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109 Pages December 2014

This research explores the physical design andeusBililler Park in
Bloomington, IL for evidence of a cultural lineampeFrederick Law Olmsted and for
indications that Miller Park functions as a thildge locale as envisioned by Ray
Oldenburg. The research also attempts to idekéfycultural characteristics of the park,
document park use, and assess Miller Park’s clisigaificance within the local
community.

Observation sessions within the park and targetesidept interviews provide
first hand data about park usage and physical dedements. Key informant interviews
and historical research were used to provide datatehe park’s history and its meaning
to the local community.

Identifiable civic, military, historic, ceremoniand familial elements help to
reveal a culture of Miller Park. Research indicdbed Miller Park is evocative of
Olmsted’s legacy through specific design elemdntsad aesthetic characteristics, and
types of observed and reported activities. ElemehOldenburg’s third place are
present within Miller Park, however the importahticacteristic of expected meaningful
conversation was not found to be present duringmisional research and was not

mentioned within interview sessions.



Park users interviewed within the park, and kegiimfants from the surrounding
community, each portray Miller Park in positivertes, with much of the associated
meaning of the park connected to opportunity fartact or interaction with nature.
Specific park amenities and characteristics astati@ith outdoor activity appear to be
influential in drawing people to the park. But uparserved and reported data, the park
also exhibits some ability to function as commuiaidypital within the neighborhood

community that it is located.
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CHAPTER |
THE PROBLEM AND ITS BACKGROUND
Statement of The Problem

Miller Park in Bloomington, IL was built at a tinvehen the ideas of Frederick
Law Olmsted had vast influence within landscapegesnd social theory throughout
the U.S. (Kowsky 1987), and exists now in a timespgplaces of open public discourse
and social engagement are increasingly scarce ®lolg 1999). The park is physically
situated in an area of Bloomington’s West side camity that is comprised mostly of a
working class demographic, and distinctly differantulture and economic status than
it's East side counterpart. As an entity the gaak come to be representative of the
positive attributes of Bloomington’s West side coamity (interview notes 2013).

As a social space Miller Park represents a ungguweof the Bloomington
landscape, containing elements of Ray Oldenbudga df a third place (Oldenburg
1999), with a heritage that is tied to the parkigiestyle envisioned by social theorist
and park designer Olmsted (Kowsky 1987). But de¢helements fully explain the
complex social and cultural space that is Millerik?a

As an early advocate for sustainable human ecdioggerick Olmsted saw the
incorporation of parks into urban landscapes aamaunt to the social health of
expanding cities and towns, to deal with the presssaf urban living, and the feeling of
disconnection from nature associated with expandribgn life (Olmsted 1971).

Historically the traditional city park has retaingis association as a place of refuge from



urban pressures and blight (Kowsky 1987), with eashon solitary, quiet pursuits, and
casual neighborly contact. The modern park lamquscapert of a legacy of Olmsted’s
design work (Martin 2011). However, there is evicethat the park has likely increased
in complexity of use, over time (Madden 2010, Yo@0§5) and a broader scope may be
needed to fully understand the social functionsuwh spaces. | believe that Miller Park
is a cultural space reflective of it's communitydamsers, which contains elements of
Oldenburg’s Third Place ideals, and which is p&d tradition of park space that has
emerged from the design philosophies of Frederek DIimsted.

Miller Park has been part of the west Bloomingttresidential neighborhoods
for more than one hundred years. In that time Hr&'s use has become intertwined with
the identity of the local neighborhood and the camity (Flynn 2008), and it has
developed its own unique cultural heritage (Bradyvhy 2009). There are identifiable
historic, civic, and social elements that suggesilaure of Miller Park (Steinbacher-
Kemp 2007), and given a unique cultural identity park space becomes a “place”
which can be identified by the larger outside comitywia these distinct characteristics
(Gieryn 2000). This local neighborhood park alas many of the characteristics of a
third place (Oldenburg).

Consistent with classic ideals espoused by Olmdt@dl) as an early park
planner and advocate, Miller Park provides oppatyuor outdoor recreation,
communion with nature, and solitary reflection.e$a types of opportunities are
increasingly scarce within our modern urban emdr@ithite 1996), which may offer
explanation as to why people gravitate toward gadces. The park also serves as a

social and cultural platform for exchange and ité&on, a place for meeting and for



being met; what Oldenburg might interpret as altbiace. As a social space, the park
allows for unique culture to take place and develogr time, provides a forum for
expression, and is inherently political (Tonkis®2)

“Third Place” is a modern sociological concept, ethposits that people seek
places away from work or home that help fulfill tthesire for social connection. These
places serve as points of interaction between peeffectively allowing those people to
expand their social circle and differentiate theisure time from work and home life
(Oldenburg and Brissett 1982). Americans longlhersense of belonging, and shared
identity, which are present within close commusitipliller 1999). The modern urban
park can be envisioned as one type of third plaaederves socialization and leisure
apart from the realms of home and work, but oneclwvhthink is unique from other
public spaces in form and in function. As the pagkomes more of a destination
(increases in use), its ability to function asiedtiplace is increased (Oldenburg and
Brissett 1982).

Miller Park combines the social and convivial asp@t other meeting places,
with the prospect of secluded nature and solitaffgction. The park has many of the
characteristics of a third place, primary amongéhhat it provides the setting and
opportunity for social interaction, on a continuduasis (Oldenburg and Brissett 1982),
however Miller Park is unique among such placestduts complexity of use, its local
meanings and cultural output, and its naturalizstirgy.

Given the artifice of design found in park landsesghe park is a cultural
machination at work (Olmsted 1971, Cronon 1995%eCstudies have previously shown

increasing complexity of use within modern parkcgsa(Madden 2010). A careful study



of Miller Park as a social system should likelyealelements of both social meeting
place, and urban sanctuary, suggesting a compkkxim@ique locale. A comprehensive
understanding of park life herein should incorpermdch of these elements.
M ethodology

Operating from a perspective that views the parngaassocial realm, part urban
retreat, | endeavored to formally investigate the af Miller Park through participant
observation research methods, as well as targetextept and key informant interviews.
Using these multiple frameworks should help to akgeme of the increased complexity
of behavior and social diversity suggested by Yo{#@95) and Madden (2010). The
final product is an ethnographic, descriptive actdhat documents the culture of Miller
Park to the extent that my observations allow, ooy specifically on park use at
different times and within different areas of treelp

Through this research | am attempting to developraterstanding of the
collective cultural significance of Miller Park the people that use the park, and to
ascertain how these diverging elements of the gathkird place, and park as urban
refuge, play out through specific park behaviorthimithe Miller Park locale. Classic
ideals of park use, those ideals espoused by Gliinsieuld be reflected in the uses and
activities found within the park, as well as itsidm elements, while examining the park
as a third place should help to provide insight thie more social aspects of park life.

My guiding research questions have been: How arle yses and design elements
within this space representative of the classiorttigcal ideas of Olmsted? How does the
park culture reflect the people who use the spadédlze greater community? Does this

park function as a third place? The resultant@ghaphic account is intended to detail



the social and cultural makeup of Miller Park, am@ontribute to a sociological

understanding of this specific park space.



CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Background

It is perhaps due to their seemingly ubiquitowesspnce within American cities
that parks have not garnered wide-spread attemtitre world of urban sociology, or
perhaps it is that the value of parks seems sdélieat that has precluded them from more
extensive study. This may represent a failurehenpiart of sociologists to build upon the
work of human ecology sociologists such as Robark Bnd Ernest Burgess (Sallee
1979), and further research is certainly calledridhis regard (Sallee 1979).

Frederick Law Olmsted was a social critic, wred world traveler, who wrote
about the benefits of parks as social spaces. @thvgon acclaim as a landscape
architect and designer, though he viewed himséhately as a public servant
(Rybczynski 1999). As an influential figure on paiésign and development within the
United States, Olmsted conceptualized park-spabeaveg a calming and rejuvenating
effect on the citizens within urban locales. ImfSted’s estimation park spaces existed
as a means for the city to achieve higher moralazher, through the relief that exposure
to the elements of nature was thought to provideyell as through access to recreational
opportunity (Olmsted 1971). In Olmsted’s view, ek was the place that reinvigorated
the spirits of city dwellers, and made these emrirents more livable through contact
with elements commonly found in more Primitive atural settings, like water, trees,

fresh air, open space and grass land (Twombly 2010)



Though Olmsted designed spaces for personal leswdeespite, he was mindful
of the cultural aspect of park life, wanting higkzato reflect and enhance their
surroundings with “a character of magnificence, mdhty adapted to be associated with
stately ceremonies, the entertainment of publistgi@nd other occasions of civic
display” (Martin 2011:292). Olmsted’s philosopha®d designs have influenced nearly
every American city (Kowsky 1987), and were infothterough his travels to European
cities and his rural, leisure rides on horse arghlgyMartin 2011).

According to Olmsted, a city without parks wouldt off access to the
wonderment and inspiration of nature, what he dé&od’s handiwork”, especially
among the less economically prosperous citizenst{iva001:146). Olmsted felt the
park could allow for both solitary reflection aneighborly interaction within similar
spaces, enhancing the lives of those who partaiteese opportunities (Olmsted 1971).
His park landscape designs were intended to helfaliee human spirits through relative
tranquility, and yet allow for casual interactiamdeexchange with friends or strangers
along a promenade or walking path (Martin 2011djdating that Olmsted was cognizant
of the third place type of social potential for parteractions.

These types of interactions are now heralded aibohng to greater social
bonds within communities (Sallee 1979, Oldenburg2 ¥Whyte 2003). The use of
public space within a community is influenced bynmasous and often competing
interests. Sociologist Fran Tonkiss succinctly suwp the argument for the importance
of public spaces thusly, “The distortion or disaga@ce of public space can be seen as
an index of the weakening of public life and alsmaasal factor in its decay.” (Tonkiss,

2003)



Olmsted’s thoughts on space and social connectedmere developed after
having traveled extensively in the rural South agiter, studying Southern economy.
The great distances between the ruralized, agramigzens, led to a sort of cultural
vacuum, where social connectedness was practizafigxistent. Olmsted espoused
multiple common spaces within cities, such as hpleyed in his design plan for
Riverside, IL, which would draw people togethestiying social bonds and cultural
development (Martin 2011).

Planning for park-space inclusion in public desigs of concern to Olmsted,
who viewed cities asecessarilyexpanding over time, and thus becoming more pressu
filled for the people who live there (Twombly 201@)ccess to nature, via the public
park, was an antidote to the ills of urban livirfgy making these spaces widely
accessible, people would have some refuge fronefbcontact and interaction, thereby
allowing the unique pressure of urban life to b&sghated, and quality of life to be
enhanced (Olmsted 1971). Olmsted was among ttediassert that environmental
health leads to social health and community vitaliie wrote, “ the further progress of
civilization is to depend mainly upon the influeed®/ which men’s minds and
characters will be affected while living in largenins” (Olmsted 1971:64 ). Ultimately
Olmsted viewed himself as a public servant, taskid helping to make urban space
more livable for the broad swath of humanity (Ma2i011).

Urban Nature Access

Olmsted’s prediction that cities would inevitabkpand over time has played out

in the years since. In 2008, the world crossdueshold among the population, as more

people now live in urban environments than liveural areas, a first in human history.



By 2050, as much as 70% of the world’s populatidhlive within urban areas

(Husgvarna Report 2012). In many of the world’ssimarbanized areas, green spaces are
disappearing at an alarming rate (Husqgvarna R&tdr2). Given the change in our built
environs and our change in work in the post-indailstvorld, human beings are no longer
connected to nature in the same way we once wacbgdRl White 1996). Human’s now
have within them a longing for connection to th@im nature and to this end people seek
out opportunities for connection to nature witteit urban lifestyle (Cronon 1996).

This condition is exacerbated, given that withindaam built environments we are simply
further away from the physical realities of nat(@eonon 1996).

This reduced exposure to natural elements that tethrgpoke of, has been
detrimental to human development (White 1996). té&/feels that our human bodies blur
the lines between the natural world and the woflchan, but the idea of mankind apart
from nature is a myth, that can lead to gross mmsgament of natural resources (White
1996). Human’s once needed the built environm@shelter themselves from the
realities of natural elements, but with the chaimgeultural meaning of nature (post
urbanization) people seek the energy and spirtfuiund through recreation in the
outdoors. Man now seeks refuge from the indoqmgtrang a culture which pursues
nature in a domesticated form (White 1996).

Though we are able to meet our physical needaufstesance and shelter, we
have become disassociated from our own naturalieeksmans (Cronon 1996). People
seek out opportunities for contact with that whiglperceived as natural, or which
exhibits nature and allows them to be placed wishich a realm (Cronon 1996),

suggesting that Olmsted’s park use theories stitehmerit within modern park spaces.



People also crave places that allow for casualdsabsociated social contact with
others, within recreational environments, and attlea such spaces is detrimental to
social cohesion (Oldenburg 1999). The park is gumpublic sphere in which each of
these types of pursuits exists.

The park space in Olmsted’s mind is envisionedeasocraticspace to be
enjoyed by the citizens, both in groups, and awiddals, but without regards to social
status (Kowsky 1987); this type of access and stmraling are elements of third place
characteristics as well (Oldenburg and Brisset2)9®eople seek out places outside of
work and home, in which to socialize (Oldenburg2)98 function that an open park
space can fulfill. Currently, public places indlugl parks are often seen as disappearing
from the landscape (Madden 2010), which may beelinio their under-valuation in
terms of economic measurement (Berry 1976).

Human Ecology

Olmsted’s theories can be thought of as informimghtuman ecology movement.
Among the primary aspirations of the urban humanagy movement was “an
understanding of the relationship between the socganization of the city and its
spatial layout” (Baldassare 1978:30). Unfortunatet those of us interested in spatial
relationships within the social realm, this aspimathas gone largely unfulfilled
(Baldassare 1978). This is not to say that trer@ibasis in previous sociology from
which to draw, and with a proper conceptualizatbthe issue there are numerous works
to help understand the sociology of these spaces.

Michael Stubbs (1996 ) has written on proposed mahigreen space guidelines

for urban areas, of which parks are a componetublfS work attempts to codify a set of

10



standards, which would be seen as requirementgmathit environments, hoping to
guide public policy and future development, in asgpfuture allocation of space to
parks and green space (Stubbs 1996). Frenchesthitd urban-design theorist Le
Corbusier thought that by putting his buildingshintnaturalized, park-like settings, the
pressures of living so close to fellow humans cdaddilleviated (Woudstra 2000).
Chicago School

Parks are part of the urban built environment, thiede is certainly research on
how urbanized environments influence social develaqmt. Urban sociologists most
often date their theoretical nadir to the work€bicago School theorists Lewis
Mumford and Louis Wirth, famous for studying théeets of urban pressures upon their
inhabitants. Mumford explored what elements mgka wity, “In it's complete sense a
geographic plexus, an economic organization, artutisnal process, a theater of social
action, and an aesthetic symbol of collective dniumford 2006:94).

Wirth explored the social lifestyle of urban exrste, of which park life would be
a component, part of what he called “complex trdigg make up the characteristic mode
of life in cities” (Wirth 2006:98).In Wirth’s conception, the city reflected a charggin
interaction of components each of which affectecherous others, to form a larger
entity, reflective of its component pieces, butagee than the sum of its parts (Wirth
2006). Miller Park should reflect some of this giexity of use and meaning, and
ultimately reveal itself to be the product of numes cultural influences as well as
physical elements, both built and natural.

Park spaces are built elements along the urbast¢ape, though not all built

elements serve social connectedness, part of wlynitportant to study spatial usage

11



and its impact on community. Lyn Lofland (1998fIslown how “sprawl” has an
objectionable effect upon human social bonds abdrulivability, a factor that parks
should help to minimize (Olmsted 1971). Accordiad ofland (1998), the built
environment affects how and where interaction e&e place, and the content of that
information as well, and open park space such &g Miller Park provides would be
seen as desirable.

By designing spaces for social use with concepth as scale and functionality,
we can influence peripheral issues such as crividliam Whyte points out that when
the physical elements of public spaces are desigiitbdhese concepts in mind, people
are more apt to use them, and the more averagec(imaimal) people use an area, the
less likely crimes of opportunity become (Whyte 2D0Within park spaces then, it is
people who regulate the activity through their aygage (Whyte 2003). Fran Tonkiss
(2005) has identified elements within the built eonment that allow for “control by
design” of the citizens by the government, showiog built environs can work quite
contrarily to Olmsted’s ideals for a type of freedthrough design.

The Palitics of Space

Space itself is inherently political (Tonkiss),tirat there are rules for control,
access and use, and public space can be the pidtioprotest and assembly. Park
spaces are not different in this regard. In imetipg the park space as political platform,
Janet Abu-Lughod (1994), has written about how gadces are reflective of their
constituents. Specifically she has written abounKims Square Park in New York City,
as political battleground, and about the battlat®spatial usage rights among disparate

parties (Abu-Lughod 1994). In this sense the parkery much social capital upon which

12



demonstrators may gain a foothold, and indeed pgesvinsight into the democratic
access vs. control debate. It would seem that gy@akes offer mostly democratic access,
though that access can sometimes be physicallkdtbor feel otherwise restricted.

An often-cited work by Kaplan, et al (1978) was amohe first that
demonstrated people prefer natural scenes to labdscapes, and preference is given to
landscapes that appear to foster survivability lealth. This gives backing to the idea
that people will gravitate towards park spacess®lthem based upon the landscape that
they offer, as Olmsted (1971) surmised. Kaplankaolan (1989) have affirmed that
proximity to nature is viewed as favorable, and tha quality of openness is a predictor
of preference.

Parks and green spaces may also be contributisgféo neighborhoods by
providing the type of environmental qualities thave shown positive impacts among
city dwellers. Greening of areas within urban larages has shown to have an influence
on crime reduction in those areas (Wolfe and Me@6i2, Kuo and Sullivan 2001).
People also report feeling safer in urban areashinge had undergone greening
initiatives, where vacant lots were converted wegrspaces (Garvin et al 2012).

There is strong sentiment that green spaces suphris can contribute to
communal ties, and improve a neighborhood. Suabesgpcan function as a “hub of
public social life” (Husqvarna Report 2012:22). tié cities, spaces that contain
vegetation are more vital, supporting a higherlle¥social behaviors (Sullivan et al
2004). Park spaces, which contain trees and otiteral elements, are more likely to be
used than similarly located spaces which do ndtifeasuch natural features, especially

for residents withirdenselypopulated areas (Sullivan 2004). These spaeecalso
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frequently mentioned as areas to be protected ievitye face of neighborhood
improvement strategies (Sullivan 2004). Park space more likely to be used when
they enhance the qualities of urban existence aovde diverse possibilities of use
(Burgess 2005). Urban green spaces help to makeaiiogies more livable by helping
to combat urban hot spot issues, filtering storneweunoff, and absorbing air born
pollutants, in addition to providing places for eoise and congregation (Husgvarna
Report 2012).

Open public spaces can be areas of democratid sodiasion, as Olmsted
envisioned, or stratified exclusion (Madanipour 2D®ccessibility plays a key role in
the level of enjoyment people get out of a placer(81976), as such Miller Park should
reflect primarily how localized residents (thoseéhathe greatest level of access) use the
space. Herzog and Kaplan have shown that prefefensgyleof landscape is culturally
correlated (Herzog et al. 2000). Cultural prefeeeoould explain why an Olmsted style
design might be employed in a park of this agegmgithe milieu of the time being so
informed by Olmsted’s design work (Kowsky 1987).

Park spaces can encourage certain types of hdmtigviors. People report being
more likely to exercise when they have increasegssto parks or other green spaces
(De Sousa 2006). Research suggests that peoplaeddss to green spaces are not only
more likely to exercise, but are less likely tooggdeeling stressed, angry, or depressed,
when living in urban environs (Husgvarna Report20INumerous eco-therapy
researchers have shown spiritual, mental, and palysienefits from exposure to park-
like green spaces (Burls 2007), however theregiapin showing how this translates to

social health. Burls also refers to both builtieswvment and lifestyle as determining
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factors in neighborhood health with lifestyle beargong the most controllable factors,
and park spaces being beneficial for each (Burl¥20Access to nature and green space
has shown benefits for maintaining health in loagr residential-care patients as well
(Kearney and Winterbottom 2005).
New Urbanism

The design ethos known as New Urbanism fundamgriialleves that the
physical environs within urban areas can be scdlfgereate the feeling of
“community”. In this vein, emphasis is placed @rks and other public spaces that offer
opportunities for unique chance-encounters, wiighteors, thereby strengthening
communal bonds (Talen 1999), effectively desigmnglic places into the landscape.
Satisfaction with where we live is also affecteddegthetic beauty, a value that is held
across social class lines (Husgvarna Report 2@&dhe cities, such as Vancouver, and
Singapore, have sought to differentiate themsednesng a global marketplace by
pursuing strategies to add more green spaces witainurban areas (Husqvarna Report
2012).

At their base level parks exist as design elemeittsn the physical
environment. Jane Jacobs (1961) famously wrotatabdewalks among numerous
other built elements, describing how these oncquitnus design elements contribute to
social life, and how their disappearance has hadrad effects. Jane Jacobs’ theories
about space and physical elements are reflectéw Urbanist ideals, and seem to
mirror Olmsted’s (1971) ideas that planning foramlpressures can make these spaces

more livable. Parks are now seen as contributotgnly to the mental health and
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physical well being of urban citizens, but alsddstering social capital (Baur and Tynon
2010).
Green Space and Access

Within some cities, the demand for recreation ahessbeen tempered by a lack
of green spaces for parks, spurring the use oétstiand other areas for recreation
purposes (Wilson et al 2012). Parks and green spganee also been designed within
recent years, as means of rejuvenating decayiranuabeas and making them more
citizen friendly (Siikamaki and Wernstedt 2008).e3uch example of this is the
transformational project on Manhattan’s High Lineidght train passage. By turning the
physical rail structures into garden passagesywapaek was created in the heart of
Manhattan, complete with flowers, plants, birds am@tking paths. One rallying point of
the project that it helped to preserve the histdrthe High Line, a neighborhood cultural
touchstone, while creating new usage, and greatafized access to greenspace (N.Y.
Times 11-2-2003). The High Line is consideredeagsuccess, attaining public status as
a landmark, and is now a model that other citiesparsuing as an avenue for increasing
available park space (Broder 2013).

Urban green spaces including parks and communityega can be used to affect
environmental equity (Ferris et al. 2001). Elementthe built environment are also
reflected in the cultural imagery of a city (Bridde996), such as the use of Miller Park
as an icon for the city of Bloomington. Visitingrga is seen as a way to get away from
urban settings by people who live there (Burge€b20The urban park landscape is not

so much an escape but a relaxation of sensorylaasausafety from hustle and bustle,
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along with all of the requisite health and soamplications that the space and outdoor
setting can offer (Burgess 2005).

Olmsted emphasized that to realize the greatest td\benefit to citizens park
spaces should be easy to access (Olmsted 197 Bs&ixzamong the numerous objective
and subjective factors in determining how andgfeenspace gets used, as affirmed by
Stubbs (1998), and Burgess, et al (2005). Acceals@sa characteristic of control by
design (Whyte 2003). People with greater amouhps&ik space available to them are
more likely to use parks within urban settings,uiijfo proximity to said parks does not
appear to be a causal factor in their use. (Lid20Reople who express an orientation
towards “nature” are also more likely to use paréaces, as well as to spend time within
their own yards as a means of enjoying nature 20it4). Groups that experience social
or physical impediments, towards use of greenspaeekess likely to value or use such
spaces or to incorporate them into their daily (Beaman et al. 2010).

By the early part of the 30century, parks were already under pressure tofynodi
their spaces to accommodate a greater number refateanal opportunities, and move
away from pastoral designs (Taylor 1910). Comjesi park uses has increased over
time (Madden 2005), and Terence Young (1995) dassrihe shift in uses within a
particular area of San Francisco’s Golden Gate Raidhowing how use of spaces can
become reflective of their users. Young envisithespark space as responding to its
users changing interest, in deciding the overalbebf park design. When the public
showed a desire towards creating specific athfetids, a design ethos against such types
of social segregation was changed to allow fowégtspecific uses, as opposed to the

larger, open, non-defined space that had previagbted in the spot. Young views this

17



type of segmentation as at least moderately mosivey from garden style landscapes,
to use specific designs. (Young 1995)

Sociologists exploring what makes for adequatergspace reserves, point out
that developing standards of adequacy for totdt peserves is exceptionally difficult,
given diversity of personal choice and expressighiwthe activities that take place at
public parks (Stubbs 1998). Rest, relaxation andaxct with nature are among the
benefits to be enjoyed at city parks, as well asctiance for recreational activity (Butler,
1956), all of which reflect the ideals of Olmsted.

Space and Meaning

The more a space is used the greater the numiggiabfies that impart the sense
of place (Gieryn 2000). This transformation takkse as people ascribe “qualities to the
material and social stuff gathered there” througltective culture (Gieryn 2000:472).
Park use and increased complexity then lead tdeggregportunity for cultural meaning
within the community (Davenport et al 2010).

Park spaces are often under pressure for econ@uwetapment (Berry 1975).

The values which people often ascribe to open sp@daity, functional, contemplative,
aesthetic, recreational, and ecological valuesy, lmse out to the one value that
developers place greatest emphasis upon, whidoisoenic value (Berry 1975).

However, in demonstrating how humans express pederfor such spaces, Bolitzer and
Netusil (2000) have shown how access to parks @mths open spaces can positively
affect housing values in the immediate surroundiregas. Natural settings, such as parks,
provide multiple benefits beyond their recreationse¢, and people even develop

emotional bonds to such spaces (Davenport et #1)201
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There is room for further study surrounding gregace and it's effects on the
human condition (Jorgensen and Gobster 2010). Treerain numerous questions about
the green elements within “green space.” Whatlaajualities of biodiversity and
ecological makeup that equate to good spaces? ldew each element within such
spaces contribute to improved well-being? (Jorgermd Gobster 2010).

Summary

Given the park’s interplay of space and social @ctib would make sense that
elements of Oldenburg’s (1982) third place coneepild be present within this realm.
Some scholars do view parks as possible third plédasgvarna Report 2012). People
are able to gather here within a shared spacend@dmingle in a setting that encourages
random interaction and chance meeting, but alsesvalfor some sense of the familiar.
The idea of third place is at least partly refieetof Olmsted’s design beliefs, in which
he called for spaces suitable for “receptive” andighborly” recreation (Olmsted
1971:74). Toward this end Olmsted incorporatedugeof promenades, as he had
witnessed in Europe and elsewhere having brougiglpeogether: “with evident glee in
the prospect of coming together, all classes Igrnggdresented, with a common purpose,
not at all intellectual, ...each individual adding llig mere presence to the pleasure of all
others, all helping to the greater happiness df.é40Imsted 1971:75)

An ethnographic account of the Miller Park spacgeldaupon repeat observations,
should help to augment understanding of what snaptex and diverse social space
(Madden 2010). By studying the unique cultural aadial significance of this particular

space, it's role within and meaning to the locahoaunity can be ascertained. In
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addition a better understanding of the complexiasdamework of Miller Park should

emerge.
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CHAPTER 1l
RESEARCH DESIGN

This research was conducted primarily through p@dnt observation sessions
within the Miller Park locale. The observationsieas were designed to directly discern
how people use the park space, independent ofbereer’s presence, as well as to gain
knowledge of the general social organization ofiéiPark. Written notes were taken
focusing on the use, physical characteristics,cutiiral aspects of the park, with the
intent of creating a descriptive ethnographic aotad the culture of this unique space.

The observational data were combined with targetexicept and key informant
interviews, as well as research from various amargources including McLean Co.
Historical Museum archives, newspaper accountspémal historical reference, to
develop a temporal sense of the culture of Millard Such cultural artifacts include
newspaper articles, scholarly papers, postcardephemera relating to Miller Park,
events and activities, or historical moments.

The observational research time period began ol Apand continued until
September 1, 2013. Observational research wagrsibto includat leasttwo of each
of the following time periods: morning, afterno@vening, weekend morning, weekend
afternoon, and were conducted for at least one éacin.. A total of 14 formal
observation sessions were conducted where notesreeorded regarding park activities
and use. The final total included four morningyrfafternoon, two evening, two

weekend morning and two weekend afternoon sessigngj varied locations throughout
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the park to account for the diversity of use fownthin the park. Two of the observation
sessions were conducted in April, two in May, finedune, three were conducted in July,
and two in August. Two additional observation sgsswere conducted in May, strictly
documenting the physical characteristics of thé.par

Observation sessions were conducted utilizing ipleltvantage points within the
park, spending appropriate time at each vantagd psito record sufficient notes about
the day’s activities and uses. Notes were analiaelévelop themes of use, which could
show patterns of behavior within Miller Park, anddevelop an overall cultural depiction
of the park and it's constituents. Extracted themvere then used to find similarities or
differences to ideals on park use espoused by &timand compared to Oldenburg’s
criteria for third place locales.

Because inclement weather could have a deterriiegtedn outdoor activity,
observations were performed during times where legatonditions were favorable for
people to use the park (minimal chances of raibaar weather). The varied time periods
were intended to allow for observations to take@haith different numbers of park
occupants, and account for the nebulous social ositipn, which is found within the
park.

Two types of interviews were employed to furthevelep the data on park usage
and meaning among its constituent groups. Targatettept interviews were conducted
with park users within the park, and key informemeérviews conducted with community
members who have special knowledge or ties to dnle. §he interviews were intended
to allow participants and informants to describartpark usage in their own terms, to

help discern the cultural significance of the pankd to gain greater insight into what

22



park attributes users find most appealing or ingurtThe targeted intercept interviews
were conducted concurrent with the observatiorsdaech, through my intercept of
people within the public park spaces, using slogrén-ended questions (see appendix for
guestionnaire). “Semi structured interviewing afdervation offer us the most
systematic opportunity for the collection of quative data” (Schensul et al. 1999:164).
Interview notes were again analyzed for themessefthat relate to Olmsted and
Oldenburg.

Thirteen independent, discrete, targeted intescepte conducted. Adults over
the age of eighteen were the only park users fatbeviewed and they were read a
statement of informed consent prior to the intasvid’rotected populations were
excluded from this study. Thematic analysis walus develop and group related
themes, to help discern how park users qualify thn use as it relates to established
social theories. Using Provisional Coding (Sald2d@9), allows for grouping of shared
or common themes within interview responses. Tbaeed themes are the basis for my
data analysis.

A total of seven key informant interviews were coctgd to as a means of
bringing some outside meaning of the park intodégcriptive account, and to elaborate
on the meaning of the park space to those peopbehatie a relationship with it.
Interview accounts have been used as supportingrialathroughout the ethnographic
description of the park, to help illustrate soméhait which is unique about the park
space.

Using mixed Ethnographic methods is intended tovafior connecting much of

the sociological theory that already exists surdig park spaces, into a more cohesive
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theoretical understanding of a specific settinghtt&graphic research is constructed
recursively, it begins with a set of connected &iwat undergoes continuous redefinition
throughout the life of the study until the ideas finalized and interpreted at the end”
(Schensul, et al. 1999).

My own knowledge and experience as an entrenchednecmity member, park
user and an active participant in local culturthesfinal part of this research. Having
spent countless hours within the environs of thecdic park helped me to understand
through observation, the broad array of use fowerdih. This material has been woven
into a narrative of the unique park space andntisbitants, from which analysis has
been conducted and interpretation of meanings &@etla The research is informed by
the ideals of Frederick Law Olmsted as well as Ridenburg’s Third Place theory, and
as such these theories offer opportunity for @aitanalysis and interpretation of
interview responses as well as observed behaviors.

The study is designed to increase socio-culturdetstanding of a specific park
space through the use of mixed ethnographic mettydk®oking at micro-level
interactions and behaviors, | hope to ascertagval lof understanding about Miller Park
as a complex system of social actors. “Ethnograplegage in bottom-up inductive
thinking, they generalize from concrete data toaradvstract or general principles” (Le
Compte 1999:16).

This particular park space has been selected trdparto its location, surrounded
by residential neighborhoods, making it attractmestudying the interplay of space and

human interaction. It is hoped that this park spaeg be representative of numerous
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other spaces throughout the modern urban environraed that some understanding

may be gained about parks as social spaces in@ageoeral sense.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Miller Park History

Founded in 1889, Miller Park is the city’s oldpsblic park, and has been a
featured landmark of cultural relevance to the,@typearing on early postcards, and
being the center of numerous civic events suchagourth of July holiday fireworks
(McLean County Museum of History: Miller Park Argles). Within Bloomington this
would be considered the city’s most prominent aaahic park. Historically the park has
been featured on cultural ephemera such as posi@g@ depiction of Bloomington, IL
and life herein. The park has been the focus afimpublic discourse as well (McLean
County Museum of History: Miller Park Archives).h& city has invested considerable
resources over time to develop, maintain, and ptertiee park, and Bloomington has
plans to double the amount of available park sjpatiee city by the year 2025
(Guetersloh 2006).

Miller Park is the second largest park within ity of Bloomington, occupies
67.6 acres of land upon the city’s southwest sidatains a zoo, bandstand, pavilion,
sporting fields, a lake, numerous recreation af€agBlm.org), and it became the city’'s
second park, it’s firgbublic park, when it opened in 1889 (McLean County Musedim
History: Miller Park Archives). The city of Bloomgton has a citywide master park plan

that operates under lIllinois Department of NatiResources guidelines for park planning
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(Guetersloh 2006). Bloomington reported a totalydapon of 74,975 in 2010
(CityBIm.org). The park was brought into existetize®ugh an act of the Bloomington
City Council in February 1889, giving approval fanqs developed for the land, which
had been previously purchased from the heirs okgavtiller of Bloomington for the
sum of $17,000. Miller had instructed his heirséd the land at a discount to the city if
they would use it for the park and they followed Wwishes (McLean County Museum of
History: Miller Park Archives).

Further contribution from the Miller family came e the city had a budget
shortfall of $5000. The Miller's contributed $50®Mards the shortfall, with the
stipulation that the park be named in the famihyor. The city agreed with the
stipulation. Though its amenities and usage haaa@id over the years, much of the
original park layout design remains relatively ottaas does its name, tying its modern
use to its beginnings (McLean County Museum of étistMiller Park Archives).

From its inception the park has been a part oBllbemington cultural landscape,
invoking public discourse on the park’s locatioasigin, need, use, and benefits, much of
which played out in articles and editorials withine city’s newspapers of the time
(Pantagraph 1889). Through the decades, the parkemained a topic of public interest
and debate (Guetursloh 2006). Images of the paglibto be used as representations of
Bloomington, on postcards and other memorabilim$téMcLean County Museum of
History: Miller Park Archives). The park beganb® revered as a place where families
could relax, recreational enthusiasts could corayjeegnd the beauty of nature could be

enjoyed.
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Park Layout and Design

The physical layout of the park is its most tafgyitharacteristic and one whose
attributes may be examined for ties to the deshglogophies of Olmsted. The original
plan (fig. 1) for Miller Park presented the spat@imore or lessnadorned state, with an
emphasis on space and natural beauty as the pratteagtion for the park, evoking
elements of Olmsted’s legacy (Kowsky 1987). Cagripgths and sidewalks, a band
stage, a boathouse, a zoo enclosure, a drinkingdoy and an electric lamp post, were
among the very few listed “improvements” to be miatehe space. (Mclean Co
Museum of History: Plan of Miller Park March 1889)

- (i
M:’% a4, (AR
-~ BLOOMINGTON,ILL.

Figure 1. Original Park Plan of 1889

The park space remains in much the same spatifibooation that the original
design shows, though with the addition over timawherous amenities, including the
bandstand, pavilion, war memorials, playground, exganded lake (observation notes
2013). The physical space of Miller Park accommesiftte numerous uses observed and

reported within the park. An account and examamatf the physical space helps to
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better understand how this space contributes taquea culture of Miller Park, and
investigate the presence of ties to the designseth®@Imsted.

The northeast portion of the park, bordered by Waodl Summit streets was
developed as what the planners called the “paradibis space was intended to retain its
grassy area and trees, and to be used for “garaeg]gs, exhibitions, drills.” It was
deemed that the trees and grass should be pregertras area “if possible, to all future
time” (McLean County Museum of History: Miller Pafkchives). Similar parade style
spaces can be found throughout Olmsted’s park desigk including his Long Meadow
design within Prospect Park in Brooklyn, NY (Mar#011), and Buffalo Park (Kowsky
1987). Emphasis within the plan was placed onnieig the trees and grass as attractive
features of this area, and these features rem@geljaintact today, with wooded picnic
areas surrounding the greatest portion of the @eitsind an open field used for
ballgames and other types of recreation. Thig/eariphasis on preserving and
promoting existing elements of nature within thekptges the park design to the
prevailing park philosophy of the time as espouse®Imsted (Twombly 2010).

The northwestern portion of the park was refeteceds “the glades” within the
original plan. Planners foresaw the areas betileetrees within this section as a spot
for “boys’ and girls’ playground”, and suggestettldi in the way of improvement other
than adding some sidewalks and drives which “w@adneate all parts of the park”
(McLean County Museum of History: Miller Park Argles). Physically, this area today
appears almost as described in that original pléth, playground and picnic areas,
though also with the addition of a memorial spawesbldiers from the Viethnam and

Korean wars. The glades mimic the copses of tteOlmsted carefully orchestrated in
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his park designs to create inner divisions of spatien park settings, well suited for
relaxation or intimate conversation (Olmsted 19artin 2011).

The southeast area of the park was labeled “elg’dvithin the original plan,
and was seen as a prime location for lake improwesnatended for fishing and boating
purposes. The planners noted an “absence of watkzrces in this vicinity” and as to the
lake’s enlargement, emphasized “the strongestjiesargument for these purposes”
(McLean County Museum of History: Miller Park Argiles). Over time the original pond
has been enlarged at least two different times, eending the entire width of the
southern part of the park (MCMH), and marking peshtne largest physical departure
from the original park layout, though keeping verych with the founders plan.

The middle corridor of the park was referred td #ee woods” on the original
park plan, and though many mature trees still og¢his area, it now also includes the
park pavilion, part of the zoo grounds, and sonaggriound equipment. Little in the way
of improvements had been prescribed for this and@mthe original park plan, other
than the sweeping park roadway that winds throwggh.ISimilar to Olmsted style
designs (Martin 2011), the park planners plottetiveays that wound through the park
space rather than transecting it. The roads laicaswarriage paths on the original design
look much like the roads found within the park tpd@cLean County Museum of
History: Miller Park Archives). This centralizedearof the park has in years past been
home to events such as the Bloomington Culturaivaswhere food vendors, and
informational booths line the roadway adjacenti®dctivities on the stage such as

music, dance and speeches by community leaders feghival celebrates the diversity of
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ethnicity found within Bloomington, which is a claateristic of the city’s west side
where the park is located (Brady-Lunny 2009).

To the east of the main road passing south, aedl #iddd, and a promenade
(walkway), which runs north and south from the maai@rea to the stands at the ball
field, terminating at the roadway. Near this paegnthe stage area that is used for various
performance events. Theater in the park happeamesatéimes during the summer, along
with various band or musical performances (CityRirg). There are benches here for
theater seating. Attendance at some events tteatd Witnessed has been what | would
estimate into hundreds of people (observation ni2eds).

Located immediately east of the promenade is thadeaground, part of which is
made up by the baseball field. There is a backs&bpnd the home-plate area, and some
small sections of bleachers for observing the playhe field. The ball field serves as a
space for sports and recreation, but is also anggpace that blends with the other
elements of the park (observation notes 2013).h@morth end of the parade ground, the
field is affixed with cannons that face south, giythe ball field the appearance of a
battlefield as well. The cannons are part of thli®rs and Sailors monument (McLean
County Museum of History: Miller Park Archives).

Across the northern border of the park, stretcifiiog the parade grounds on the
east side to the west side glades, are three sepaiidgary memorials. There is the
Korea and Vietham War memorial garden area in trthwest corner of the park. Near
the park’s main entrance are the battle implemesesl in World Wars | and Il. The

northeast corner houses a prominent statue ambraed with plagques dedicated to early
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U.S. conflicts including the Spanish American wad £ivil War, with the plagues
displaying the names of the war dead from McLeamtp(observation notes 2013).

Near the south end of the ball field are some oestis and a snack bar area,
which | have seen used at some park events. Hnengicnic tables and benches here for
people to use. The physical space of the parkbitsmidance, and the amenities of inner
park spaces such as this, are just part of theirese to the area residents and
community members, made available by the park fghten notes 2013).

Within the original park plans, the planners madee of their lack of detailed
improvements for many areas of the park, sayinggbanomic uncertainty prevented
them from pursuing a more elaborate plan. Thowgbral beauty and preservation were
clearly part of the park plan, the planners foreaawdealized space of constructed
beauty within the park (McLean County Museum oftetig: Miller Park Plan of 1889).
Park planners also proposed creating a plan oftifieation for the park, utilizing the
cultural design milieu of the day. While they doréfer to Olmsted by name, the
planners mention specifically that the “highest edt developed parts of the park, calls
for an immediate adoption of the most perfect dati@ate detailed plans that the
present development of landscape art can deviselL€sih Co. Museum of History:

Miller Park Plan of 1889). To this end the park ladways been a place, which
celebrates the natural landscape, but pursuesutilgies of picturesque beauty over a
truly natural state. The park also prominenthtdeas numerous cultural artifacts that

adorn the space and contribute to the park’s allidentity (Gieryn 2000).
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Cultural and Historic Artifacts and Elements Within the Park

Part of the physical landscape and the culturadggf Miller Park is comprised
of artifacts of historical significance to the Caf/Bloomington and County of McLean,
located within the park. These items preserve etgsof history and shared experience
and help to connect the park’s modern existentleetgpast. The elements appear to
function as reminders of Bloomington’s unique ctdtiheritage (observation notes
2013). These physical artifacts stand in cont@a#te natural elements of the park, but
are nonetheless elements of the park’s overallbdar and help to impart meaning upon
the park space (Gieryn 2000). Such elements woalkcbbsidered by Olmsted to be
accessories to the park space, employed as iteomfist and context to the landscape
that they inhabit (Twombly 2010).
Military and War Monuments

The Soldiers and Sailors Monument (fig. 2) locatethe northeast corner of the
park is dedicated to the memory of soldiers killedarly American wars. Constructed of
granite, with bronze sculptural adornments, the umaent features 3 distinct figural
representations referred to as “The Color Beaf@rixiety” and “Picket” depicting the
bravery and peril of soldiers at war. Construdtech cost of $41,750 the sum represents
a significant outlay of funds for 1912-13, whemvas built (McLean County Museum of

History: Miller Park Archives ).
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Figure 2. The Soldiers and Sailors Monument

The monument rivals some of the taller trees inpidéx at 81 feet 10 inches, with
a center column that weighs 32 tons. Prominent lagton architect David Frink was
the designer, and materials and craftsmen weresddrom Chicago and Vermont
among other places (McLean County Museum of Histiehijter Park Archives). Within
the interior arches of the monument are bronzeygadjsting the names of 6,053
soldiers from Bloomington and McLean County, orsevho enlisted outside of
McLean County, who are now buried here. Of the@gmmmore than 4,000 were killed
during the Civil War. Other wars honored by thismorial include the Black Hawk
War, War of 1812, Mexican War, the Spanish Ameridar, and 11 names from the
Revolutionary War that are buried within Bloomingtoemeteries (McLean County
Museum of History: Miller Park Archives). The monent presents itself as one of
honorific remembrance and acknowledgement of myliszrvice (observation notes
2013).

The monument, being part of the collective cultideahtity of the park, is one of
the more prominent features within the park, and dedicated at the park on Memorial

Day, May 13, 1913, with much herald and celebratidre day’s events included a
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parade with marching band, invocation, a speedotmger Vice-President Adlai
Stevenson, a flag drill on the parade grounds anfbpnance of the military anthem
“Taps” (McLean County Museum of History: Miller RaArchives). Though great pomp
and reverence accompanied the monument’s arriiasiincurred some vandalism over
the years, and sometimes used for a place to hangvibh what appears as little regard
for its history or solemn origins (observation o#913). The monument reflects a
cultural value of venerating those who have pags#ue service of our country, helping
to tie that legacy to Miller Park, and to the aifyBloomington (observation notes 2013).
The World Wars | and Il war implements, (fig. 3xked along the Wood street
border near its central entrance, act as monunteti® wars and again to those soldiers
who fought and served during those wars. The gppgar as a physical reminder of war
but do not give the feeling of memorial or somledtection found at the other two war
monuments within the park (observation notes 2018)like the other memorials within
the park, there is no list of names of the war dezat these implements, which include
an artillery canon and two different types of taekicles. A plague that had once been
affixed to one of the guns is now missing, likelyedo theft or vandalism (observation

notes 2013).

Figure 3. World Wars | and 1l War Implements

35



A repeat observed activity here is people playing eimbing on the implements,
or taking pictures on and around them (observatmes 2013). The implements may
remind passers bye that war has been a major gvAnterican history, part of our
shared experience, but they appear to serve m@eagbration of “success” and
triumph; these vehicles were not lost in the fighgy returned from the war once their
duty was done and now hold a position of honor withe park (observation notes
2013).

This site within the park also once featured a oamtrieved from a Spanish
galleon, though that gun was sacrificed and scridppeing a local World War Il war
drive effort (McLean County Museum of History: Mill Park Archives). Through
honorific remembrance, ceremonial celebration, aysnonuments and historic
preservation, and with a legacy of contributionl|létiPark’s cultural history has
indelible ties to the military history of the Unit&tates (observation notes 2013).

Situated in the northwest corner of the park baddy Wood and Morris streets,
immediately north of the zoo, is a memorial (fi)aéhd garden area dedicated to soldiers
who served and were killed or are considered ngssiraction from the Korean and
Vietnam wars. The sight displays granite headstangsthe names of the war dead or
missing from the area, including counties outsiti®oLean. The center point of the
memorial garden is a large granite alter and tHegepoles, displaying the flags from
lllinois and The United States, as well as one wisays POW MIA on it. The northern
edge of the garden area features an earthen beémomiamental trees, the effect of
which seems to be helping to shelter and secluglartba from the nearby street

(observation notes 2013).
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Figure 4. The Korea and Vietham Wars Memorial

The area is shaded with large trees, and thereesrehes present near the
headstones, which allow for rest and contemplatiithin the memorial garden. These
wars being the most recent of wars honored withéndark, there are names depicted
here of people who likely have living relativesddrobserve flowers placed near a
headstone as a traditional act of remembrance riedis@n notes 2013). The flags here
are illuminated at nighttime, and are sometimewifi@at half-mast, as another traditional
form of reverence or remembrance (observation rzQés).
Bloomington Courthouse Remnants

The fire of 1900, which obliterated a large partdofvntown Bloomington, IL
including the courthouse (Steinbrecher-Kemp 200&$, had a residual effect on the
landscape of present day Miller Park. In no lesstthree identifiable locations within
the park, are items once integral to the courthstrseture. The bridge along Summit
Street at the east end of the lake, as well apetestrian bridge which transects the
center of the lake, and the metal dome which oeautiie lawn south of the pavilion, all
feature materials that originated at Bloomingtdirst courthouse, that were relocated

after the fire (Steinbrecher-Kemp, 2007).
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At the far eastern edge of the lake, the watendrtn an area running beneath
Summit Street (observation notes 2013). The SurBtngtet Bridge (fig. 5) is of stone
construction, with multiple classical columns ilaqe that were once part of the
courthouse entryway. Salvaged after the courthbreséSteinbrecher-Kemp 2007), the
columns were employed in the construction of thdda, and are easily visible when

viewing the bridge from its western aspect (obs#rmanotes 2013).

Figure 5. The Summit Street Bridge

The pedestrian bridge (fig.6) that connects thénand south shores of the lake’s
larger pool, was constructed when the lake’s oalgttam was breeched to expand the
lake for a second time. A new dam was built, fertbouth and west, and the pedestrian
bridge erected to pass over where the breech weasect. Stone rubble was brought in
from the courthouse, to be used in the bridge’strantion (McLean County Museum of
History: Miller Park Archives). The stones areilvig but | observe no plague that
honors their presence or origin (observation n2@4s3). The bridge was dedicated as
“The Friendship Bridge” in 2012, and a small platgipresent bearing this name and
honoring the relationship between Bloomington astescity Asahikawa, Japan, a

relationship dating back more than 50 years (W2a(0f@9).
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Figure 6. The Pedestrian Bridge

Appearing much like a sculptural work of art, thege metal structure that sits to
the south of the pavilion was once the frameworkHie courthouse dome (fig. 7). After
being brought to the park, the dome was originatigased in wire mesh and used as an
animal cage before eventually being used in itsgmemanner as object d’art and
historic artifact (McLean County Museum of HistoMiller Park Archives). There is a
plague in place that explains the origins and hystd the dome, near its base. It is an
element of contrast against the rolling lawn onaliht sits, with the lake as its backdrop

(observation notes 2013).

Figure 7. The Courthouse Dome

39



Rhodes Mill Stones

Near the north end of the promenade, on the edffeeqfarade grounds is a set of
mills stones (fig. 8) that were part of the Rholygl in McLean County. A plaque on
the mill stones informs park goers that two benefgc Victoria Ames and Clara
McNamara donated them to the public. The mill sgowere not placed within the park
until 1941, done so by the local American Legiostpd/Nith no other information
present, it seems that the intent of its placemestas a remembrance of times past, to
celebrate Bloomington'’s blue collar roots, andeadi the early history of McLean

County (observation notes 2013).

Figure 8. Rhodes Mill Stones
Miller Park Pavilion

The Pavilion (fig. 9) at Miller Park is a multi ubeilding, evocative of the U.S.
arts and crafts period in design, and one of thstqminent built features within the
park landscape (observation notes 2013). The rumewvindows of the upper level, as
well as the expansive porch area, allow for ampe/wg of the lake, which is closely
situated to the rear of the pavilion (observatiotes 2013). The building itself was
designed by an architect of local renown, GeorgMiler, and was opened first in 1906

(McLean Co Museum of History). Though the pavilltas undergone some repairs over
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the years, at more than 100 years old, it stillespp much as it did in its original form
(Proeber 2006). The pavilion has been the locddonumerous cultural events
throughout its history, including band performanaegillions, and dances (cityblm.org).
Recent cultural events within the pavilion havduded a spaghetti dinner, orchestral
performances, and a Christmas celebration. Amb&gurrent uses, the pavilion serves
as an election day polling location, hosts yogas#a, parties, receptions, community
meetings, and houses a senior citizen center witleach and recreation programs in the

basement (cityblm.org).

Figure 9. Miller Park Pavilion
Nickel Plate Railroad

Near the main entrance to Miller Park sits a l[dogemotive with a coal tender
and caboose in tow. The train is parked on soiteeaad enclosed within a chain link
fence. There are steps and a platform, which segynprovide access into the train,
however the fence prevents entry to this area.ld¢mmotive bears the name Nickel
Plate Railroad (fig. 10), and the engine number @@ %he side. There is a sign near the
perimeter of the fence, which details the origihthe train and the date that it was

moved to Bloomington. Near the perimeter of the@inding fence is a large steam
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whistle that was once used in Bloomington’s trardgawith a plaque commemorating
it's use and it's dedication by local labor uni@mrsLabor Day 1982. The train and steam
whistle, appear as reminders of a previous tim&nerican history, specimens of earlier

culture and of curiosity to children and adult&al{observation notes 2013).

Figure 10. The Nickel Plate Railroad
Observed Usesand Activities

The physical space of Miller Park is a widely edrtopography, and enjoys an
abundance of open spaces, as well as some momseddalcoves and gathering spaces,
in addition to the numerous built elements ande&iion equipment found here. The
park space is ample enough to accommodate a baoge of use, which appears to
attract a correspondingly broad range of usersefelation notes 2013). A better
understanding of the culture of Miller Park carab@ined through its observed uses
within the context of its physical construct.

Given this broad range of uses and users withiteMRark, collecting
observational data within the park required attemto both macro and micro level
interactions that occur in a seemingly on-going nagirwithin the park confines. Park

activity at Miller Park is a phenomenon whose amestituents (users) change on a daily
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basis, and indeed change over the course of a gagncomprising what seems like a
very loose association (observation notes 2013¥)se@ed park users varied from
individuals to groups of differing sizes, with saagly unrelated actors comprising the
overall demographic of park goers, each interaatiiig the space in their own desired
fashion, pursuing varied types of activities. TEherhowever a great level of observed
continuity from day to day with respecthiowthe park gets used, reflecting its cultural
characteristics within Bloomington (observationeg2013).

In analyzing written notes collected during obsé@orasessions within the park, |
was looking for evidence of park usage evocativiheftypes of uses that Olmsted both
espoused and predicted, and characteristics aof ptaice locales described by Oldenburg.
It is from these categories that | extracted theafesage, used in parsing the
observational session notes. These themes abadiefor analysis of the park’s
physical characteristics, and the uses and belsaglmserved therein.

Olmsted’s designs evoke qualities of nature in apgrece, but were also intended
to support wide ranges of recreation uses, of tiith“exertive” and “receptive” types
(Twombly 2010). These two categories of use thidiound within Miller Park, indicate
some level of direct connection to Olmsted’s paails. In addition to solitary receptive
uses, Olmsted further divided receptive recreantmdifferent socialization types:
“neighborly” being that which was shared with frilsnand family, and “gregarious”, in
which there is interaction with strangers amongptheks social spaces (Twombly 2010).
This element of gregarious recreation is one thatdsely associated with third place
characteristics as well (Oldenburg 1999). Thesegaaies provide a continuum of usage

behavior, upon which park going activities can lmtpd and which are general

43



opposites of each other. Given that Olmsted’s aegiglosophies aimed at promoting
such uses (Twombly 2010), the presence of suclactarstics would evoke a tangible
connection to Olmsted.

Thematic analysis of observed behaviors and aiesatithin the park suggest
that park activities at Miller Park can be broafilynd to be representative of the two
distinct usage types describe by Olmsted: exeréeeeation and receptive recreation,
with multiple observed activities noted in eachladse categories, on multiple dates.
Broadly, among observed park behaviors, the paiddvalso appear to support activities
on both ends of the social / solitary continuurmtaming some level of openness to
casual contact with strangers (observation noté8Y0
Exertive Activities

To the thematic category of exertive behaviorgueéassigned such observed
activities as leisure walking and pet walking, ex& (bicycling, jogging, calisthenics,
etc.), and sports (tennis, football, soccer, bdbebani-golf, recreational games, play
and playground activity. These behaviors all haa@ponents of movement and active
participation that set them apart from the morespasbehaviors that | have observed in
the park space. Some of these activities displgrgater level of motion and physical
exertion, though each in its own way requires atiajon of the park’s physical space.
The broad number of observed activities within ttagegory indicates a strong presence
of such behaviors found within Miller Park (obsdrea notes 2013).

Receptive/ Neighborly Activities
Observed receptive activities and behaviors ofighborly variety include

meditation and reflection, prolonged sitting, siegpsunbathing, reading / studying,
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photography / painting, fishing, leisure drivingrking, family based cultural
celebrations and gatherings. Such activities requiminimal amount of physical
expenditure, though again there is some varianteeimmount of motion observed
within these activities. Within some of these at#s it is not uncommon to see some
level of physical movement, such as in castinglirig reel, or within the interaction that
is observed at a birthday party or other type ofiggang, however the activities here are
ones with little required in the way of physicaketon.

The sociability level of these activities appearsary from solitary to highly
interactive and social but they are generally gwadito individuals or small groups that
appear to be comprised of close friends or farmith little expectation of chance
encounters or mingling outside of one’s immedia&ilé & group (observation notes
2013). Having observed such receptive and neighlaativities on a repeat basis within
the park, | have determined that these activiegglire less physical exertion to
participate in than do even the least physicalvaies within the active group. Again
here a broad, repeat presence of such activitthsates a strong pattern of use for such
behaviors within Miller Park (observation notes 2p1

Socially speaking, fishing within Miller Park appsas a widely varied activity,
with some elements and instances of social interacibserved, containing elements of a
unique fishing culture. | have observed fisherrapproaching the lake, or entering and
leaving the park, in the company of one anothdravie also observed verbal exchanges
or conversation between fishermen who otherwiseapas strangers (observation notes
2013). These examples notwithstanding, the butkefishing activity that | observe

involves solitary individuals, standing or sittiggietly, with little social interaction, and
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little notable exertion aside from casting the reetling the line in, or moving from one
spot to another. Though fishing within the park eahibit widely varying
characteristics, based upon my observations | Haeened the pursuit of this activity
within Miller Park to be broadly of the receptivedlitary variety.

Receptive/ Gregarious Activities

Receptive activities of the gregarious variety ineca heightened expectation of
social interactions. Observed receptive, gregaramtivities include open conversations
(sitting within social areas of the park), cultueakents and gatherings, and different
social mixers and parties that take place witheaghvilion and elsewhere in the park.
Activities within this thematic grouping requirétle physical exertion but a component
of each activity is that there is an elevated etqiem of interaction or mingling with
other people, perhaps even strangers. For thpse bf activities there is also greater
level of social or group inclusion, due to sharihg same physical space in fairly close
proximity.

Concert performances and similar events are agarewhat difficult to
categorize, displaying sometimes-contrasting tygeharacteristics. Though the
majority of concerts and other performance basettsvare spent with people quietly
observing the performance on stage, | have obséhatdhere is a fair amount of
mingling and conversation in the moments leadingougnd following the performance.
The audience members interact in the social redltmeopark, though the performance
itself is essentially a solitary experience witk ttultural expectation that little
conversation or interaction will take place asiperformed. It is for these reasons that

such performances are included as receptive amaugoes (observation notes 2013).
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At other social gatherings and celebrations obskwithin the park there is the
same type of receptive / gregarious dynamic, thabhglopportunity for and expectation
of social interaction is greater and more prolongéw core element of the party or
gathering involves social interaction. It shoutdroted though that some parties or
events could involve only close family memberswimich case the activity would be
considered neighborly as opposed to gregarious.

Sporting contests such as football, soccer, balsabalfor their participants,
exertive behaviors. There also appears to be gtigeeand gregarious quality observed
among parents, friends and other spectators atesterits. At one youth football game |
observe within the park, lively conversation amgagents and spectators appears to be a
large part of the activity, though the football gam ostensibly the reason for gathering
within the park (observation notes 2013).

A Narrative of Park Use

(author note: This narrative is an amalgamatiorredorded, observed data which took place over plelti
days. Itis intended to represent that which mdgl within Miller Park’s dynamic landscape.)

The cultural entity that is Miller Park is compuisef the physical space itself, the
actors who inhabit the park space, and the uséshinapursue herein. Observed
behaviors and uses have been compiled for the pespaf a narrative of park life within
Miller Park. A narrative of the space allows foakble observation of its
characteristics.

The days at Miller Park typically begin at firgghit, as the empty park space
begins to fill up with early morning patrons. Gristsummer morning | observe familiar
figures, fishermen and women, taking their pladesgthe banks of the lake, they are

often among the first patrons within the park edaf. The bulk of the park seems quiet
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in the early hours, in contrast to the more notieanid-day or afternoon activity that is
appears present on nice days. However, the motimegappears to represent a distinct
group of park users, composed often of dog walkeggers, some bike riders, and
fishermen (observation notes 2013).

As | observe fishermen assume spots around tleepl@akmeter, there are also
people transecting the park on the sidewalks aads.0 Some of these people are out for
morning exercise, walking or running, some withspetith very little notable social
interaction. Though people sometimes pass witlaaecproximity of one another,
contact among park goers seems fleeting or nomemists each person ambulates at their
own pace and vector (observation notes 2013). pélnkkng spaces near the zoo also
begin to fill in, as some people apparently arheee for work. Some of the people |
observe within the early hours of the day give heeitmpression that they might have
used the park to sleep in, as | notice the presehislankets or sleeping bundles among
their possessions (observation notes 2013).

There are considerably fewer cars present atithesof day than what | notice
later in the day. Also there is notably less cormiamoassociated with children playing
and the greater numbers of people. During the mgriime, the people | observe seem
to be isolated by themselves, or in very small gsoof only two or three people
(observation notes 2013). The greatest level ahing activity generally appears to be
near the lake. Though | do observe some of tiefiaen intermingle at times, they
appear to separate into individual spots as tisty fPets or companions likewise
accompany some walkers or joggers, but the endednawe very little evidence of

sociability as, the actors move through the sp@le.nature of the activity appears to be
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mostly recreational, and widely scattered, wittiditongregating or social conviviality
(observation notes 2013).

As the morning progresses greater activity becapearent in many of the
different interior spaces of the park. Noticealbly parking lot near the zoo begins to fill
up with cars. Near this area, located within thekp “glades”, is a children’s playground
and water splash-park, situated among the numenatisre trees. This appears to be a
popular destination for kids and families, and astch, it fills up on this day with
children and numerous parents or guardians (obsenvaotes 2013).

On the playground, kids play in the splash-parlqrothe large jungle gym
structure. The nature of the playground equiprseertns to lend to a sort of freeform
play among the children. There are numerous aquesss, and points of departure on
the apparatus itself, with various modes of mopditowing movement in multiple
directions upon the equipment (observation notd8p0Ladders, slides, bridges,
monkey bars, all lead in different directions. &@the physical design and layout of the
space, this area is unmistakably intended for egitne and playing (Observation notes
2013).

The type of play observed on the jungle gym applease and free form. This is
not sport, there are no formal rules or clear dbjes to achieve. The equipment
suggests a use, but accommodates alternate uaedi.a3here is no posted set of
instructions on how to use the equipment, yet rafribe kids seems in need of
explanation in how to use this space. There appedre an easy intermingling of
groups or parties of kids, with both casual andgmged contact taking place

(observation notes 2013). My observations sugfesthis type of activity is likely
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commonplace at the playground, happening on aniagurasis throughout each day
(2013).

Parents take up seats around the play area, badyspots, which are ample in
this area of the park (observation notes 2013)mAtee comfort of shaded areas the
adults can watch over the children and tend to thleould it become necessary. There
are picnic tables around and grills not far fromeh@nd on the weekend | notice groups
of people picnicking and grilling nearby (obsereatnotes 2013). | have also observed
multiple parties in this area too, birthday paraesl graduation parties, and holiday
celebrations. This area within the park seemsaaslihepopular among park goers
during my observations, providing ample space &ihgrings or ritual celebrations, in
addition to its use as a recreation area (observattes 2013).

During one observation session in June, | see anihe nearby parking lot, with
the name of a local church on it. Several of thiédcen playing wear identical t-shirts, as
do a group of adults tending to the kids. It appearif this is a summer camp or possibly
a day care group. | count five adults with thisugr@and they congregate together in a
loose collective as they watch the activity. Theskplay on the playground and generally
have fun; occasionally the adults interact withmthar instruct them as they play. The
area feels quite active and the collective moodhsdeghthearted (observation notes
2013).

Having observed this section of the park on midtgrcasions, and at various
times of day, it seems to be one area of the eatkis most often busy, or at least
occupied, throughout the day (observation note8R0During my observations, activity

appears nearly constant in this area, as cars &estmeam in and out at the playground
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and zoo for most of the day. However even clogehgre, there are areas that seem
considerably less active in their use (observatioies 2013). The memorial area situated
near the playground appears much more reserved awmitood that | note as being
significantly more subdued (observation notes 2013)

Occupying the northwest corner of the park is a orehdedicated to area
soldiers killed or missing from the Korea and Vetmwars (McLean Co. Museum of
History). Observations within this area (2013)iaade that it is a place of quietude with
little observed physical activity that takes plat®ugh it is physically situated adjacent
to the playground area. The behaviors | observe &gpear to be largely passive and
reflective in nature (2013). One person | obsaitteng within this area on multiple
occasions, appears to me as though he might beléssnas | see he is carrying a
number of personal possessions with him in a scaall(observation notes 2013).

There are flag posts that fly the U.S., and Statiimois flags, and one that
honors prisoners of war and soldiers missing iroadPOW / MIA). Around the center
monument and the memorial stones that ring thereer, is a large earthen berm that
blocks much of the view to the street. With thgéashade trees nearby, the memorial
area has the feeling of a backyard or garden (ghsen notes 2013). The physical
design of the memorial area seems to serve thigegtative activity particularly well.
For the duration of my observations, this area app® me as an island of physical and
psychological calm, between the busy streets caithid park, and the activity filled
playground area (observation notes 2013).

The park’s main drive loop passes close by henmediwg through the zoo lot and

continuing south. Road access is present throughewpark, and it should be noted that
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there is an identifiable element of recreationalidg within the park. A notable part of
the constituency of Miller Park access the parkcag and some seem to experience it
largely or entirely from the confines of their velei (observation notes 2013). There
seems a strange and uneasy engagement betweerstiie trivers and the pedestrian
park users, on and around the roadway. Multipl& paers | interviewed mentioned a
lack of good pedestrian paths through main are#isegbark as a negative aspect
(Interview notes 2013).

As the road moves south away from the playgroundrns easterly and passes
by the Miller Park Pavilion continuing down towaritie lake. The lake appears as the
most prominent physical attribute within this aocddhe park (observation notes 2013).
There is a beach and a swim area at the far nostrmeener of the lake, complete with
locker and shower facilities, and swimming was oa@®pular activity at Miller Park
(McLean County Museum of History: Miller Park Argles). In recent years an open-
water swimming competition was held there (Richand2010), but there is no longer
public swimming offered within the park.

The grounds around the pavilion are comprisecelgrgf rolling lawn and some
scattered trees, making for ample recreationalesghough | note only minimal usage of
this area during my observations (observation nd@ds88). The area of roadway near the
water appears to be a popular area to park, abhddree people along the road, partaking
in the offerings of park life from the confines@mforts of their automobile
(observation notes 2013). Automotive enthusiasgssi® be a distinct group of park

users, who seem drawn to the park experience aatittv park has to offer, yet isolated

52



from other park goers and the shared social aspép@rk life through the physical
constraints of their cars (observation notes 2013).

Activities observed here, within the dells to therth of the lake, appear mostly
subdued, with little physical exertion noted durimg observation sessions (2013).
Through here | observe small groups or individgéting or walking, or again some
people parked in cars along side of the road. i€komy, reading, socializing, fishing,
sunbathing, drinking, solitary individuals, relagirall of these are things that | observe
here (2013). The behaviors are mostly passiveappoear to retain a level of sociability
in some instances (observation notes 2013).

Among the physical amenities in this area are besi@and picnic tables situated
along the northeast edge of the water, where Ireabggeople relax and watch the lake’s
water fountain or feed the geese and ducks thabihkhe lake and its surrounding
grounds. The dells are an attractive and popwplaces though through here | also
observe a fair amount of litter at times, and sighdlicit drug use and alcohol
consumption (beer cans, hypodermic needle andgg)ifobservation notes 2013). With
the lack of recreational equipment or activitieshis area, the dells appear to reflect a
decidedly more adult usage during my observatiobsdrvation notes 2013).

Across the lake there is an entrance from SumtreeSfor the roadway that
crosses through the park area south of the wateng the road | again observe cars
parked and people scattered along the shorelinge sacupying the benches near the
water’s perimeter. Other than fishing, the obseémetivities in this area appear to be
mostly sedentary with little notable physical ei@t The view looking northward

across the water features numerous trees andgdiiiside topography (observation
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notes 2013). | do observe some people walkingutftrdere along the road, and others
feeding the geese and ducks. On one occasiorehabsvo young women with hula-
hoops, apparently enjoying the access to open spatsunshine along the south bank,
as they hoop (observation notes 2013).

Though this area of the park remains somewhatewetith people coming and
going, and others who appear to be passing thrabgheeling within this part of the
park during my observations is decidedly less adtnan within the playground, or
parade areas. There is little play that | obséaeng place here, and the mood as
suggested by the slow pace of activity is much melexed and subdued, what | would
gualify as more introspective (observation notes3}0 Where the activity of the
playground area appears more frenzied, exubenaaplayful, the south bank of the lake
exhibits qualities of quietude, and apparent relaraduring my observation sessions
(2013).

The amenities such as park benches and tablesrappea to be physically
further apart in this part of the park as welleoiiig a greater buffer of space between the
people who occupy them. Around the lake | obseaerous people whose attention
appears focused on the water, including peopleinigitihe lake from the comfort of their
cars. Of the cars that | observe during one westkession, the number of pleasure
cruisers seems relatively fewer on this side ofidke, compared to the road on the
northern side (observation notes 2013).

The southwest corner of the park is a rolling laasea, sporadically planted with
a few scattered trees. Immediately north of tenlarea are three tennis courts,

enclosed by a gated fence. | have witnessed timesteourts in use, but they are often
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unoccupied during my observation sessions (observabtes 2013). The lawn space
also has the appearance of mostly being unoccugiki space is physically situated at
the opposite side and end of the park from thegotaynd area, and the mood and activity
here feel just as far removed. During my obseovatithere is little observed activity to
remark on in this area, other than a few peopéelwsalking along the street, outside of
the perimeter of the park (observation notes 2013).

West of the tennis courts, a small grove of tremslérs the park road, and in here
there are a few picnic tables and grills to beagd. Given the close stands of trees that
are present, this area feels sheltered and som@nitiate even in the midst of the other
park activity around it (observation notes 2018)tHis area, | observe on one occasion
people who are possibly homeless, sleeping on alwivta picnic table. Such activities
are testament to both the shade and privacy offemezhg the trees in this part of the
park, and also an example of park users utilizimggdark environs for sanctuary
(observation notes 2013).

Along the southern end of the park, which bordeasnkr Street, | observe people
fishing, feeding water fowl, and walking along thige path which runs from the
southern edge of the lake around its western b@dérterminates at the south entrance
and parking area by the zoo. Looking back acrasswter from this vantage point you
see the pavilion as it looms above the northere edghe lake, and the stone pedestrian
bridge which connects the north and south shoeesiedl as the east and west pools of
the lake. This view of the park, with its contrasbuilt and natural elements, is one,
which evokes Olmsted’s desired picturesque quafifyark design (observation notes

2013).
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Occupying a large portion of the park’s East sgithe Parade area. Although in
form ostensibly a baseball diamond, within the Bararea | have also observed kids’
sports (football and soccer) games being playeoplpeexercising, sunbathing, pickup
football, kite flying as well as people playing $bbee, a man hitting golf balls, and people
playing with their dogs (observation notes 201Bhis area of the park provides the
greatest expanse of open space, appearing to fatayreat freedom of activity. The
infrastructure of the park seems to support theptolo of multiple uses through
availability of space. The open space appearddw dbr users to employ the park
amenities to their own benefit or use, and withis airea | note a broader variation of
activities during my observational sessions, comgbao other areas of the park
(observation notes 2013).

Within this area of the park | attended a meetorgaflocal neighborhood group
with ties to the park, which helped to illuminabe tpark’s usage as a tool of civic
engagement. The group chose the shelter adjduebttl field for their meeting spot,
given the ample seating and shade provided bytthetsre. There was a concert nearby
in the park that evening as well. Two city aldego@s whose districts encompass part of
the surrounding park neighborhoods were in atteceléor the meeting. The Mayor was
also present having first stopped by the concEne group was meeting that evening to
discuss a local business that was trying to exfigaodr sales in the area, to which the
neighborhood group voiced mostly opposition. Theyan and alderpersons were able to
use this information preceding a vote on the isand,the neighborhood group seemed
well assuaged to have given their input. The pautkils instance provides the literal

ground upon which political exchange and engagemsantde (observation notes 2013).
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On such days, the cultural and civic presence Milark has in the lives of local
residents is perhaps at it's most far reachingvittpobserved the park on numerous
occasions and at various time periods it does Im@tys appear this active, or wide
ranging in terms of use. Activity and use appeaetib and flow within the park on a
given day, and from one day to the next (obseraatmtes 2013). Conditions within the
park are likely a contributing factor to these elihsugh variables such as time, and
competing recreational opportunities may also haffeence on park activity levels
(observation notes 2013).

Weekend activity within the park seems especialigybduring my observations
(2013), appearing to begin early on Friday andioairtg throughout the weekend until
Sunday evening. Activity levels during weekendeshiation sessions indicate an
increase in overall park visitors and a noticeatdeease in group-activity and
celebrations as well (observation notes 2013).irMgumny weekend observation sessions,
it was common to see picnics, cookouts, and paotteapying the tables, shady areas,
and shade structures throughout the park, somegrerswith balloons or other
celebratory items on display. | also observedigafor birthdays, graduations and
family reunions, which were not noted during my tasey observations. The park as a
whole is active and the level of sociability sedngher during these time periods
(observation notes 2013).

The increased human density of the park duringviekends appears to bring
with it a social component, transfixing the spacenbre of a social meeting ground or
shared environment of cultural import. Park atgiduring this time appears much like a

celebration, with food and sometimes music playinig, a unique element of

57



Bloomington culture that appears to venerate engntrof the outdoors and the
amenities of park life (observation notes 2013).

Observed data also suggests park uses can someichake more covert
activities or perhaps have a negative impact ompénk space. Litter and vandalism,
though not at all emblematic of Miller Park in mlyservations, are present in areas
throughout the park, including around the Pavilanthe Soldiers and Sailors monument,
and among the playground equipment (observatioesn2®13). There is also some noted
evidence of drug usage within the park. | haventbbypodermic needles, and other drug
paraphernalia while walking through the park anthessed people smoking marijuana
within the park on multiple occasions (observatites 2013). More common and
somewhat more visible are people drinking alcohithiw the park, which is prohibited
per Bloomington law, a law that is posted on signaghin the park. | have observed
people consuming alcohol within the park and o#hwtence of alcohol exists
throughout the park in the form of beer cans otlbslittered amongst the parks many
gathering spots (observation notes 2013).

Spatial Relationships Within the Park

One unexpected aspect of Miller Park’s culture,clitwas at least partially
illuminated through the observation sessions,as di spatial relationships between
actors within the park. The park users come tagetlith only a loose association or
bond, and are intermingled within the park spae tb negotiate their own use of the
park and how that is shared with others. Eachebbserved park uses has its own
accompanying rules and etiquette, though it seecudtare of park use is what helps

regulate these relationships with one another phten notes 2013).
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One part of the park, where | notice this inforquadcess of spatial negotiation
take place, is near the lake, among the fishermémle observing the people fishing
along Miller Park’s lake, it seems notable thatheperson along the bank has assumed a
position sufficiently far from the next so as tokeaonversation or social engagement a
non-issue. When viewed as a whole, the fishermpeear to be spaced equidistant from
each other, as if through some prearranged agrddpteservation notes 2013). Likely
pursued out of logistical, rather than anti-sope@lsoning, space here helps avoid
tangling of lines, or competition with one’s counpiarts. The spread is noteworthy
nonetheless, for it's uniformity of employment, aatssence of observed negotiation. As
| observe people approach the lake to fish, thppears to be almost uniform recognition
of these spatial norms (observation notes 2013).

These ad hoc spatial negotiations appear to taee ph other areas throughout
the park. In areas of the park such as the Paocadlee Wood, ample space allows for
wide separation of groups or individuals (obsevatiotes 2013). This ample space can
appear as sort of a buffer zone, lending itsetfu®t enjoyment, as | have observed
people reading, sitting, resting, and leisurelglitrg. This space also allows for
activities that command a greater amount of spadawotion, such as sports or various
types of exercise (observation notes 2013). The space here seems to encourage and
allow for this variety of uses, while cultural narikely encourage actors to spatially
avoid one another in their pursuits.

The Glades, by comparison have spaces that phlysetalourage casual contact
between park patrons, within closer confines (olz@n notes 2013). Within my

observations, this area accommodates multiple grotipeople and often parties, with
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increased levels of activity within physical proxiynof each other. Within the glades
people appear more closely situated even betwermpgy while still maintaining areas of
gquietude and separate use (observation notes 2@Bjsted’s designs actively called
for such juxtaposition of spaces, where patronslevba free to casually mingle with
others within open spaces, or to spatially segeegaseclude themselves among the
private confines for solitary pursuits (Rybzcyn2Ril1), something that | observe as
being expressed prominently through the usage téMrark.

War Monuments and Park Use

The war monuments present within the park are premt in their placement
within the park’s geography, and represent a unayli@iral element within the park.
Bonder has suggested that “monumentality” can ba as a quality, measured in a space
or object’s ability to create a feeling of recallreflection in a person to a place beyond
themselves (2009). Monuments can be seen as aogune space between traumatic
events and our present. Dealing with traumaticarabrance as they do, the monuments
tread a fine line of conflicting interests and pasdes within a public space. “A
monument’s ethical function arrives from its capaéor establishing dialogues with, and
presenting questions about, the past (and thed)it(Bonder 2009:64).

This idea of “monumentality” may help to explairetbbserved difference in
behaviors noted at the three distinct monumentsaséthe park. The Korea and
Vietnam wars memorial exhibited a notably more sigadlevel of activity during the
observational research, while the other two merharegas exhibited greater activity and
more group interaction (observation notes 2013%. piossible that the physical and

psychological characteristics of the Korea and ndet memorial exhibit a greater sense
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of monumentality, eliciting a higher feeling of exence and reflection among those who
interact with the memorial spaces. While the sha@a of the Korea and Vietnam
memorial, with its accompanying benches and stommaonial markers, would appear to
promote quietude and passive interaction, the datheareas seem more active in their
usage with a greater amount of socialization n¢@edervation notes 2014). If as
Bonder (2009) has asserted, the dialogue creatduebgrtistic and architectural elements
of the monument has contributed to the disparatethen the underlying message being
conveyed about war is likely vastly different beénehese spaces as well.

Another possible explanation for this differencenoted usage can be tied to the
collective or cultural memory of the wars being noeralized. Cultural memory focuses
on fixed events in history, allowing for shareda#ection of past events through “figures
of memory”, including monuments, events, and rifessmann 1995:129). These figures
of memory allow historic events to be viewed overet preserving “the store of
knowledge from which a group derives an awarenggs own identity and peculiarity”
(Assmann 1995:130). The monuments here help tmstict past events each with
their own narrative and associated emotional agdhadogical responses.

The observed behaviors within Korea and Vietnamumaent area seem to
reflect a cultural memory that evokes feelingsesarence or perhaps reflection and even
mourning (observation notes 2013). These wargharenost recent of any of the
conflicts that are honored within Miller Park, agiglen that the honorees remembered
here may have immediate family members still livamgl perhaps visiting the park
monument, this shrine is the most memorial of ik pnonuments. Observed behaviors

here are notable for what is absent, such as #&nab of commotion, and a lack of
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active behaviors. The behaviors observed herdvadanostly solitary use of the
receptive type (observation notes 2013). Intangbtinone of the interview respondents
mentioned the monuments as elements that they soughuring their park use
(interview notes 2013), but each of my observasiessions record at least some level of
use at the monument spaces within the park (obsenvaotes 2013).
Targeted I ntercept Interviews

Targeted intercept interviews within the park wieeéd on two different weekday
occasions (May 15, June 4) and one weekend (J)Jyc@Bcurrent with observational
research sessions. The total number of targetedsiaw respondents was 13. In
analyzing data from the interview sessions, words@hrases invoking similar ideas and
themes were searched for within the written nofegse themes were extracted to
determine how park users depict their park ownamsehow they conceptualize the park,
as a basis for comparison with the observationa, dand to develop further
understanding of the park as a cultural entity.riée were also analyzed to ascertain if
park use as described by the users fits withirctdmstruct of Miller Park as third place,
or within Olmsted’s vision for urban park use.
Patterns of Transmission

One theme that emerged from interview data analyagshow people were
introduced to Miller Park, which | grouped undee theme “patterns of transmission.”
Interview data from park users indicates that MiPark has a pattern of use that is often
culturally transmitted from one generation to tleetn Multiple respondents mentioned
either coming to the park with their parents whegytwere younger, or bringing their

children to the park as a reason for visiting MiRark (interview notes 2013). Claire, a
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park patron who was there with her young son, getiher first memories of Miller Park
were with her parents, a pattern of transmissi@nisimow continuing as a parent. Park
user Julie told me that her friends brought heMiiter Park for the first time when she
was an area college student. Now that she livéseimeighborhood close to the park she
says she visits regularly, and has started bringergson to the park as well (targeted
interview notes 2013). In all, more than half bfraspondents mentioned family or a
family member when questioned about the park anisnportance in their life. Several
interviewees also tied their early park use toedéht cultural events that they had
attended at the park with family members or loveds) including the Fourth of July
fireworks (targeted interview notes 2013).
Miller Park Meanings

When talking to park users about what the park méathem conceptually,
respondents broadly framed Miller Park as a delgrdéstination, providing respite and
opportunity for recreation amid pleasant surrougsliftargeted interview notes 2013).
Jay explained his feelings on the park as, a “plaatl can go to get out of the house for
a while.” Michelle, a local neighborhood residesdlled the park “a peaceful, cool place,
better than walking through the neighborhoods.’eaging of the positive qualities of the
park Tony, visiting from across town, summed itagd‘fresh air and trees ” saying, “I
love that it (the park) is here.” Claire calle@ thark “beautiful and peaceful,” adding,
“there isn’'t any other place around here like iirgeted interview notes 2013). These
types of responses are indicative of the typesagbts envisioned by Olmsted for

people in urban settings, pursuing the elementatfre and the prospect of tranquility
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and relaxation, or more active recreation, witmra#tractive and shared outdoor setting
(Twombly 2010).
Nature and Outdoors

Looking more closely at what park users repornlikabout the park, the
interviews show that an affinity for outdoor spacel the associated qualities of nature is
a big reason for visiting Miller Park (targetedentiew notes 2013), indicating a level of
support for the style of landscape that Miller Parksents to its park users. Respondents
mentioned qualities of “outside”, “outdoors” “opeaiid / or “space”, in all but four of
the targeted intercept interviews, when asked at@asions for visiting the park. Among
the elements of nature that respondents specificadintioned; “I love being close to the
water and seeing the birds”, “l used to try to gerahere a couple times a week to watch
the sunset”, “I love all of the trees”, (Interviewtes 2013). The most common,
desirable park nature characteristic that intereiesvmentioned was trees, having been
mentioned in all but two of the interviews.

Another of the park’s physical nature elements|ake, was mentioned in more
than half of the interviews as being a desirabdduiee of Miller Park. One interviewee,
Jay, assessed the lake as “the best fishing arpgndiming up why he likes to come to
the park, while Andre, who had ridden to the parkha bike said, “I like the lake,” when
asked what attracts him to the park. It seemsdas the targeted intercept interviews,
that the elements of nature within the park areyghrt of what people seek when
visiting Miller Park (Interview notes 2013), a facthat evokes Olmsted’s beliefs about

what park users seek from park exposure.
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Amenities
Aside from the elements of nature present, sewérdle built amenities of the

park were mentioned as desirable park charact=i€liargeted interview notes 2013).
The playground / jungle gym received the most no&sti(six) among the built elements
that were mentioned as desirable within the pailkowed by the zoo, and the water
spray park, having each been mentioned five tinTé® built elements of the park offer
at least some utilitarian benefit to park usersie @oman, Jane, whom | interviewed
near the playground indicated that the spray pee& af the playground offered a chance
for her children to cool down in the summer he®te“came here so the kids could play
in the splash park, (because) it's so hot out.50AkIthough nobody specifically
mentioned them as amenities, the roads and patheeaged de facto recognition by the
number of people who mentioned walking or ridingptlgh the park (targeted interview
notes 2013) making them among the most popular gieebased upon reported use.
Park Usesand Activities

Exercise within Miller Park appears to be a commeason for visiting, among
park users that | spoke with. The most common bfEetivity that targeted interviewees
specifically reported doing within the park was soform of exercise (including
walking), having been mentioned by a total of eigspondents. Targeted interviewee
Sam said “This is the best place to exerciseb#gutiful”, saying he often jogs through
the park in the morning when it is less busy. Dadking, being a presumably different
type of walking was also mentioned as a populaviacwvithin the park (targeted

interview notes 2013).
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There also appears to be a notable sense amopgrihasers | interviewed that
the park is something that can be passively expesi (targeted interview notes 2013).
Sam said, “I like to come through herdéelthe park” when asked what he enjoys about
the park. Mark said that sitting or hanging outha park, “helps me to relax”. These
types of responses appear to underscore a cuttimdket that the park is a place that is
beneficial to use and experience on a subliminadl]e strong suggestion that Miller
Park reflects the ideals of Olmsted (Kowsky 198If helps you feel good to see the
trees and flowers,” remarked one interviewee Lasiacal resident who was there for a
leisure walk. Said another person, Kate when gquesti about why she comes here, “I
feel good when I'm at the park.”

This type of activity emerged as a recurring themm®ng interviewees. Tara
said, “I come here just because it’'s the park.liké to walk through here, just to look at
it sometimes,” said Michelle, a targeted interview&nother interviewee, Andre said, “I
come to look at the water, it's my favorite thidgpat the park.” Olmsted’s park design
theory promoted spiritual rejuvenation through pasactivity as a benefit of park life
(Martin 2010), which is at least a part of how mwdeay Miller Park users portray their
park experience (interview notes 2013).

Miller Park may be representative of the culturaldk between the west and east
side communities of Bloomington, with multiple tatgd interview respondents saying
that they walked to, or had a close proximity te gark, indicating a high level of use by
local residents (interview notes 2013). Some efdisparity in use may be simply tied to
easier access among west side residents, howevealtne assigned to Miller Park as a

space seems heightened among local residentsiand likely a factor in their park use
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(observation notes 2013). For some people howteeeamenities at Miller Park appear
to be worth pursuing, even when that requires swavel time. One respondent (Lisa)
reported traveling about 97 miles to get to thé&pahich suggests that the park is likely
an attractive destination that is being soughtogutisitors from a broad geographic area
(interview notes 2013).
Key Informant I nterviews

Key informant interviews were conducted over tharspf the research process.
Informants included several local residents liviilmgreas around the park, a local
business owner whose business is adjacent theagk/tor who has been involved with
properties in the park vicinity, and a local comitynorganizer. Among the key
informant interviews, attitudes towards the park ba characterized as overwhelmingly
positive (Key Informant notes 2013). When askedaneral to describe Miller Park,
“One of the better parks I've seen”, “I love ith@"“a great place” were among the
typical responses (targeted interviews 2013).
The Park as Community Capital

Among key informants, thematic data analysis ingisa shared feeling that
Miller Park represents a resource which local msisl are able to take advantage of, in
ways that help to affect positive change for thealzed area (Key Informant notes
2013). This appropriation of park space treattm as what sociologists often refer to
as community capital, utilizing existing human, isband built infrastructure for
community benefit. When asked abbotvthe park contributes to, or benefits, the
surrounding neighborhood, multiple respondentsciateid that while the greater west

side of Bloomington is known as an economicallyrdeped part of town, the park stands
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out within the whole of Bloomington as a prominantl highly regarded feature.
Respondents broadly framed Miller Park as an amémibe sought out among the whole
of Bloomington, which can also be utilized as ehganhg space, for events, and meetings
(key informant notes 2013). Among the responseg \phrases like “an icon for the

West Side” and “a real asset”, which frame the @arkontributing to both the image and
resources of the local area (key informant notds320

Mike, a local community organizer involved in MillBark’s surrounding
residential neighborhoods said “It gives peoplefic@mce in their neighborhood to have
an amenity such as this (in the area)” and “we’sed.ut for (our neighborhood group) as
a meeting spot.” The neighborhood group he pa#dtepin identifies strongly with the
park, having had meetings within the park spacawnerous occasions and utilizing the
park name within their group identity (key Informamotes 2013). The adoption of the
Miller Park name for the neighborhood group likelgicates a hope to identify with the
desirable elements and imagery that the park eyalsesn effort to define the overall
experience of living close to the park.

The positive qualities of the park appear to réfigmon the larger surrounding
area, at least to some of the respondents. Infdrirena said about the park as a whole,
“It just provides so much to the neighborhood.” Heformant Charles, a realtor within
Bloomington, said glumly “Without Miller Park theest side would have nothing.”
Cindy, a homeowner within the Miller Park neighbmold put it less dramatically, “It's
why [ live over here (to be near the park)” (Kejoimant notes 2013).

A factor noted by Oldenburg, as a way in whichdhptaces positively impact

their communities, is by contributing to social nentedness and to the strength of
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communal bonds (Oldenburg 1999). By providingraifio for the activities that foster
communal connection, such places help communitidd bpon their limited resources.
This idea helps to illustrate the idea of sociglitzd. Miller Parks’ use as a community
meeting space for some local residents highligbtsole as a resource to those citizens.
In addition to being a source of local pride throtlge positive image it invokes, the park
provides access and space where social exchaggersa forum, and local residents
can engage one another, coordinate and mobilizeatierts (key informant notes 2013).

Research has shown that such spaces can haviieepeifect on communal
neighborhood bonds. “By spending more time in gee®utdoor common spaces,
residents actually get to know their neighborsdyedhd end up spending more time
socializing with them. It seems likely that spemgdmore time in nearby common spaces
with trees and grass fosters informal face-to-famm@acts among neighbors that lead to
more social interaction” (Sullivan et al, 2004:695)
Access and Availability of Use

Many of the key informants mentioned that havirgsel proximity to the park is
advantageous in utilizing the park as a resourhes fheme of park availability being an
amenity for people living in the adjacent neighlmrtts was one that was echoed by
Vincent, a homeowner who had moved to the areamilie past two years. “l looked
around at other areas, but none of them could cmrtpahaving (the park) near by.”
When | asked him about what attracted him to thik ppace he continued: “There is so
much to do over there without any cost, and it'auigul. Also its always available (to

use).” Opportunity for use by local residents wamntioned as a desirable factor by
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Cindy, who said, “My favorite thing about the paskhat it's so close. | can walk there
and that’s great for me.”

This localized access underscores how Miller Patgdto serve what many see
as an under-served part of the community. The esiplon how the park elevates the
West side Bloomington neighborhood in which indesishows a belief among key
informants that communal benefits can be derivechfuseful, well-planned spaces in
the built environment (interview notes 2013). Mikbe community organizer who is
also a local homeowner, said “It raises the le¥¢he neighborhood just by being there.
It gives everyone around here a reason to keepphmperties looking good” (interview
notes 2013). Key Informant Tara referred to thé as “an asset” to the neighborhood,
saying “it really helps” (interview notes 2013).

Differing Attitudes Towards Miller Park

Upon analysis, thematic differences emerged irathides towards park,
between the two different groups of respondentsgeneral terms targeted intercept
interviewees spoke about the physical appearantaraenities found within the park,
such as the lake, the trees, the playground, kedabout how the park makes them feel
(targeted interview notes 2013). The park expesdn these terms is tied to the physical
qualities or the experience of being within thekpamvironment. As Claire remarked
“There is not any other place like it around héfe,so beautiful and peaceful” (targeted
interview notes 2013).

When compared to the targeted intercept interviemthe whole, there was a
noticeable difference in thgpesof positive attributes described by key informanitfie

key informants spoke generally about what the plads: “elevates the neighborhood”,
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“gives people around here something to be proud‘dfaws people to this part of town”
(Key Informant notes 2013). One key informant wiwne a business near the park, said
that his business benefits from being close t@#r&, given the amount of foot traffic
that passes by during summer months. “I noticegallference in the summer, even
though this is not a seasonal business. It (thie) pelps” (Key Informant notes 2013).

Likely the park amenities and the qualities destiby the targeted respondents
contribute to the park functioning in the mannesatied by the key informants. The
access, attractive qualities, and opportunity mledliby the park space, create a
prominent and desirable locale that can be utileedapital by local residents who have
the greatest level of access to the park. Thesktigs may, as some key informants
suggest, elevate the image of the area arounchttie perhaps even to the level of
stimulating commerce among local businesses.

Negative Aspectsof Miller Park

Among both targeted intercept interviews and kégrmants there were few
notable negatives when talking about Miller Padesign or activity (Interview notes
2013). However, multiple people I interviewed mengd that sidewalk access is quite
limited throughout the park and walkers are geheedpected to share the roadway with
the cars and bicycles of the park. When askedtabgunegatives to Miller Park, one
key informant, Julie, mentioned difficulty when pugg a stroller through some areas of
the park where sidewalk access is limited, whileaTaaid that it is often hard to share the
road with cars driving through the park, addingwtiuld be nice to have better sidewalks

around the outside of the park too”(interview nd2643).
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In her intercept interview, Claire, told me thaegdtas felt unsafe in the park,
including during the @ of July fireworks, due to the seemingly raucousaat
assembled, and a lack of security presence, thsligmoted that her experiences at the
park have been almost entirely positive (intervieates 2013). Key informant Charles,
mentioned the surrounding area as a negative dheyark, saying that it would be nice
if the park “were located somewhere else.” Theamityj of respondents however
declined to say anything negative about the parighasizing only positive attributes
(interview notes 2013).

Identifying Olmsted and Oldenburg Within Miller Park

In observing activity and use within the Miller Rapace | focused on the ideals
of Frederick Law Olmsted, given his far-reachinfjuence on park design and American
park culture, and as an example of classic thenrhe social benefits of park spaces. In
addition, | utilized Ray Oldenburg’s Third Placedtny as an example of more
contemporary social theory. | felt that there viblé a reasonable expectation of finding
evidence of each of these theories at work withenMiller Park and that they might help
to provide insight into the culture and use of BlilPark as a unique space within
Bloomington.

In relation to these theories, the park could beceptualized as a place of open
social gathering, where, through contact with reltalements and reflections of nature,
urban pressures are diminished and community baredstrengthened. Such a space
would bring together the thoughtfully planned elatseof Olmsted’s design work,
blending pastoral expanses and open vistas, woeajuartered spaces that bring people

together in proximity and use, and where socidbzais a core component of the
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activity. But is this actually an accurate porabgf modern day Miller Park and its
associated uses? Does the Miller Park landscaqmidn as an urban refuge where the
elements of nature are actively sought out? Withis park landscape, does Miller Park
exhibit the qualities of a third place?

Ray Oldenburg details a number of qualities thatdicative of third place
locales, among them: a light mood, an expected th@ciability, neutral territory,
regular patronage, non-stratified, and wide acbéggiand accommodation of use
(Oldenburg 1999). Based on my observations thieseents are an apt description of
what Miller Park generally has to offer as a sp@txservation notes 2013).

Oldenburg (1999) emphasizes that people, as doeilads, need access to neutral
spaces within easy traveling distance. Easy par&sscis a factor that was noted as
desirable in both targeted intercepts and key méot interviews (2013). Third places
are places that people choose to come of theirdmsire, and where they are able to
partake in casual interactions with others in theinmunity, a description that park
spaces seem likely to emulate. Like Olmsted’s wisiburban park spaces, Oldenburg
envisions third spaces as ones that help to retlevstress of modern urban human
existence. “In the absence of an informal publé; Americans are denied those means
of relieving stress that serve other cultures $ecéfely. We seem not to realize that the
means of relieving stress can just as easily béibto an urban environment as those
features which produce stress.” (Oldenburg 10:1999)

People pursue comfort and relief from the pressofekily life in third places
(Oldenburg 1999), similar to what Olmsted has alsggested parks provide (Twombley

2010). This element relief and relaxation is orad thas mentioned within multiple
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intercept interviews, as being a desirable qualityiller Park. Interviewee Claire said
“| feel good when | come to the park, I'm able &t gway for a while”, while Jay said “It
just feels good to come here (to the park).” Takps also physically situated within a
residential area, where numerous people have easgato it (observation notes 2013).

Third places are also notable for their desirabl&litjes rather than merely being
a shelter amid chaotic urban life (Oldenburg 1998hat Oldenburg describes as a type
of home away from home, appears to be found ircdinefort afforded visitors to Miller
Park. As reported in the targeted intercept intaxg, the space of the park is an inviting
one (2013), and the mood of the park seems free fin@ social expectations of home or
work life (observation notes 2013). Thematic as@lyf interview data suggests that
people visit Miller Park for a wide number of reaspincluding its amenities and uses, as
well as its attractive presentation and naturaigieslements (interview notes 2013).

A playful mood is another characteristic found witthird place locales
(Oldenburg 1999), one that seems especially appatitnn Miller Park (observation
notes 2013). Many of the observed and reportes wglin the park involve play and
recreation. Though there are areas of the parksti&ah to evoke quietude and reflection,
observational data suggests that regardless aictingty within the park the mood that
pervades the overall space is one of recreationelagation (observation notes 2013).
The park appears playful by its very nature of l®sting games and lighthearted
activities, with laughter and celebration oftengenet within the space (observation notes
2013).

It appears then, that Miller Park exhibits manyha qualities that Oldenburg has

described as indicative of third place. The pankdatral territory for the people who use
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it, existing away from work or home for these pegpind granting access to that element
of informal public life. The park provides a stai@veling environment across what
appears to be a broad cross-section of citizenb, littie observed status assignations
associated with park use (observation notes 20ARBp there is an observable
engagement in social repartee’ that takes pladamsiome areas of the park, such as
near the playground area, (observation notes 20d8¢h is indicative of qualities that
exist in other known third places (Oldenburg 1999).

However it is this last characteristic that mayigate a divergence for Miller
Park from other third places. Oldenburg plasigsificantemphasis on the importance of
conversation as part of being a third place. Etgiemn of lively conversation is part of
the essence of a third place, it is the thing $hiatains the space as a third place
(Oldenburg 1999). It is this element of socialiaatas specified by Oldenburg, which |
observed only sporadically within Miller Park (obstional notes 2013).

Miller Park is a large physical space, which alldasa separation of uses and
users (observational notes 2013). However, gilkemumber of smaller spaces within
the park, it seems that there may be areas ofatievghere this type of socializirapuld
take place. Socialization within the park doesiséz be influenced by the number of
people occupying a particular space. As greatertaus of people occupy areas such as
the playground, casual interactions appear to asge¢hrough heightened physical
proximity, and the social nature of the space afgaincrease as well (observation
notes 2013).

The area of the park that | observe the most swefasocial interactions during

my data collection is the area around the playgiauithin the park glades
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(observational notes 2013). While observing théyground area, | have seen adults
(likely parents of the children) conversing withecanother in what appears as easygoing
conversation, while the children play among th&k@anenities. Some adults have
moved from positions of separation, to closer, stiapace, to mingle with one another
or make conversation (observational notes 2013k Here that | have withessed the
greatest level of social interaction, between saghiindependent groups or individuals
(observational notes 2013). This type of sociéilimeappears considerably less evident
in other areas of the park, such as the lake arthegparade grounds, during my
observation sessions (observational notes 2013).

What seems to differentiate Miller Park from thpidce locales is that in
observed uses, the park and its amenities appeami@n the main attraction to park
users, beyond being the physical setting whereities take place. The uses and
activities that the park accommodates appear ®daekeral precedent over social
mingling and sustained levels of lively conversatiobservational notes 2013). Kim, a
young woman | interviewed within the park mentionleat the park and more
specifically the playground, is a frequent destorator her and her children. “We try to
get over here (the park) as often as possible whiemweather is nice. The kids love it and
it's fun for me too.” However, typical of otherggeted intercept interviews, Kim made
no mention of pursuing social conversation as giittie park’s allure, focusing rather on
the setting and park amenities (targeted intennetes 2013).

The level of outward social interaction within aseof the park appears to vary
dramatically from space to space, even as the sEaeanostly made of loosely defined

boundaries (observation notes 2013). Based on regreations however, neither Miller
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Park as a whole nor its small inner areas suchasstirrounding the playground, can be
truly considered third places, given a lackso$tainedsocialization among park patrons
(observation notes 2013). The expectation of vigen@partee or conversation on the
level described by Oldenburg (1999, 1982) is sinma/a sustained part of observed
park activity within Miller Park during my obserwans, and the conversation lacks the
appearance of being primary among the overall égti@bservation notes 2013).

There is also little indication that an expeaatof a known social group exists
at the park, rather it appears more prevalentgimips form here based upon a loose
association of shared space, and the interactibressed does not feel intimate, but
superficial and unfettered (observation notes 20T3jough some people may likely
recognize others via repeat interactions withingak, little evidence of cohesive bonds
through shared use of the park space emerges fipobservation sessions or
interviews. Conversation appears to be a by-priooiuithe other activity within the park
(observation notes 2013).

Rather than creating a social network through tiskeeopark, Miller Park feels
more like a loose assembly of actors within a comogation, that provides for the
possibility of socialization, though allows the@stto remain distant or segregated from
social interaction in the wide majority of instasdebservation notes 2013). Though
people seem to be quite willing to make conversadiod socialize within the park
setting, | did not observe anything resembling laesove social group within the park
(observation notes 2013). None of the targetegtaept interviews mentioned visiting
Miller Park to engage in spirited conversation wither park patrons, or even mentioned

socializing at all as a factor in visiting the paskggesting that sociability may be a by-

77



product of park use, but not necessarily an agtivltich is regularly pursued herein
(Targeted interview notes 2013).

Given the number of similar characteristics to othed place locales, Miller
Park does seem to exemplify much of what Oldenlf1®§9) sees as disappearing from
America’s urbanized landscape, public areas ofadadieraction and community.
Oldenburg assigns a level of import to such infdrmeeting grounds and even
characterizes the types of social benefits gralyeslich places: “There is an engaging
and sustaining public life to supplement and commgliet home and work routines. For
those on tight budgets who live in some degreausteaity, it compensates for the lack of
things owned privately. For the affluent, it ofenuch that money can't buy”
(Oldenburg 1999:11).

Oldenburg’s third place characteristics in factnsae relate well to Olmsted’s
vision for park spaces within the urbanized langscdhird place ideals about access
and status leveling echo how Olmsted felt parksigkhbe utilized among the public
sphere, as he advocated for their availability s€ebroad swath of society, for the
greater good adll people (Twombly 2010). Much as Olmsted wantepreserve casual
human contact with nature within urban environgjédburg hopes to help preserve
places that promote casual social contact betweerahs within those same environs.

Olmsted’s views on parks developed as a travel@aitor to many great parks
in England and France (Twombly 2010), and via nam&isojourns to the American
countryside on buggy rides (Martin 2011). Thougtkspaces were already part of the
landscape of the time, in Olmsted’s estimation theye not of the type that would fully

serve the wants and needs of urban dwellers. Othtsteight that park spaces of the

78



time, which were well suited for exertive recreattmut not well fashioned for receptive
uses, should be rethought with an eye towards ifieatibn through the use of natural
elements (Twombly 2010).

| believe Miller Park is an example of a park spatere Olmsted’s cultural
influence can be clearly seen (observation noté8R0The parade, the expanded lake,
the meandering roadway through the park with migétgzcess points from the park
exterior, are design elements that are notablyawaof Olmsted’s work. Similar
design elements can be identified among Olmsteat’s greations including Buffalo Park
(Kowsky 1987), Prospect Park, and Central Park ¢Rybki 1999). In addition, the
incorporation of design features such as the praehenglades, the wood, and the use of
natural elements such as grass and shrubberytemgbe constructed features and
obscure park boundaries, are all hallmarks of Gddistdesigns (Martin 2011, Twombly
2010). Elements of both pastoral and picturesquaditegs abound, mirroring Olmsted’s
design ideals (observation notes 2013) As a coliecthese design elements evoke a
cultural ideal of park spaces descended from Olrstiesign philosophies (Twombly
2010).

At a very basic level Olmsted endeavored to crspéees that stimulated
contemplation and peace among park goers, mixddaxgtas of use, which brought park
users together in a “receptive” fashion (Rybcyri®99). In this task he viewed park
topography as an overriding characteristic thatldiaffect all persons who had access to
the park space: “...we must study to secure a cortibmaf elements which shall invite
and stimulate the simplest, purest and most pritrasteon of the poetic element of

human nature, and thus tend to remove those whaff@eted by it to the greatest
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possible distance from the highly elaborate anfi@al conditions of their ordinary
civilized life” (Twombly 2010:196).

Targeted intercept interviews broadly charactelidéer Park as evocative of the
type of landscape Olmsted described, citing boghptinysical nature elements (trees,
water, grass, open space,) and the mood of the(pdakking, inviting) as positive park
attributes (targeted intercept notes 2013). Onparkermant | interviewed Cindy, a
young woman who lives in the neighborhood, unknaghinnvoked the ideals of
Olmsted when she remarked, “With all of the trees] the grass, it's just such a relaxing
place to hang out or take a walk.” Park user Clgaiée, “It's peaceful and it's beautiful”
when asked about what the park offers to visittarggéted intercept notes 2013).

Water is one of the parks nature elements thatap be especially attractive
among park users (observation notes 2013). Pedpley near the lakeshores’ edge
watching the water, the regular appearance of pdeplding waterfowl, the presence of
fishermen, all suggest usages for which Miller Harkniquely capable of providing
access, within the Bloomington community in whibke park is located. Interview data
would also seem to support the idea that the la&ke/slusers to the park. According to
interviewee Jay whom | interviewed near the edgtheflake, “There is no other place
around here (like this)” (Targeted Interview no2€4.3). Littoral access within the park
was an important factor in the early inceptionha park and in the expansion of its small
pond (McLean County Museum of History: Miller Pd&lkan of 1889), is a feature that is
mentioned as being desirable by park goers thdeiviewed (2013), and is an element

relating strongly to Olmsted’s design and accesalgl(Kowsky 1987).
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Olmsted'’s designs often included the use of treelsodher natural elements to
obscure the boundaries of the park, when viewed frithin the park (Kowsky 1987,
Twombly 2010), attempting to create spaces tha¢ama apart from their urban locales.
Such spaces were intended to allow the pressuna®an life to disappear into the
background through a type of sensory shift, engatiie mind through aesthetics, and
yet allowing one to relax (Martin 2011). Of hisségn in Brooklyn’s Prospect Park,
Olmsted said “Here is a suggestion of freedom apdse, which must in itself be
refreshing and tranquilizing to the visitor comiingm the confinement and bustle of
crowded streets” (Martin, 2011:273). Miller Parklysical layout features grasses,
trees, and earthen berms that help to define tlalenmner spaces of the park and
obscure what lay beyond their borders. During fageovations within Miller Park, the
elements of nature appear to move to the forefmrmhe park user, and the streets
surrounding the park seem to disappear into thiegsaand (observation notes 2013).

Though Olmsted sought to provide access to naltwoaigh his parks, the layouts
within his park designs were cultural creationsstaorcted to improve upon those
characteristics that each park site possessedingctaltural ideals of nature. “The
landscape had to be totally engineered yet mattmkoutterly natural” (Martin
2011:279), offering that suggestion of repose witdimsted espoused. To Olmsted then
the elements of the park create an illusion of reata space that is both a psychological
and physical buffer from the world that exists algsof its boundaries.

Olmsted attempted to adjoin differing types of lacmbe within his park spaces,
marrying the “picturesque” with the “pastoral”. cRiresque landscapes offered

adornment to create spaces of grand or unusuatyheehile pastoral landscapes evoked
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the quiet and peaceful tranquility of rolling rutapography (Twombly 2010). In
relation to these elements, Miller Park featuresgastoral open space of The Parade,
and the rolling natural topography of The Woodenglwith areas of more scenic or
picturesque beauty such as the views affordedthedake (observation notes 2013).

As part of Olmsted’s vision for the picturesque lgyaf park life, numerous
man-made and constructed elements can be founahwithdesigns (Twombly 2010).
Miller Park has features which adorn the spacevemdh are very much apart from
“natural” elements, such as the pavilion, the stégeplayground, the war monuments,
and the train. These items were, to Olmsted, aodessthat were acceptable to the
extent that they serve the greater park functiorecéptive and hospitable sanctuary,
noting that the subtle nuances of the park envimag sometimes be enhanced through
contrast (Twombly 2010). Describing the picturestgatures that may be found within
park spaces, Olmsted left room for multiple typeadnrnment to park spaces: “Rocks
for instance may be such accessories, so maywuookl, so may shrubbery. So may
buildings, monuments, etc., but these are not wizdte a park; they are not
characteristic of it. The word park as a commoamas a descriptive word, should
indicate such graceful topography, such open palsioriting hospitable scenery as |
have indicated” (Twombly 2010:197)

Olmsted advocated for spaces that supported boéptige and exertive types of
recreation, ideally blending the two within proxtgnof one another, but with enough
space to serve each equally well (Martin 2011)lleviPark then is evocative of Olmsted
not only in physical design; many of the park useske the ideals that Olmsted

espoused. The broad range of observed activitiksvMiller Park indicate that a
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strong presence of both exertive and receptive, aseating another tangible connection
to Olmsted (observation notes 2013)

Within Miller Park, people are presented with nqlkioptions for socially
integrated or private recreation. People passatigsalong the promenade or on the
roadways, able to converse with others that they sea, while others may segregate, or
seclude themselves in the more private enclavéseoflades or among the rolling woods
or lawn areas, still others exercise or play (obstgon notes 2013), evoking the uses
Olmsted advocated for within parks (Martin 2015pme park patrons congregate
around the lake to fish or possibly to simply bamtte water, much as Olmsted had
suggested they would at his similarly constructda: lwithin Prospect Park in Brooklyn
(Martin 2011). Though Olmsted could not have foegsall of the possible uses, that
modern park spaces such as Miller Park supportjdred for spaces that were adaptive
to multiple purposes, thereby allowing for chanigegublic tastes and uses over time
(Twombly 2010). Olmsted’s foresight likely evemtobuted to the type of increased
park use complexity that Terence Young observesihim Francisco’s Golden Gate Park
(Young 1995), a park commission that Olmsted didraceive, yet had direct influence
upon (Martin 2011).

Olmsted thought that parks should represent thieelsigevel of forethought and
planning, representing a human oriented, socialfyireeered space: “The park is a work
of art, designed to produce certain effects upemtind of men. There should be
nothing in it, absolutely nothing- not a foot offsaice nor a spear of grass- which does
not represent study, design, a sagacious consmetd application of known laws of

cause and effect with reference to that end”(Twgn2i9l10:200).
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Within Olmsted’s mind then, the park is a cultuedation designed for the
betterment of public social and psychological Heals a means of affecting the greatest
level of benefit for the people within urban comnti@s, providing abundant access to
park spaces was an important factor to Olmsteaa((loly 2010). Interview data (2013)
suggests that access to Miller Park is importatiiégoeople who live close to it. As key
informant interviewee Mike remarked, “Being closelie park lets you take advantage
of everything that is over there.” Key informardra called the park “a real benefit to the
neighborhood,” saying also “it helps to be so closky a targeted intercept interviewee
who was at the park to fish at the lake said “I’'dknow what | would do if this place
(the park) wasn’t here.” To those Miller Park pais that | spoke with, access to the
park appears to be a valuable commodity with braading benefits (interview notes
2013).

Summary

Present day Miller Park is evocative of Olmsteatigh its design elements, its
wide-ranging types of use, and through a cultueaition of park spaces within the U.S.
that evolved in large part from Olmsted’s advocadyd while Oldenburg’s third place
characteristics apply broadly to observed MillerkReharacteristics, observed behaviors
here lack the important aspect of sustained soteiactions that help to define third
places. Miller Park then cannot be fully considet@ be a third place as Oldenburg

describes (interview notes 2013, observation n204s).
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary of the Findings

Miller Park is a center of community activity, irtisme where community centers
are disappearing (Oldenburg 1999). People withenpdrk appear to gravitate towards
the recreational, communal, social and spatial dppdies afforded by the park setting
and its uses within the social realm are numeroased upon both observation and
interview data (2013). The physical park spaceienassociated usage retain direct
links to a culture of park design that is descehffem the work Frederick Law Olmsted
(2013). Elements of casual and sometimes extemderhctions among peer groups in an
outdoor, relaxed, public, socially-regulated seftiseem to be uniquely present at Miller
Park (observation notes 2013).

The culture of Miller Park appears to be a unigokective, comprised of its
meanings among park users and local residentgyitsand historic significance within
Bloomington, it's physical space, and its usagbe park has a legacy that is intertwined
with the history of Bloomington, its image has besed as an emblem for the city on
postcards, and elements within the park reflectlu@l tradition of historic
remembrance and veneration (McLean County Museuistbry: Miller Park
Archives). Treating the park as a type of socadital, some local residents have utilized
the park to facilitate space based needs for ngetind events, and as an emblem for

their community image. The perceived elevated statfi Miller Park, among public
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entities, is seen as a positive reflection uporidbhal community among the key
informants whom | interviewed (2013).

The diverse array of observed uses within MillerkRaclude civic, social,
festive, cultural, recreational, and spiritualtf@spective, all within the same physical
locale (observation notes 2013). This would likelgtke Miller Park unique within
Bloomington for the setting, variety, and typesofivities and use that it supports. As
these diverse qualities and associations takeamfiective meaning within the
community they help to imbue the park with a cdtudentity, (Gieryn 2000), which has
developed at Miller Park over time (Steinbacher-ge2007).

An informal culture of park use seems to help raguéctivity and interaction
within Miller Park (observation notes 2013). Caelif usage rules exist on signs within
the park, though there appears to be little forpnasence for enforcement. Rather, it
appears as though cultural ideals of park spagetbhekgulate the activities and uses
found therein. Given the manner that spatial retestinips formulate within particular
usage areas of the park, informal regulation thincaugyeed upon usages and behavior
seems very much present (observation notes 2013).

Interview data suggests that use of the park caretddo familial traditions
(targeted intercept notes 2013). Among the parksubat | interviewed, this unique
culture appears to reflect an ideal that MillerkRanovides access to enjoyment of
outdoor activity and a recreational exposure toimgat These park users broadly framed
the park as a place to enjoy natural elementg) takie advantage of recreational

opportunities within an attractive setting (tasgktntercept notes 2013).
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Access to outdoor space is among the most readdgrvable characteristics of
Miller Park, and one that was frequently mentioasdalesirable by the park users that |
interviewed (2013). Being a defining feature offlglefe, the outdoor character is
omnipresent. The activities within the park areanseeflective of a culture that venerates
the enjoyment and benefits of outdoor activity. Bpace of Miller Park provides access
to playgrounds, open green spaces, trees and wptets and exercise, pastoral
tranquility, and monuments of historical and cutwgignificance, and does so with little
tangible cost associated to its usage (observatites 2013). Such access to many of
these elements may be otherwise unavailable wittheupark, a factor noted during the
creation of the park by its founders (McLean Co.sklum of History: Miller Park
Archives).

The open access and loosely defined space gftkeallows for numerous
different uses to happen simultaneously and allaved uses to blend among the same
setting. The park seems to operate as an opencahgsena, adorned with natural
elements, within which people largely decide tlosin methods of use (observation
notes 2013). Interior park spaces can help tonddheir usage through design and
physical elements. Constructed park elementstbghpovide context for the space, and
help tie a loose collection of geographies intoaarcohesive space (Twombly 2010).
Within the Miller Park playground area, the slidesdges, swings and ladders comprise
the space and appear to be the primary attradienein. Within other parts of the park,
the trees or water may be the attraction, whilepilths, benches and tables appear to
promote and regulate usage among park patronsatmnaly where to walk, sit, or to

congregate (observational notes 2013)
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Given Frederick Law Olmsted’s early contributiorsticial theory on
environment and space, and his far-reaching inflaem the city park in America,
(Kowsky 1987), it is fitting to involve Olmsted any thorough analysis of Miller Park as
a social space. Olmsted’s theories and idealssfoauthe public health and social
benefits that may be achieved through the enjoymeptiblic parks, and he was widely
accepted as an authority on park design at thettiateMiller Park was first built
(Kowsky). Observational data suggests that Millark/s design and culture can be tied
to the social theory and design work of OlmstedL@O0 Miller Park’s physical landscape
retains the juxtaposition of pastoral and pictuuesgresentation that is representative of
Olmsted, and the uses found herein evoke Olmstedé&ptive and neighborly categories
of leisure (observation notes 2013)

People within modern society seek out experientatshring them in contact with
elements of nature, or that which is perceivedaasral (Cronon 1996), something that
observational and interview data within Miller Pagems to affirm (2013). Even with
Olmsted’s emphasis on nature, his park designaara reflection of nature, but rather
his parks are a cultural ideal of that which carekgerienced in nature (Kowsky 1987,
Cronon 1996). Olmsted’s park spaces are enginesredwvay to bring people back into
contact with their own nature, and with that whalght be scarce among urban environs
(Martin 2011).

The nature elements of the park are here to beriexged and enjoyed, though in
a very constructed and manipulated manner, reptiiagguicturesque and pastoral ideals
rather than a primitive or completely natural lacagse (observation notes 2103). Miller

Park is a place where nature’s desirable elemeigsia direct relation to the
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surrounding neighborhood and community, providiagyeaccess and open opportunity
(observation notes 2013). Observational and iardata within this study underscore
that enjoyment of nature elements is an influeriiedor in park use among some park
goers, (2013).

Within targeted intercept interviews numerous resjgmts mention the park
setting, and it's access to nature, as desiraldétigps that Miller Park provides.
Regardless of the activity within the park, cultwalues of nature’s picturesque beauty
appear to be represented through the elementmtia up the park space. Park users |
interviewed specifically mentioned the trees, oppace, water and grass as elements that
they seek out in Miller Park (interview notes 2Q13hroughout the park space elements
such as grass, flowers, trees, or rocks, obsceredhstructed, physical elements, and the
borders of the park (observation notes 2013), atyaig the physical elements of Miller
Park to Olmsted style design (Twombly 2010).

Olmsted’s concept of receptive recreation alsoehmention from some of the
park users that | interviewed, who view the natpeak elements as enticing. Some park
users | interviewed come to the park merely to passigh it and experience it on an
existential level or for its abundance of natuenetnts.

Observational data (2013) seem to support thapteeetypes of uses, are regular
activities within the park. Much of the park usearded during my observation sessions,
involved sedentary, solitary, or slow paced aa#sgitvhere enjoying the park’s physical
and sensory backdrop appear to be the primarycatna(observation notes 2013).

People were also observed gathering in the shate afees, walking near the water’s

edge, or playing among the pastoral areas of tHe(paservation notes 2013). Among
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the observed activity around the lake, | note nameicars parked with people sitting in
them, near the water. These people appear torbakiay in the receptive element of
park life from the privacy of their vehicle (obsation notes 2013).

Among the activities that park users give fortungj the park, opportunity for
recreation resonates as a theme throughout inter@gponses. “We come here so he can
play” a young mother, Sarah, told me as we stoed thee playground swings where her
son was swinging. Another woman Lisa, whom | wmiwved, mentioned driving there
specifically because there was a “spray park amubehere.” They had driven there from
more than an hour away, having seen the park oaityie website. Other interviewees
mentioned fishing or various activities at the lakésure walking, birthday parties, and
the playground or play in a general manner (inexwmnotes 2013).

The reasons for visiting Miller Park, as reportedane through the targeted
interview sessions by people who use the parkwately varied. Themes such as
recreational enjoyment and relaxation were mentomihin the targeted intercepts as
things that can be found within Miller Park, in &dxh to being a place of beauty,
cultural significance, opportunity for recreatiamdeexercise, and a destination for
visitors (interview notes 2013). These wide-ragdiypes of activities are indicative of
Olmsted’s belief that parks should serve a divarsagy of uses to benefit the greatest
number of park users (1971).

Within this wide range of activities observed atllbti Park, the only apparent
common thread with all of them is the physical lecaach of them taking place within
the confines of the park (observation notes 20R)sponses given during the interview

sessions indicate support for the idea that théside” element of park life is part of its
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allure. Every interview participant mentionededdt one aspect of being outside (i.e.
“fresh air” “open space” “trees” “scenery”) with @mphasis that those things are
desirable and can be found at Miller Park (intemwretes 2013). Fishing, bird
watching, and the water spray park are specificalgloor activities, and although some
of the observed activities (sitting, reading, yogpeercise, leisure walking) can be done
indoors, the park provides an attractive localedimng such activities outside, and with
free access. (observation notes 2013)

The democratiavailability of space is another characteristic espoused by
Olmsted in his theories of park spaces (Twombly®@0&hich seems present within
Miller Park (observation notes 2013). In a neigthood where the homes have little
separation from neighboring homes, the physicatespéthe park comprises over 67
acres of open landscape (CityBlm.org 2013). Olohkteew that not every activity or use
could be accounted for within the park, but thoublat by providing space within the
park, and access for the people of the city whomsad a broad demographic of
humanity, the park space would adapt to the desirdse park users (Martin 2011).

Thematic analysis of data indicates that seemiagpositional types of activities
coexist within the shared physical space of Mifark. Multiple interview respondents
mentioned being in the park for reasons relatesblidude or relaxation, describing the
environs as “quiet” or “peaceful’(targeted intewiaotes 2013), however the park at
varying times can be filled with people and feaiwéactive”, often with increased levels
of noise as well (observation notes 2013). MiRark appears uniquely capable of
hosting these exertive and receptive activitiefinwitlose proximity. During my

observations of the park, even near the activean@nd noise of the playground or zoo
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there are people partaking in the quieter actwititthe park, reading, sunbathing,
lounging or sitting, apart from the activity of thark, but with a relationship to it
(observation notes 2013). Miller Park has intespaces with loosely defined borders of
natural elements, adaptable to varying uses antengdried clientele within this public
and open space, and providing adequate separaioedn users (observation notes
2013).

The relative quietude of the park appears to td&eepas a relation to its environs
by the individual user, rather than through remmfadll activity and movement
(observation notes 2013). Active (exertive) ansispge (receptive) enjoyment within the
park are both part of a continuum in which mostipgation falls within the middle
range, often evoking elements of each (observatmes 2013). The individual park user
then, though immersed in his or her experiencalsis part of the changing collective
landscape of the park, which affects the experiénaeis shared by all. Ultimately
Olmsted viewed the park as a social realm. As @dstated “each individual adding
by their mere presence to the pleasure of all stlarhelping to the greater happiness of
each” (Twombly 2010: 226).

The observed uses of the park may vary over theseaf the day, and likely
change as seasonal variations in weather and delsecthange. However, in each of my
observational periods, | observe both active arssiga pursuits taking place, some
solitary and some that appear more openly socka. physical design of Miller Park, and
its ample amount of space seem well suited forrmoeodating this broad range of uses

(observation notes 2013).
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In addition to open access and accommodationa&fiusould appear that Miller
Park also has much of what Ray Oldenburg descabeshared characteristics of third
places. Characteristics such as, being a neutraimgeground, having low cost, being a
leveler of status, having a low profile and a pldyhood, enjoying regular visitors, and
feeling like a home away from home (Oldenburg 19889 also descriptors that seem apt
when observing Miller Park in use (observation ad613). Miller Park seems to
epitomize such places.

However, there is at least some departure, mamnilyge component of social
conversation, which differentiates Miller Park frather known third places. In
describing the elements that make up third pla©&genburg (1999) stresses that they
must have conversation and socialization as fhremary activity. “Nothingmore clearly
indicates a third place than that the talk theigoisd; that it is lively, scintillating,
colorful, and engaging” (Oldenburg, 1999: 26). Ewathin the most social areas of the
park, near the playground and picnic areas, it saeatcurate to portray Miller Park as a
place in which conversation is pursued as a priraatiyity (observation notes 2013).
Though open socialization is observed among marky yeses, it does not appear to be
the primary activity at any time (observation na284.3). Activities abound within the
park that appear to have little conversationalrpitey of the sort Oldenburg describes,
and tellingly none of the interviewees mentionedvarsation as an activity that draws
them to Miller Park (targeted interview notes 2013)

During my observations, | also see no evidenceaufra constituent group that
convenes specifically for the type of convivial sdzing found in other noted third

places (observation notes 2013). In fact thereapfo be many people who use Miller
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Park for solitude and isolation, in a manner gajeosite of third spaces. There was no
indication however, within either observationaimerview sessions (2013), that people
were gathering at the park specifically for camaragand conversation, though social
conversation appears to be a byproduct of someM#ark use (observation notes 2013).

Data from observational and interview sessions §28liggests that within Miller
Park, people convene foremost tovithin the park environs, and partake of the park
experience and the activities that can be foundiherAlthough socializing is an
observed attribute of Miller Park activity, it ajgve to occur peripherally to other
pursuits found within the park (observation not8$3), and thus portraying Miller Park
as a third place as envisioned by Oldenburg, igullytaccurate.

The culture of Miller Park can be identified throuigs patterns of activity and
use, its imagery, its historic significance and meg within the Bloomington
community (McLean Co. Museum of History), and thgbwa broad heritage and cultural
tradition of American parks (Kowsky 1987). Obseéiwaal data seems to suggest that
Miller Park exists as a loose association of irdlinals, which changes fluidly, without
much appreciable difference on the collective agtfound within the park space
(observation notes 2013).

Park culture appears to help facilitate negotiaiohspace and use through
informal means. People commandeer areas of tlkef@anndetermined time frames and
assume control of that area, with little appargagasition from others within the park
(observation notes 2013). An informal culture aflpuse and patronage likely helps
people negotiate these small land claims amongoather, much as it helps determine

acceptability of behaviors and uses within the pakk spaces fill up and are used, other
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spaces become available and perhaps repopulatidseamingly nothing present in the
way of organization, save the cultural machinatiohgark etiquette, to govern the social
interactions of the park (observation notes 2013)servational data also appear indicate
an increase in visitors and activity levels at BhlPark for Friday and weekend
observations, creating a more dense populationmiitie space (observation notes
2013).

Though park rules, common use ideals and societadrdm rule the overt park
use, park behavior appears to be mostly regulatedeopeople within the park, a factor
that is likely determined by the number of regyia. non-criminal) people who use the
space (Whyte 2003). During my observation sesdioer is little notable formal
presence of regulatory policing within the parkd @ome illicit behavior is observed
(observation notes 2013). However, illicit behasiappear to be an extremely small part
of what goes on within the park. The vast majooitypbserved uses within the park are of
a more benign and socially acceptable variety (oasen notes 2013).

Both key informants and targeted intercept intex@es portrayed the park in
overwhelmingly positive terms, and key informaniggested that the park helps to
improve the geographic area around it (intervietea@013). Among the park features
that were commonly seen as desirable by userslr€ark, trees, open space, grass,
playground, water spray-park, lake, and zoo alleweentioned multiple times, with the
most common feature mentioned being trees (intermiaetes 2013). Observed activities
at the park including fishing, biking, dog walkingpokouts, all seem indicate that the
outdoor aspect of park-life is very much one otigésirable attributes (observation notes

2013). As White (1996) has noted, opportunitiescBsual contact with elements of
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nature are decreasing in modern society, indicahiagspaces such as Miller Park will
likely only become more desirable over time, foojple who are seeking out that type of
contact. Contact with nature elements appears withely available within Miller Park
(observation notes 2013).

Miller Park is utilized as community capital by semf the people who live in the
area around the park (key informant interviews 20%& to how Miller Park might
contribute to social health, the park space catihdaght of much in the same way Jane
Jacobs portrayed urban sidewalks. Jacobs (19613¥isi@walks as an element among the
urban built landscape that provides common groupdn which people may
comfortably mobilize, meet and engage with fellatizens. These qualities are all found
within Miller Park as well (observation notes 2018)d both observed activity and
interview responses indicate that Miller Park udierd the location to be comfortable
and desirable (2013). Sullivan et al. suggestshah spaces that feel vital and favorable
for use bring neighbors into contact with one aagtthus helping to strengthen bonds of
community and connectedness (2004).

To the extent that Miller Park is a desirable tawrato spend time, it may also
then be a place where bonds of community can lggeor It is certainly seems fitting to
portray Miller Park as such a place given its ptgisiayout, observed behaviors, and
reported uses (observation notes 2013). Througgethses Miller Park has, over time,
come to be seen as a cultural touchstone or larkdwithin Bloomington (Brady-Lunny
2009), and Miller Park use is often passed on anf@mgy members or peer groups

(interview notes 2013).
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The observed uses within Miller Park seem indiet¥ Frederick Olmsted’s
vision for urban park use, given the observed mesef multiple neighborly and
receptive behaviors that are representative ofyghes of activities that Olmsted
advocated (observation notes 2013). The park’s @peess and its amenities and
associated uses appear to attract a broad seétamizenry who intermingle in a setting
that is sometimes social, and which stands apamrt fither built features within the urban
landscape, given its outdoor setting and an emglwgsnatural elements (observation
notes 2013). Miller Park’s aesthetic appearanae r@ins some prominent “pastoral”
and “picturesque” design characteristics from rtginal layout, that when viewed as a
collective appear broadly representative of Olnistehacy of park design. Such
elements as the parade, the glades, the woodshartake are broadly reflective of
Olmsted’s design work and advocacy (observatioe$12013).

Conclusions

Although Olmsted’s influence can still be felt thghout the landscape of
American park design, Terence Young (1995) has shbat over time, park spaces have
increased in complexity of use, creating segmespades, which have moved park
designs away from pastoral layouts to more useHspédevisions of space. It seems
accurate to depict Miller Park in this manner ad,vgéven the addition of use specific
elements such as the tennis courts, the playgrabhadaseball field, and the zoo
(observational notes 2013). As uses and tastesdiereged, the park space has followed,
at least to some degree. However, the retenti@o ofiany design elements from the

original design that hearken back to Olmsted’sgtephilosophy, suggest that Olmsted’s
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influence and cultural legacy are still quite presgithin the modern incarnation of
Miller Park.

While the park displays several characteristied are representative of
Oldenburg’s third place locales, during observagiand in reported data there is a noted
lack of social conversation on the level indicatdi&known third places. Social
interaction is indeed part of the observed actiwiithin multiple areas of the park,
however none of the observed conversational agt@pproaches Oldenburg’s (1999)
standard of being the main activity that definéiad place locale. Conversation among
park users that | observed seemed to be morerjetdiahe overall activity of the park
and thus Miller Park cannot fully be portrayed dhkial place. (observation notes 2013).
Miller Park then seems to function as a type of ifredl third place, one which retains
many of the attributes of other known third pladas, with less of the socialization of
such locales (observation notes 2013, interviewe$28013).

The Miller Park locale appears to be a unique spatten Bloomington. The
park constituents that | was able to interview vidiller Park overwhelmingly as a
positive part of the landscape; part recreatiotelground, part community-capital, part
urban sanctuary, within an area of town which temiewed as troubled or
deteriorating (interview notes 2013). To the ektlat society values sports, recreation,
leisure, civic accomplishment and engagement, pubémorials, historical preservation,
ritual, cultural performances, community celebnaticepresentations of natural beauty,
Miller Park can indeed be placed within the reafmewered public entities (observation

notes 2013). As a community development tool piddk also appears to be a valuable
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asset among local residents seeking to strengtioathdommunal bonds and increase
interaction within the west Bloomington communitytérview notes 2013).
Recommendations for Future Study

This research is intended to build upon previoudysbf park spaces and
contribute to the overall understanding of how peplaices get utilized within urban
neighborhood environments. Further study of théation could benefit from a larger
sample size of park users and key informants tp tieate a more detailed account of the
park culture. lItis likely as well that targetedearcept interviews conducted at different
time periods could reveal different data than thadkected during the afternoon time
period for this study. Thematic and Subject analg$ilocal newspaper articles could
also help to more fully understand the importaimag this park has to the greater
Bloomington community, and the meanings ascribatiégpark by local citizens. The
greatest level of knowledge about the park howeiilikely always be obtained

through careful observation of the uses and ams/found therein.
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APPENDIX A
OBSERVED ACTIVITIES AND REPORTED USES
Observed Activities Within Miller Park

Dog Walking, Walking for Exercise, Fishing, Bicyay, Playground Use, Water park,
Conversation, Picnicking, Photography, Frisbee,idure Golf, Hanging Out -
Congregating, Socializing, Sitting, Reading, Stngj] Flag Football, Children Playing,
Music Performance, Gatherings - Celebrations, ijttsolf Balls, Feeding Ducks,
Leisure Strolling, Tennis, Hula Hoop, Sleeping,e&Kitlying, Drinking, Hanging Out, Zoo

Reported Park Usesfrom Interviews
Leisure Walking, Running, Biking, Relaxing, Dog Wialg, Hang Out, Nature Watching
(birds, flowers, trees, lake, etc.), Birthday Resticelebrations), Playground (general

play), Cookouts, Picnicking, Fishing, Exercise (geh), Zoo, Tennis, Park Events,
Frisbee

105



APPENDIX B

OBSERVATIONAL DATA COLLECTION DATES

Weekday Morning May 15, June 4, July 12, A6y

Weekday Afternoon  April 19 ay 15, June 4, July 12

Weekday Evening June 4, June 19,

Weekend Morning April 20 June 8,

Weekend Afternoon July 13, Aug 24

*Dates inBold were used for targeted intercept interviews as well
**Morning sessions were held between 8-11 a.m.edibon sessions were held between
12-4 p.m., and Evening sessions were held afté€r g.i3.

Targeted I ntercept I nterviewees
Kim, Jay, Claire, Julie, Kate, Andre, Michelle, daBam, Mark, Sarah, Tony, Lisa

Key Informant | nterviewees
Mike, Charles, Cindy, Tara, Dave, Vincent, Anita
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APPENDIX C
INFORMATION ON MILLER PARK AMENITIES
67.6 acres in size, Miller Park is Bloomingtontstfipublic park. Home of Miller Park Zoo.
Memorials honor veterans of the Civil War, Vietnsvar and Korean War. 100 year old
pavilion popular for weddings and events. 11acdke laith paddleboat rentals. New
playground and water play opened in 2008.

Concessions, drinking fountain, fishing, footbgltills, picnic tables, playground
equipment, restrooms, shelter, softball/basebatenplay

Listed on Bloomington IL Parks and Recreation Wihs(As of June 2013).
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APPENDIX D
TARGETED INTERCEPT QUESTIONNAIRE
The following was used as the guideline for conthgcthe targeted intercept
interviews within Miller Park. The questions anéeinded to be open ended enough that

some follow up questioning may be utilized basednu@spondent’s answers.

1. Why did you come to the park today? (What brings twthe park, what are you
doing here today?)

2. How far did you travel to get here? (How long dithke you to get here?)
3. Tell me about how you feel about the park?

4. What is your favorite thing to do at the park? (\Wtha you like about the park?
What things do you like to do at the park?)

5. Are there any other things you enjoy about the park
6. How often do you come here?
7. What is it that you do / don't like about the desd the park?

8. What improvements would you like to see within ek (Why is this important
to you?) Are there any negative aspects aboutdhe?p

9. What does the park mean to you?
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APPENDIX E
LETTER OF INFORMED CONSENT FOR ADULTS
Perspective Participant,

| am a graduate student under the direction ofiBan Brehm in the Department
of Sociology and Anthropology at lllinois State Meisity. | am conducting a research
study about park usage within Miller Park, Bloontorg IL. The main focus of the
research is how personal usage reflects the diyersusage within the park space. | am
requesting your participation, which will involveswering approximately 5-7 questions
in an interview, and is expected to last less ttaminutes.

Your participation in this study is voluntary, rel to participate will involve no
penalty or loss of benefits to which the subjeditiserwise entitled, and the subject may
discontinue participation at any time without péyal loss of benefits to which the
subject is otherwise entitled. Your responsesardidential and any information that
might allow someone to identify you will not be dizsed.

There are no anticipated risks involved with pgration beyond those of
everyday life. Although no compensation is offef@dyour participation, a possible
benefit of your participation is helping to informthers on how park spaces are used
within Bloomington, IL.

If you have any questions concerning the resedtadysplease call me at (309) 287-
8228 or Dr. Joan Brehm in the Sociology Departnaii809) 438-7177

Sincerely,
Drew Griffin

| consent to participating in the above study.

Signature

Date

If you have any questions about your rights asbgest! participant in this research, or if
you feel you have been placed at risk, you canamithe Research Ethics & Compliance
Office at lllinois State University at (309) 4382%
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