mean and median of household
income per month of the respondents were in the range of 91–120 Euro, and the mode was more than
150 Euro. The most common sources of income were earned by day labor (20%), small business owners
(19%), self-employed in business/service provision (13%), regular employee in some fixed business
establishment (13%), regular employee in government, NGO, or other institutions (11%), allowances
received because of various factors such as retirement, education, child, and divorce (5%), construction
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labor (7%), business owner using hired labor (2%), servant/maid (1%), and others (5%). The majority of
respondents also reported that the total persons from the household who contributed to the income
were two persons in 53% households and one person in the remaining 37%. Details about sample
characteristics can be found in Appendix A.
6.2. Place-Making Arrangements in Two Kampung Cases
This section provides an overview of regular and temporal place-making characteristics in
the two kampung cases, including the place to arrange activities and the type of organized and
participated activities.
The questionnaire revealed that the most mentioned type of activities that came up from the
respondents when they were asked about regular activities is those that seemed to promote the wellbeing
of residents (30%). In this case, some respondents mentioned activities such as pengajian (reading
and reciting the Quran together), monthly check-ups and healthcare at Posyandu (community-based
health clinic), and playing sports like football and volleyball. The other most held type of activities
was related to caring for public spaces (23%) and promoting environmental issues (22%). However,
these two activities were mainly held in Dago Pojok because the kampung arranged weekly kerja bakti
(collective work) to clean particular public places in the neighborhood while in Bustaman, the activity
was done occasionally. The other type of activity, which was the fourth most mentioned type of activity,
was promoting social cohesion. Mainly, respondents refer this type of activity to arisan, a regular
social gathering where some people put an agreed amount of money, shuffle their names, and give the
collected money to the person whose name got drawn. Some other activities were also considered to
promote social cohesion, namely fishing in local ponds, monthly meeting, kerja bakti, and pengajian.
On the other hand, a significant number of respondents perceived the temporal place-making as to
promote a better connection between residents (23%) and to promote culture, arts, sports, and games
(22%). The other type of event, ‘promoting recreational activities’ was also mentioned frequently (11%).
Regarding the type of places that were used for place-making, there were several main public
spaces that most used in Dago Pojok (as seen in Figure 9) and Bustaman (as shown in Figure 10).
Most respondents mentioned that regular activities were usually held in the mosque (29%). The street
or alley was the second most preferable place (28%). Various places (21%) such as small vacant space,
fishing pond, Posyandu, or public toilet, became the third frequent choice for residents’ regular activities.
Meanwhile, the community halls such as RT/RW halls (13%) were the last two options before the sports
field. In the case of temporal place-making, the streets or alleys were mentioned the most as the places
where residents held festivals in the kampungs (46%). It was followed by an open field (33%) and other
places (13%) which most likely did not belong to the residents, but they were located in the kampung
and were publicly accessed, such as vacant land and buildings that belong to a former university that
was once built in the kampung.
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The assumptions for conducting the multiple linear regression analysis (MLR) were examined
and met. No cases were eliminated, examination of the histograms revealed normal distributions for
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all of the analysis, and examination of the residual plots revealed that the assumption of linearity was
also met. Furthermore, both the tolerance and VIF statistics indicated that multicollinearity was not a
problem in the regression analysis.
Table 8 displays the results from the MLR analysis and indicating that among respondents from
involved households, there was only one non-significant relationship between place-making and
residents’ perceptions of social outcomes. The first outcome, local identity and pride, was found
significantly and positively influenced by both types of place-making at F (4, 222) = 16.395, p = 0.000,
with an R2 of 0.228. The findings interestingly showed that temporal place-making (β = 0.497) had
higher impact on local pride and identity than regular place-making (β = 0.164). The equation that
forecast the factors influencing on this aspect implied that respondent’s pride and identity increased
by 0.330 and 0.109 for each point of the arrangement and participation in temporal place-making and
regular place-making, respectively.
Table 8. Results of multiple linear regression analysis.
Independent Variables

B

β

t-Value

P

Tol.

VIF

DV1: Local pride and identity
Constant

4.198

34.347

0.000 ***

Age

−0.086

−0.180

−2.983

0.003 **

0.960

1.042

Temporal Place-making

0.330

0.497

5.783

0.000 ***

0.471

2.121

Regular Place-making

0.109

0.164

2.606

0.010 *

0.883

1.133

Regression equation:
Local pride and identity = 4.198 + 0.330 (Temporal Place-making) + 0.109 (Regular Place-making)
R2 = 0.228, F (4, 222) = 16.395, (p = 0.000) ***
DV2: Empowerment
Constant

3.820

23.428

0.000 ***

Age

−0.080

−0.162

−2.922

0.004 **

0.938

1.066

Income

0.048

0.120

2.155

0.032 *

0.926

1.080

Temporal Place-making

0.363

0.530

6.712

0.000 ***

0.463

2.161

Regular Place-making

0.179

0.261

4.570

0.000 ***

0.882

1.134

Regression equation:
Empowerment = 3.820 + 0.363 (Temporal Place-making) + 0.179 (Regular Place-making)
R2 = 0.363, F (5, 221) = 25.172, (p = 0.000) ***
DV3: Social connection
Constant

3.908

26.895

0.000 ***

Age

−0.086

−0.215

−3.416

0.001 ***

0.948

1.055

Income

0.044

0.137

2.202

0.029 *

0.968

1.033

Regular Place-making

0.140

0.251

4.080

0.000 ***

0.992

1.008

Temporal Place-making

0.091

0.163

2.641

0.009 *

0.984

1.016

Regression equation:
Social connection = 3.908 + 0.140 (Regular Place-making) + 0.091 (Temporal Place-making)
R2 = 0.167, F (4, 222) = 11.158, (p = 0.000) ***
DV4: Quality of life
Constant

3.850

28.012

0.000 ***

Age

−0.057

−0.155

−2.407

0.017 *

0.964

1.038

Income

0.056

0.189

2.943

0.004 *

0.968

1.033

Regular Place-making

0.111

0.216

3.405

0.001 ***

0.992

1.008

Regression equation:
Quality of life = 3.850 + 0.111 (Regular Place-making)
R2 = 0.114, F (3, 223) = 9.532, (p = 0.000) ***

* p ≤ 0.05, ** p ≤ 0.005, *** p ≤ 0.001. Source: Analysis, 2017.
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For the second outcome, the findings showed that both regular and temporal place-making had
a positive relationship with local empowerment. They influenced empowerment, which was found
significantly at F (5, 221) = 25.172, p = 0.000, with an R2 of 0.363. The score of partial correlation
coefficient (β) implied that the temporal place-making (β = 0.530) affected empowerment more than
regular place-making (β = 0.261). Meanwhile, the predictive equation suggested that the respondents’
empowerment increased by 0.363 and 0.179 for each point of the arrangement and participation in
temporal place-making and regular place-making, respectively.
Findings from MLR on the third outcome also indicate that the social connection was affected by
both types of place-making, which were found significantly at F (4,222) = 11.158, p = 0.000, with an
R2 of 0.167. The findings also showed that the regular place-making had more influence on social
connection (β = 0.251) rather than temporal place-making (β = 0.163). The equation that forecast the
factors influencing on the social connection of respondent implied that their social connection increased
by 0.140 and 0.091 for each point of the arrangement and participation in regular place-making and
temporal place-making, respectively.
However, when considering the effects of types of place-making on the last outcome, the
findings suggested that only regular place-making (β = 0.216) affected the respondent’s quality of
life, while there was no statically significant effect of temporal place-making towards this aspect.
The predictive equation implied that resident’s quality of life increased by 0.111 for each point of the
arrangement and participation in regular place-making.
It was important to note that there was no distortion caused by control variables. The regression
results were the same as the one without the control variables. The only difference was on the score of
Tol and VIF of temporal place-making although it was not a problem as the scores were still within
the safe range in which multicollinearity was not detected. The other difference was regarding the
predictive power of temporal place-making, which was higher than the regular place-making on
local empowerment.
7. Discussion
The results of this study affirmed the importance of regular and temporal place-making practices
in kampungs for the development of different types of social outcomes. Implementing place-making
was valuable for inadequate neighborhoods or urban informal settlements, like where this study was
conducted, because they were more likely to bring positive impacts for both places and their inhabitants.
Having various types of place-making activities in kampung led to more positive perceptions of local
identity and pride, local empowerment, social connection, and quality of life.
The first finding, which found the significant and positive associations between two types of
place-making and local identity, was consistent with previous authors. Many recent studies (e.g.,
Coghlan et al. 2017; Jaeger and Mykletun 2013; Lew 2017) demonstrated the influence of temporal
place-making, such as community-based festivals and events, in generating a strong local community
spirit and enhance community’s identity, character, and sense of pride. Furthermore, the role of festivals
and events was not only important for community identity, but also for individual identity. Based on
his mixed-method study in seven Indian poor neighborhoods, Rao (2001) found that individual pride
and festivals were strongly associated with one another. The current finding regarding the significant
and positive relationship between regular place-making and local identity was also in line with
previous studies (e.g., Qu and Dorst 2014; Semenza et al. 2007). For instance, in their studies about
daily activities in Chinese urban villages, Qu and Dorst (2014) demonstrated that the local traditions,
such as prayers, have formed cultural identity in the village, which also forms a livable public space.
This study also showed that both place-making had a significant and positive relationship with local
empowerment. This study confirmed previous findings (e.g., Ohmer and Beck 2006; Sampson 2004)
that the more varied the type of social shared activities arranged and participated by residents, the more
positive their perception of their community’s collective capacity to solve neighborhood problems.
This finding also mirrors those reported in the literature. For instance, some researchers reported
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that the arrangements of everyday life activities (Balassiano and Maldonado 2015; de Carteret 2008)
provide various positive benefits to community empowerment. It ranges from informal knowledge
through interaction to learning experience through deliberative discussion. Furthermore, this study
also supported earlier researchers that temporal place-making (Cilliers et al. 2015; Dukanovic and
Jelena 2015; Silberberg et al. 2013), as in the case of community-based art festivals, could also lead to
local empowerment. There was no question that festivals offered opportunities to learn new things
through knowledge exchange among residents and visitors as well as opportunities for cultural and
educational development of communities (Jamal and Getz 1995).
Findings of this study also supported the hypothesis that both types of place-making positively
and significantly influenced social connection. Although there were some variations with specific social
connection constructs assessed, earlier research supports our findings of an increase in social interactions
due to regular place-making practices such as community gardening, neighborhood meetings,
and other community activities to improve neighborhood on a regular basis (Alaimo et al. 2010;
Ohmer and Beck 2006; Wakefield et al. 2007). Meanwhile, previous research also supported our
findings that temporal place-making, from an urban renewal project through intersection repair and
construction of community art spaces to community festival in low-income neighborhoods, was a strong
predictor of social capital with direct benefits for residents’ wellbeing (Semenza and March 2009), could
increase social networks (Brisson and Usher 2005), and built social cohesion by reinforcing ties within
the community (Rao 2001).
Interestingly, our hypothesis of the relationship between place-making and quality of life was
partially confirmed. Previous study in low socioeconomic neighborhoods suggested that free or
low-cost opportunities to engage and connect with neighbors through participation in regular activities
such as religious groups, sporting groups, volunteer organizations, and leisure groups could increase life
satisfaction of individuals in a low socioeconomic or stigmatized neighborhood (Qu and Dorst 2014).
Reis et al. (2000) also found the importance of daily activities, such as meaningful talk and hanging out
with other neighbors, as significant contributors for emotional wellbeing. Contrary to expectations,
this study showed that the implementation of temporal place-making did not influence residents’
perception on quality of life. Although many scholars from developed countries (Cohen et al. 2018;
Till and McArdle 2015) showed that community art and cultural festivals positively correlated with
residents’ social wellbeing and significantly improved quality of life in communities; this study found
that art and cultural festivals could not be a predictor or influential factor for the residents’ quality of
life in Indonesian kampungs. The residents’ quality of life was significantly and positively influenced
by regular place-making, but not temporal place-making.
The reasons for this insignificant relationship can be explained from theoretical and methodological
perspectives. From the former point of view, this finding might be due to the fact that despite the role of
festivals in maintaining identities and community cohesiveness, which represent investments in social
and cultural capital, there was not much benefit in terms of economic and physical environment aspect
that the festival may offer to certain community, including the poor neighborhoods in developing
countries. Since the generated revenue from arranging temporal place-making may not cover the total
costs that community paid for organizing them, this type of place-making may not be a critical aspect for
their quality of life. The result of this study is in line with Rao (2001) study in Indian poor neighborhoods,
which suggested that if it was not for their social and cultural benefits, festivals in those neighborhoods
may be perceived as a waste of money in the sense that they take resources away from investments in
other more important aspects that related to the quality of life of the community. In this way, several
authors who investigated place-making projects (e.g., Houghton et al. 2015; Lazarević et al. 2016) also
demonstrated the importance of getting strong financial support from the government for the viability
of grassroot projects.
Furthermore, like most community-based art festivals, the temporal place-making festivals in this
study were mainly arranged through modifying the use of existing spaces and decorating them with
community artworks, such as public art installations, murals, and cultural ornaments. Meanwhile,
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the living conditions of Indonesian kampungs were still poor, where the health of the kampungs’
residents were adversely threatened by bad environmental features such as extremely high density,
low housing quality, inadequate sanitation, and other physical deterioration. Since the modification on
built environment of the kampungs through art festivals was not able to improve the physical health of
the residents and upgrade the poor living conditions of the kampungs, type and frequency of temporal
place-making may not be important. This might also be the reason why the regular place-making
practices, although did not completely solve those issues yet, their routine and practical interventions
through regular clean ups and regular public infrastructure renovation could at least facilitate a better
living conditions improvement in kampungs.
The last reason could be explained from the methodological perspective. Considering the nature
of questionnaire that was very rigid and only provided general questions, there were possibilities that
some questions might be interpreted differently or not be comprehended clearly by the respondents.
For instance, when there was a statement in the questionnaire saying that activities in the kampung
could make the respondents feel mentally and physically good, some of them might answer it without
giving some thought.
8. Conclusions
Overall, the findings of this study have supported the literature that regular and temporal
place-making have impacts on the four social outcomes. The evidence also suggested that some of
the demographic variables, namely age and income, have an impact on the relationships under study.
The strengths and limitations of this study should also be considered. Thus, it will be explained in the
following paragraphs.
The main strengths of this study were clearly defined sample and the focus on the social impacts
of place-making, which, up to this point, has been relatively unexplored. That is to say, this study
contributed to the gap found within the existing quantitative studies on place-making by analyzing the
relationships between place-making and different forms of social outcome. This finding also goes some
way to extend our knowledge of the differences that do exist among the relationships, which depends
on the type of place-making. In this regard, the current data showed that temporal place-making did
not affect quality of life.
Another benefit of the quantitative finding was the place-making measures in our survey,
which enabled us to unfold the new constructs that have been linked to the two types of place-making,
and investigated separately. In that sense, this study adds to existing research by examining both
regular and temporal place-making as mechanisms through which local identity, local empowerment,
social connection, and quality of life are facilitated in Indonesian kampungs. These findings also
enhanced our understanding of how specific dimensions of place-making affect social aspects of the
community where place-making took place.
Despite the strengths, the results of this study should also be evaluated in the light of certain
limitations. The main limitations of this survey include the relatively small sample and the data were
collected solely from the residents in two Indonesian kampungs. Findings of the study, thus, may be
specific to the participants of the kampungs examined in this study and may not be generalizable.
As such, future studies with bigger sample size that focus on residents of other urban informal
settlements or poor neighborhoods are needed. Moreover, this study examined associations between
arrangement and participation in place-making with participants’ perceptions of social outcomes of
place-making. However, this study did not distinguish the place-making and perceptions between the
individual and neighborhood-level.
To conclude this study, two main directions for future research are proposed to address previously
mentioned contributions and limitations of this study that need further investigation. Firstly, a follow-up
qualitative interview might be helpful to explore the respondents’ point of view that cannot be revealed
using the former approach. In this sense, we found that one of the possibilities that contribute
to the non-significant relationship between place-making and quality of life is the nature of the
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Table A1. Income sources of the sampling group.
Type of Occupation

Dago Pojok

Bustaman

Day labor

33

13

Construction labor

15

2

Servant/maid

2

0

Petty business

21

22

Business owner using hired labor

1

3

Self-employed in business/service provision

16

13

Regular employee in government or NGO

23

2

Regular employee in fixed business establishment

24

5

Allowance

19

2

Others

6

5
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