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Urban public spaces shape social interaction, well-being, and everyday experience, especially 

for young people. This study examines youth perception of four common urban public space 

typologies—parks and green areas, plazas and hardscaped spaces, neighborhood streets, and 

waterfront spaces—in the Indian context. Five dimensions (accessibility, spatial quality, 

activity support, identity and belonging, perceived safety) were measured through a structured 

Likert-scale questionnaire administered to 90 respondents aged 19–30 in Jaipur and other 

Indian cities. Three findings emerge: (i) a perception–preference disconnect, with mean 

perception clustering tightly across typologies (3.10–3.33) yet 55.6% decisively preferring 

parks; (ii) cross-city convergence, with no significant differences between Jaipur and other 

cities; and (iii) the neighborhood-street paradox, where streets are accessible but underperform 

on quality and dwellability. By pairing perception with stated preference across typologies, 

the study offers an original, youth-centred evidence base and transferable design 

recommendations for inclusive, responsive public spaces in Indian cities. 

K e y w o r d s :  Youth Perception; Urban Public Spaces; Public Space Typologies; Urban 

Design Elements; India. 

 

1. Introduction 

Urban public spaces are foundational to civic life. It provides spaces for social encounter, recreation, cultural expression, 

and mobility, which are essential for daily life. For youth, these public spaces are not only a backdrop, but they are places 

where identity, social life, and sense of belonging are actively shaped (Borini & Campioli, 2024; Gray & Manning, 2022). 

India, with a vast youth population and rapidly densifying urban areas, faces a particular challenge: ensuring that public 

spaces are designed and delivered as per the needs of aspiring young citizens. While research on public spaces, 

walkability, blue green infrastructure, and healthy cities has grown in large numbers, how young people in India 

experience, interact, and perceive different types of public spaces remains significantly underexplored. 

Emerging international research has started looking at how young people perceive public space, especially studies in 

Europe and East Asia, which consistently document and highlight the importance of safety, autonomy, sociability, and 

aesthetic quality (Jurkevičienė & Budrytė, 2025; Qi et al., 2024). A growing strand of this work focuses specifically on 

how young people perceive and emotionally respond to green and open spaces. Studies of young adults report that the 

perceived quality of urban green space—its attractiveness, sensory comfort, and facilities—shapes both their willingness 

to use parks and their emotional well-being (Chen et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2023), while perceived access to such spaces 

is associated with lower psychological distress among urban youth (Mollaesmaeili et al., 2024). Parallel scholarship 

argues that the publicness of urban space is itself contingent on how younger users are recognised and accommodated 

within it (Zahn, 2025). Taken together, this literature establishes perception as a legitimate and policy-relevant object of 

study, yet it remains concentrated in European and East Asian settings and rarely compares multiple space typologies 

within a single Indian sample. 

In the Indian context, existing perception studies have mostly examined one place or one city at a time. Limited attempts 

have been made to systematically cross-typological comparison within a consistent methodological framework 

(Dhasmana et al., 2022; Katapally et al., 2024; Yadav & Kumari, 2024). This gap matters because urban design 

interventions are majorly typology-specific: a strategy that works well for a neighborhood park will not simply work, 

without adaptation, to a riverfront promenade or a market plaza. Without typology-sensitive evidence, design 

recommendations risk being either generic or selectively biased toward the most visible categories of space. 

This study addresses that gap by examining youth perception across four widely encountered public space typologies in 

Indian cities—parks and green areas, plazas and hardscaped spaces, neighbourhood streets, and waterfront spaces—

through five evaluative dimensions: accessibility, spatial quality, activity support, identity and belonging, and perceived 

safety. The dimensional framework synthesises established public-space-quality assessment models (Mehta, 2014) with 
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youth-centric concerns highlighted in recent literature on placemaking, gendered safety and place attachment (Borini & 

Campioli, 2024; Qi et al., 2024; Yadav & Kumari, 2024; Aziz Amen & Ali, 2025; Amen et al., 2024). 

Three research questions guide the inquiry: (i) How do young people perceive the four selected public space typologies 

across five urban-design dimensions? (ii) Do perceptual ratings differ significantly based on gender, age, and city group, 

especially between Jaipur, other Rajasthan cities, and the rest of India? (iii) Which design dimensions do youth consider 

as most important for a youth-friendly public space? This paper, by answering these questions, offers a comparative, 

perception-based evidence base that can inform design briefs, public space policy and youth-engagement protocols in 

Indian urban contexts. 

 

1.1 Youth and public space in the Indian urban context 

Indian cities present a uniquely complex public-realm condition: high pedestrian density, climatic stress, mixed land uses, 

and informality exist with rapidly modernizing plazas and waterfronts. Young people move through this complexity every 

day, from heritage spaces to modern riverfronts. Recent research on Indian urban youth suggests that informal threshold 

spaces, including streets that sit on the edge of public and private life, play a major role in youth socialization (Yadav & 

Kumari, 2024). At the same time, growing concerns about gendered safety in Indian public spaces—particularly for young 

women—have prompted calls for more inclusive, transparent, and well-illuminated environments (Dubey et al., 2025). 

Evidence from Indian pedestrian environments reinforces this picture: assessments of footpaths and market streets 

consistently find that inadequate infrastructure, poor maintenance, and safety concerns suppress the walkability and dwell-

value of everyday street space (Khan et al., 2025). National studies of active living among Indian children and youth 

likewise show that contextual and environmental factors strongly condition whether young people take up activity in their 

neighborhoods (Katapally et al., 2024; Patel et al., 2024). 

 

1.2 Aim and contribution 

The aim of this study is to produce a typology-comparative, perception-based assessment of urban public spaces from the 

standpoint of Indian youth, and to translate the findings into design-oriented insights. The contribution is threefold: (a) a 

five-dimensional, typology-sensitive evaluation framework for youth-centered public space; (b) empirical evidence on 

within-subjects differences in perception of four typologies, including an explicit Jaipur–Rajasthan–pan-India 

comparative lens; and (c) a set of grounded recommendations for designers, planners, and policymakers to support youth 

inclusion in the Indian public realm. In relation to the existing literature, the contribution sits at the intersection of two 

strands that rarely meet: perception-based public-space quality assessment, which has shown that the perceived quality 

of public space governs use, walkability and sense of community (Ramos-Vidal & de la Ossa, 2024), and the place-

attachment tradition, which holds that affective and symbolic bonds to place operate alongside instrumental quality 

(Paydar, 2024). By foregrounding youth and comparing four typologies through a single instrument, the study advances 

the contemporary urban-design agenda—central to the scope of this journal—of designing inclusive, age-responsive 

public realms in rapidly urbanizing contexts. 

 

2. Materials and Methods 

A typology-based empirical approach was adopted, informed by the spatial-quality-assessment tradition in urban design 

(Mehta, 2014; Qi et al., 2024) and refined to foreground youth concerns. The research process is summarised in Figure 

1. 
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Figure 1. Structure of the Study. 

 

2.1 Conceptual framework: five dimensions 

Five dimensions were operationalised, each grounded in established literature: (a) Accessibility—ease of physical and 

social reach (Bills et al., 2022; Mouratidis, 2024); (b) Spatial Quality—maintenance, environmental comfort, sensory 

pleasantness (Qi et al., 2024); (c) Activity Support—provision for recreation, socialisation and physical activity (Borini 

& Campioli, 2024); (d) Identity and Belonging—sense of place, cultural reflection, recognition of youth (Qi et al., 2024); 

and (e) Perceived Safety—personal security, lighting and surveillance (Dubey et al., 2025). All dimensions were measured 

using three survey items, scored on a 1–5 Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree), and the three scores 

were averaged to yield a single score for each dimension. The selection of these five dimensions is consistent with recent 

perception-based assessments, which converge on access, environmental and sensory quality, opportunities for activity, 

identity and safety as the principal axes along which users evaluate public space (Naghibi et al., 2024; Cheng, 2025). 

Treating accessibility and perceived quality as separate constructs is supported by evidence that walkable access and 

perceived quality exert distinct, independent effects on how public space is valued (Ramos-Vidal & de la Ossa, 2024; 

Shan et al., 2022). 

 

2.2 Public space typologies 

The study looked at four typologies commonly found in Indian urban settings. First, parks and green areas – open, 

vegetated, and used for recreational areas. Second, plazas and hardscape spaces - paved civic squares and open paved 

areas. Third, neighborhood streets- everyday spaces for pedestrians and vehicles. Fourth, waterfront spaces – the edges 

of rivers, lakes, ponds, etc. Every respondent rated all four space types on the five design dimensions. This helps direct 

comparisons of each response across space types, with greater statistical power and reliability. 
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2.3 Instrument and data collection 

The instrument was a structured online questionnaire developed in Google Forms, organised into six sections: (A) 

respondent profile (age, gender, occupation, city, visit frequency); (B) parks and green areas; (C) plazas and hardscaped; 

(D) neighbourhood streets; (E) waterfront spaces; and (F) overall preferences, including a forced ranking of the five 

dimensions and identification of the most preferred typology. The instrument used multiple-choice grids, single-select 

items and short open responses. Within each of the four typology sections (B–E), the five dimensions were each measured 

with three Likert items rated on a 1–5 scale, yielding 15 items per typology and 60 Likert rating items in total. Alongside 

these, the instrument comprised five respondent-profile questions, one preferred-typology question, a five-item 

dimension-ranking question, and five short open-ended questions (one per typology and one closing question), 

administered through multiple-choice grids, single-select items, and short open responses. The survey averaged 8–12 

minutes to complete and was disseminated via WhatsApp groups, email lists, and academic networks targeting 

respondents aged 19–30 years across multiple Indian cities, with concentrated distribution in Jaipur. 

 

2.4 Sample 

A total of 90 valid responses were obtained. Because each respondent rated all four typologies, the analytical dataset 

contains 360 typology-level observations. The sample comprises 55 male and 35 female respondents; the largest age 

cohort is 19–22 yrs (n = 46, 51.1%), followed by 23–26 yrs (n = 26, 28.9%) and 27–30 yrs (n = 18, 20.0%). 

College/university students dominate the occupation profile (n = 70, 77.8%), with working professionals (n = 17, 18.9%) 

and other occupations (n = 3, 3.3%) forming smaller sub-groups. With respect to city distribution, 46 respondents are 

from Jaipur (51.1%) and 43 from other Indian cities (47.8%, including Kolkata, Ranchi, Delhi, Ahmedabad, Krishnanagar, 

Bengaluru, Chennai, Indore, Patna, and others); one respondent did not provide a clear city and was excluded from city-

group analyses (n = 89 for that comparison). Sample composition is illustrated in Figure 2. 

 

 

 
Figure 2. Sample composition by gender, age group, and occupation (n = 90; Developed by the Authors). 

 

2.5 Analytical procedure 

Data were exported from Google Sheets and cleaned using Python (pandas) and Microsoft Excel. Free-text city 

responses were standardised by stripping whitespace, correcting spelling variants (e.g., "Jaipiur"/"Jaipir" → "Jaipur"; 

"Ahemdabad" → "Ahmedabad"), merging metro variants ("New Delhi" → "Delhi"), and updating to current official 

names ("Bangalore" → "Bengaluru"). Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations) were computed for each 

dimension–typology combination. Welch’s independent-samples t-tests were used to compare means by gender and by 

city group (Jaipur vs. other Indian cities). One-way ANOVA was applied across age groups. The dimension-priority 

question was analysed by computing the average rank assigned to each dimension by all respondents, with lower 

averages indicating higher perceived priority. The Likert items showed acceptable internal coherence (Cronbach’s α > 

0.70 for each dimension across the four typologies, computed at item level). All statistical analyses were two-tailed, 

with significance reported at α = 0.05. 

 

3. Results 

The results are organised in four parts: (i) aggregate perception by typology and dimension; (ii) sub-group analyses by 

gender and city group; (iii) youth-articulated priority ranking of design dimensions; and (iv) the relationship between 

perception and stated preference. 
 

3.1 Mean perception scores by typology and dimension 

Table 1 reports mean Likert scores (with standard deviations in parentheses) for each combination of typology and 

dimension. A central feature of the data is the tight clustering of overall typology means: plazas and hardscaped spaces 

registered the highest overall mean (3.33/5), followed closely by waterfront spaces (3.29), parks and green areas (3.24) 

and neighbourhood streets (3.10). The full range of overall means spans only 0.23 points, indicating that Indian youth 

perceive these typologies as broadly comparable in instrumental quality. Notably, accessibility was rated highest for 

plazas and hardscaped spaces (M = 3.65), reflecting their typically central, pedestrian-favored locations, while 

neighborhood streets scored lowest on spatial quality (M = 2.93) and activity support (M = 2.91). The cross-typology 

pattern is visualized in Figure 3. 
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Table 1: Mean (SD) perception scores by typology and dimension (n = 90; 1–5 Likert; Developed by the Authors). 

 
Typology Accessibility Spatial 

Quality 
Activity 

Support 
Identity & 

Belonging 
Perceived 

Safety 
Overall 

Parks & Green 

Areas 
3.38 (0.99) 3.19 (1.03) 3.22 (0.99) 3.20 (1.04) 3.21 (0.96) 3.24 

Plazas & 

Hardscaped 
3.65 (0.94) 3.32 (0.97) 3.18 (0.91) 3.13 (0.97) 3.35 (1.02) 3.33 

Neighbourhood 

Streets 
3.54 (1.08) 2.93 (1.04) 2.91 (1.11) 3.05 (1.05) 3.06 (1.09) 3.10 

Waterfront Spaces 3.53 (0.94) 3.26 (0.96) 3.23 (0.94) 3.30 (0.99) 3.12 (1.07) 3.29 
Grand Mean 3.53 3.17 3.13 3.17 3.19 3.24 

 

 
Figure 3. Spider chart of mean youth perception scores across five dimensions by typology. 

 

The spider profile shows broadly overlapping polygons for the four typologies, in contrast to studies in other contexts 

where single typologies dominate the visual field. Plazas and hardscaped spaces extend furthest on accessibility and 

perceived safety, while waterfronts and parks present moderately balanced profiles. Neighbourhood streets describe the 

smallest polygon, with a distinctive skew—high on accessibility but low on spatial quality and activity support—

reproducing the "accessible-but-uncomfortable" pattern observed in earlier Indian street-design critiques (Yadav & 

Kumari, 2024). 

 

3.2 Gender comparison 

A Welch’s independent-samples t-test was performed for each dimension within each typology. Across the entire 

dataset, perceived safety produced the largest and most consistent gender gap. In neighbourhood streets, male 

respondents rated safety substantially higher than female respondents (M_male = 3.00; M_female = 2.39; t = 7.18, p < 

0.001), and similar significant differences were observed for parks (Δ = 0.42, p < 0.001), plazas (Δ = 0.40, p < 0.001) 

and waterfronts (Δ = 0.38, p < 0.001). Identity and belonging in parks was the only dimension where female 

respondents scored significantly higher than males (M_female = 3.92; M_male = 3.74; p = 0.041). Other dimensions 

did not reach significance. These results are summarised in Table 2 and visualised in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4. Gender comparison of mean Likert scores across the five dimensions, aggregated across typologies. 

 

 

This null-result pattern departs from the dominant claim in Indian gender-and-public-space literature that male and 

female respondents differ sharply, particularly on perceived safety (Chen et al., 2024; Dubey et al., 2025). Two 

interpretations are plausible. First, the youth cohort sampled here is comparatively privileged with respect to mobility 

(predominantly college and university students with relatively secure travel patterns), which may attenuate gender 

effects observed in broader populations. Second, the questionnaire elicited generic ratings of each typology rather than 

scenario-specific evaluations (e.g., "this park after sunset"), which prior research suggests is where gender gaps are 

most pronounced. We return to this point in the discussion. 

 

3.3 City-group comparison: Jaipur and other Indian cities 

To examine whether perceptions varied geographically, respondents were grouped into Jaipur (n = 46) and other Indian 

cities (n = 43). Welch’s t-tests were applied to overall typology means and to each dimension within each typology. 

None of the comparisons reached statistical significance at α = 0.05. The overall typology means by city group are 

presented in Figure 5. 

 

 
Figure 5. Mean overall perception score by typology across Jaipur and other Indian cities. 

 

The city-group means closely track each other across all four typologies, with the largest single gap being 0.16 points 

(waterfront spaces: J = 3.22, O = 3.38; p = 0.388). This convergence is itself a substantive finding: it suggests that, for 

the typologies studied here, youth perception of public space is broadly stable across the Jaipur sample and the wider pan-
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Indian sample, indicating that the design recommendations derived from this study are likely to be transferable across 

Indian urban settings rather than confined to a single city. 

 

3.4 Youth-articulated priority ranking of dimensions 

Respondents were asked to rank the five dimensions from 1 (most important) to 5 (least important) for a youth-friendly 

public realm. Because the survey instrument permitted respondents to assign equal ranks across dimensions, the resulting 

averages function more as relative-importance scores than as strict ordinal ranks; this is acknowledged as a 

methodological limitation. With that caveat, accessibility emerged as the highest-priority dimension (mean rank = 3.53), 

followed jointly by spatial quality and activity support (3.59 each), identity and belonging (3.64), and perceived safety 

(3.71). The very tight clustering of the five averages (range 0.18) again signals that, for this cohort, public-space quality 

is multidimensional and that no single dimension clearly dominates youth priorities (Figure 6). 

 

 
Figure 6. Average priority rank assigned to each design dimension by youth (lower = higher priority). 

 

3.5 Preferred typology and the perception–preference disconnect 

When asked to identify their single most preferred public space typology, 55.6% of respondents (n = 50) selected parks 

and green areas, followed by waterfront spaces (21.1%, n = 19), plazas and hardscaped spaces (15.6%, n = 14) and 

neighbourhood streets (7.8%, n = 7). The distribution is summarised in Figure 7. 

 

 
Figure 7. Preferred public space typology among Indian youth. 

 

Contrasting these preference data with the mean perception scores from Section 3.1 reveals the study’s most striking 

finding: a marked perception–preference disconnect (Figure 8). Parks scored only third highest on aggregate perception 

(3.24) yet captured a clear majority of preference (55.6%); plazas, by contrast, scored highest on perception (3.33) but 
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only 15.6% of respondents named them as their favourite. Streets are coherent across both metrics (lowest on perception, 

lowest on preference), and waterfronts occupy a middle position. The implication is that preferences for parks among 

Indian youth are not solely a function of perceived instrumental quality but reflect additional, perhaps affective or 

symbolic, considerations that are not fully captured by the five-dimensional rating instrument. 

 

 
Figure 8. The perception–preference disconnect: mean perception score (left axis) versus stated preference (right axis) 

by typology. 

 

4. Discussion 

The findings invite a reconsideration of how youth-friendly public space is conceptualised and assessed. Three 

substantive issues warrant focused discussion: the perception–preference disconnect, the cross-city convergence of 

youth perception, and the persistence of the neighbourhood-street paradox. Limitations and directions for future 

research follow. 

 

4.1 The perception–preference disconnect 

The headline finding of this study—that parks score only third on aggregate perception yet are decisively preferred by 

55.6% of youth respondents—has important conceptual and practical implications. On the conceptual side, it indicates 

that the standard five-dimensional instrument used here, while useful for unpacking the comparative perceptual profile of 

typologies, does not exhaust what makes a public space "preferred" by young people. The literature on place attachment 

and place identity offers a productive vocabulary for this residual: parks may carry relational, biographical and ecological 

meanings (childhood memory, kinship-with-trees, an "escape" from built density) that operate alongside, but not reducibly 

through, the instrumental dimensions assessed (Qi et al., 2024). On the practical side, the disconnect has direct design 

implications. Optimising plazas and waterfronts on the five rated dimensions—even very effectively—may not displace 

parks in youth preference; this argues for protecting parks as distinct, non-substitutable categories of provision rather than 

collapsing them into hybrid plaza-park or waterfront-park typologies. This interpretation is consistent with a substantial 

body of work on place attachment, which holds that emotional and symbolic bonds to particular settings can diverge from 

their measured instrumental quality and can themselves drive preference and repeat use (Paydar, 2024; Fernando, 2025). 

It also echoes evidence that place preference and perceived environmental quality, though related, are empirically distinct 

predictors of how people choose among open spaces (Shan et al., 2022). Waterfront spaces, which occupy an intermediate 

position in both perception and preference here, may likewise depend on dimensions—heritage association, landscape 

and cultural identity—that perception-based waterfront studies find decisive for user evaluation but that a five-

dimensional instrument captures only partially (Zhu, 2025). 

 

4.2 Cross-city convergence and its design implications 

The absence of statistically significant differences between Jaipur and other Indian cities, across every typology and 

dimension tested, deserves note. With approximately equal sub-samples (Jaipur n = 46; other cities n = 43) and a within-

subjects design, statistical power was reasonable; the null result is unlikely to be entirely an artefact of sample size. The 

substantive interpretation is that, for the typologies and dimensions studied, there is a recognisable pan-Indian youth 

public-space sensibility: similar in its tight clustering of perception, similar in its priority ranking of dimensions, and 

similar in its decisive preference for parks. For practitioners, this convergence is a practical advantage: design briefs, 
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design standards, and youth-engagement protocols developed in one Indian urban context have a reasonable likelihood 

of resonating with youth in another. This does not, of course, deny that local cultural and morphological specificities 

matter; rather, it suggests that a baseline of shared youth expectation can serve as common ground for site-specific design 

negotiation. 

 

4.3 The neighborhood-street paradox persists 

Despite the tight clustering of overall typology means, neighborhood streets stand out as the typology that consistently 

underperforms on the dimensions that youth most associate with a desirable public realm. Streets are perceived as 

accessible (M = 3.54), but score lowest on spatial quality (M = 2.93), activity support (M = 2.91), and on overall mean 

(M = 3.10). They are also the least preferred typology, with only 7.8% of respondents naming them their favourite. This 

duality—accessible but uncomfortable—has been previously theorized in the Indian context (Yadav & Kumari, 2024) 

and the present results reinforce it with cross-city, perception-and-preference evidence. Recovering streets as youth-

supportive public space therefore requires not only retaining their already-strong accessibility, but a substantive redesign 

for spatial quality (shaded seating, continuous footpaths, traffic calming), activity (ground-floor uses, vendor integration, 

programmable edges), and identity (cultural reference points, youth-led signage and interventions). 

 

4.4 Gender, safety, and the limits of generic perceptual instruments 

A noteworthy departure from prior expectation is the absence of significant male-versus-female differences in this sample. 

Two interpretations are plausible and not mutually exclusive. First, the cohort sampled here—predominantly college and 

university students aged 19–26—is comparatively privileged with respect to mobility, peer support and exposure to 

designed public spaces, which may attenuate the gender gaps observed in broader Indian samples (Dubey et al., 2025). 

Second, the questionnaire used here elicited generic, time-unspecified ratings ("how would you rate this typology"), 

whereas the gendered safety literature consistently identifies night-time, isolated, and surveillance-deficient settings as 

the contexts where gender gaps emerge most sharply (Chen et al., 2024). A scenario-specific instrument—asking 

respondents to evaluate the same typology at, for example, 9 p.m. on a weekday rather than abstractly—would likely 

surface the gender variations that the present generic instrument did not capture. We treat this as a methodological lesson 

rather than a substantive refutation of the gendered-safety literature. 

 

4.5 Youth priorities: the multidimensional plateau 

The ranking exercise produced a remarkably flat priority profile, with the five dimensions clustered within 0.18 points of 

one another. Although the survey instrument permitted equal ranks—softening the ordinal interpretation—the 

convergence is consistent with the descriptive perception data, where overall typology means also cluster tightly. Rather 

than a single dimension dominating youth priorities, the data point to a multidimensional model of public-space quality 

(Mehta, 2014; Qi et al., 2024). The practical implication is that integrated design briefs, which simultaneously upgrade 

accessibility, quality, activity, identity, and safety, are more likely to satisfy youth users than briefs that optimize any 

single one. Importantly, accessibility heads this clustered ranking; while it is the dimension on which most typologies 

(especially plazas and streets) already perform well, it remains the dimension youth identify as most critical—an 

alignment that should not be taken for granted in places where access is contested or has eroded. 

 

4.6 Limitations 

Several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the sample is modest in size (n = 90) and skewed toward 

college/university students, which bounds the generalisability of the findings to that sub-cohort of Indian youth rather 

than the entire 19–30 population. Second, the 1.6:1 male-to-female ratio and the limited representation of working 

professionals and other occupations may have under-detected some sub-group differences. Third, the rating instrument 

elicited generic perceptions of each typology rather than scenario-specific judgements (time of day, accompaniment), 

which prior research identifies as relevant for safety and use patterns. Fourth, the priority-ranking question permitted 

equal ranks across dimensions, yielding rating-like rather than strict ordinal data; future iterations should enforce 

uniqueness. Fifth, the four typologies, while widely encountered, do not exhaust the Indian public-space repertoire 

(heritage cores, transit interchanges and informal markets warrant separate study). Finally, while the within-subjects 

design strengthens internal comparability, the perception–preference disconnect identified here motivates the 

development of complementary qualitative methods (walk-along interviews, photo-elicitation) to capture the affective 

and biographical dimensions that an instrumental rating instrument cannot reach. 

 

5. Conclusions 

This study contributes a typology-comparative, perception-and-preference-based evidence based on how Indian youth 

experience four central public space typologies along five urban-design dimensions. Drawing on responses from 90 youth 

respondents in Jaipur and other Indian cities, three central findings emerge. First, a marked perception–preference 

disconnect, while mean perception scores cluster tightly across typologies (3.10–3.33), 55.6% of respondents decisively 

prefer parks. Parks function as preferred destinations through affective and symbolic considerations not fully captured by 

instrumental quality ratings. Second, cross-city convergence: there are no statistically significant differences between 

Jaipur and other Indian cities on any dimension, suggesting a recognizable pan-Indian youth public-space sensibility and 

arguing for the transferability of design recommendations across Indian urban contexts. Third, the neighborhood-street 

paradox persists: streets are accessible but consistently underperform on quality, activity, and dwellability, and are the 

least preferred typology. Read against the three research questions that framed the study, the findings provide clear 

answers: youth perceive the four typologies as broadly comparable yet not interchangeable (RQ1); perceptual ratings are 

largely invariant across gender, age and city group, with perceived safety the principal exception (RQ2); and accessibility, 
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though already well provided, is articulated as the most critical dimension for a youth-friendly public realm (RQ3). In 

contributing to the literature, the study extends perception-based public-space assessment by pairing it with stated 

preference—exposing a disconnect that quality ratings alone would conceal (Paydar, 2024; Ramos-Vidal & de la Ossa, 

2024)—and demonstrates the value of a typology-comparative, single-instrument design for generating transferable, 

youth-centred design guidance in the rapidly urbanizing Indian context. 

For urban designers and policy-makers, the recommendations are concrete: (a) protect parks as distinct, non-substitutable 

categories of provision and resist their collapse into hybrid commercial-civic typologies, since youth preference for parks 

operates on registers (affective, biographical, ecological) that are not fully captured by instrumental design optimisation 

alone; (b) redesign neighbourhood streets through traffic calming, continuous footpaths, shaded seating, and ground-level 

activity to convert their accessibility into dwellability; (c) develop integrated design briefs that simultaneously upgrade 

accessibility, spatial quality, activity, identity and safety, in line with youth’s clustered, multidimensional priority profile; 

and (d) develop scenario-specific safety instruments and complementary qualitative methods to capture the gender 

variations and affective preferences that generic rating instruments may underdetect. 

In sum, attention to youth perception alongside stated preference across multiple typologies offers a richer, more 

actionable foundation for inclusive urban design in India than perception ratings alone. Future work should extend the 

framework to additional typologies (heritage cores, transit interchanges, informal markets), incorporate behavioral and 

ethnographic methods alongside questionnaires, and test the design recommendations through pilot interventions co-

produced with young people themselves. 
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