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ABSTRACT

A CRITIQUE OF HOUSING CLASSES APPROACH:
THE CASE OF SENTEPE — ANKARA

Ozcan, Pinar
M.S., Department of Urban Policy Planning and Local Governments
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. H. Tarik Sengiil

January 2005, 198 pages

This thesis analyzes the validity of main assumptions of housing classes approach, which
is a Weberian mode of analyses developed to explain the effects of spatial stratification
on social structures of cities, in an empirical level through a case study. According to this
approach, housing is a scarce resource which is subject to processes of competition
between different social groups and struggles among these groups to get access to
desirable housing types constitute the basis of urban social processes. In this context, it is
suggested that housing type resided in has apparent effect on individuals’ position in
social stratification system and their life chances are restricted in the style and location of
housing to which they could get access. It is seen that the way of analysis proposed by
housing classes approach has certain effects on urban studies conducted in Turkey, as
well. These studies suggest that differences in accessed housing types and in living spaces
on a large scale affects life chances of social groups residing in there. By the same token,
apartment and squatter (gecekondu) have been used as two concepts representing the
relationships of different social sections with the city and they have been considered as
two different social environments or neighborhoods. In this context, in addition to
analyzing the main assumptions of housing classes approach in an empirical level, this
study also questions the mode of analysis used in studies conducted in Turkey insofar as
they share the main assumptions of this approach, within the frame of transformations
experienced in gecekondu neighborhoods. In this study, in the light of the findings
gathered through case study, it is concluded that spatial stratification arising from the
housing ownership is parallel to the social divisions based on labor market. Moreover, it
is found out that gecekondu and apartment being constructed during transformation
processes in gecekondu areas do not indicate different social environments or living
spaces which represent opposite forms of social relations and, therefore, which separate
from each other through definite lines.

Keywords: Housing Classes, Spatial Stratification, Squatter.
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07/

KONUT SINIFLART YAKLASIMININ ELESTIRISI:
SENTEPE — ANKARA ORNEGI

Ozcan, Pinar
Yiiksek Lisans, Kentsel Politika Planlamasi ve Yerel Yonetimler Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. H. Tarik Sengiil

Ocak 2005, 198 sayfa

Bu calisma, mekansal tabakalasma olgusunun kentlerin toplumsal yapisi iizerindeki
etkilerini agiklamak iizere gelistirilmis Weberci bir analiz bi¢cimi olan konut siniflari
yaklasiminin temel varsayimlarinin gecerliligini, bir alan ¢alismasina dayanarak ampirik
bir diizlemde incelemektedir. Bu yaklasima gore konut, toplumdaki farkli gruplar
arasinda rekabete konu olan kit bir kaynaktir ve bu gruplarin arzu edilen konut tiirlerine
erisebilmek icin verdikleri miicadeleler, kentsel toplumsal siireclerin temelini
olusturmaktadir. Bu ¢ercevede, oturulan konut tipinin, bireylerin toplumsal tabakalagsma
sistemindeki konumlar1 iizerinde gozle goriiniir bir etkide bulundugu ve yasam
sanslarinin da erisebildikleri konut tipi ve yeriyle sinirli oldugu varsayilmaktadir. Konut
siiflart  yaklasimin ~ Onerdigi ¢Oziimleme biciminin, Tiirkiye’de yapilan kent
caligmalarinda da belli bir etkisinin oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu ¢alismalarda, erisilen konut
tiplerindeki ve yasama alanlarindaki farkliliklarin, orada yasayan toplumsal gruplarin
yasam sanslarint 6nemli Olciide etkiledigi varsayilmaktadir. Benzer bicimde, apartman ve
gecekondu, farkli toplumsal kesimlerin kentle kurduklar iligkileri temsil eden iki kavram
olarak kullanilmakta ve bunlarin ayni zamanda iki farkli toplumsal cevre ya da yasam
cevresi olusturduklar1 diistiniilmektedir. Bu baglamda, bu c¢alisma, konut siniflari
yaklasiminin temel varsayimlarini ampirik bir diizlemde incelemenin yani sira, bu
yaklasimin temel varsayimlariyla ortaklastiklari ol¢iide Tiirkiye’de yapilan ¢aligmalarda
kullanilan analiz bigimlerini de, gecekondunun yasadigi doniisiimler cercevesinde
sorgulama niteligi tasimaktadir. Bu aragtirmada, alan ¢aligmasindan elde edilen bulgular
1s5181inda, konut sahipliliginden kaynaklanan mekansal tabakalasmanin, emek piyasasi
temelinde olusan toplumsal boliinmelerle paralellik gosterdigi sonucuna ulasilmistir.
Buna ek olarak, gecekondunun ve gecekondu alanlarindaki doniisiim siireci sonucunda
ortaya ¢iktigi bicimiyle apartmanin, birbirine karsit toplumsal iligki bigimlerini temsil
eden ve dolayisiyla birbirinden kesin ¢izgilerle ayrilan farkli toplumsal cevrelere ya da
yasam c¢evrelerine isaret etmedigi belirlenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Mekansal Tabakalagsma, Konut Siniflari, Gecekondu.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Housing classes approach is generally accepted as a theoretical instrument within the
field of urban sociology studies. It is used in the sociological understanding of the
way in which the social organization and the spatial structure of the city intersect. In
this approach, housing is taken as an important resource in which individuals’ life
chances are determined. It is assumed that the groups who could get access to specific
house resources would form a community that is composed of individuals who have
the same life chances and value systems. Basing on this assumption, each community
is defined as a housing class, in other words, housing classes are said to represent
different groups that are differently placed on urban space with regard to the
possession of property, become segregated from one another, and work out their own
community style of life. In short, it is assumed that this conceptualization not only
provides a useful guide to understand explicit roots of socio-spatial inequality but also

can be taken as a unit of analysis in studying these inequalities.

Theory of housing classes was initially developed in Rex and Moore’s leading study,
namely “Race, Community and Conflict” (1967). Their attempt was to analyze the
race and housing relations in Sparkbrook — Birmingham. Through this study, they
observed that the type and location of housing is an important aspect of social
stratification, and individuals’ life chances are very restricted in the housing to which
they could get access. More specifically, they demonstrated that white middle-class
households could generally gain access to home-ownership in desirable suburbs and

white working-class people could ordinarily secure access to council housing, a



marginalized sector of the population (including a high proportion of black
immigrants) usually found themselves restricted to inner-city zones of transition.
Thereby, according to Rex and Moore, the distribution of individuals to different
housing classes depends on the unequal relations of society. Therefore, housing class
can be regarded as one of the important aspects of social stratification that could be
analyzed through a sociological understanding of competitive urban processes and

social exclusion in housing system.

As Saunders states (1986), Rex and Moore’s theoretical framework represents a
fusion between Chicago School’s ‘zone of transition” and Weberian analyses of social
stratification. According to Rex and Moore, the zoning approach of Chicago School is
one of the most important contributions to the field of urban sociology, especially in
understanding different housing areas and different sub-communities. Nonetheless,
they assert that the relations among the sub-communities had not been analyzed
adequately by Chicago School, since these sub-communities had been considered as
self-sufficient and isolated from other communities in the city. For Rex and Moore,
these sub-communities are not totally distinct from each other, and they all have
aspirations for a middle class way of life. In that sense, they assert that ‘housing
classes’ is explanatory for identifying subordinate/dominant groups, demonstrating
the significance of exclusionary processes within the distribution of scarce housing
resources and the workings of housing markets, and demonstrating the nature of class
conflict within and between subordinated groups. Indeed, according to Rex and
Moore, the housing system should be regarded as one of the most significant bases of
urban studies. For them, the task for urban sociology are (a) to analyze the
distribution of life chances consequent upon the differential power of different groups
in the housing system and (b) to study the extent to which these groups come to
recognize their common market situation and to mobilize politically themselves in

order to defend or improve it (see Rex, 1968; Rex and Moore, 1967).



Theory of housing classes has been reevaluated and reformulated, and subjected to
remarkable criticisms in many aspects since the original formulation introduced by
Rex and Moore. Some of the criticisms point out that their (mis)interpretation of
Weberian stratification model results with the confusion between the classes and the
status groups. For example, according to some Marxist critiques, housing classes are
in reality considered by Weber as status groups. In this view, they underline the fact
that separate interests ‘based on housing tenure are produced by the distributive
relations of society and reflect consumption patterns rather than separate class
distinctions’ (Gottdiener, 1988, p.166-7). Besides, Rex and Moore are also criticized
for applying spatial deterministic view in analyzing the social exclusion in housing
system and, hence, for failing to understand complex interaction between the social

and spatial aspects of social relations.

It is also discussed in this respect that they examine social and spatial structures
merely in terms of constraints placed upon and conflicts between different people in
competition for desirable but scarce resources. In other words, Rex and Moore
assume that people’s life chances are conditioned by the fundamental constraints on
access to scarce urban resources and facilities. For them, while processes of allocation
generate constraints, socio-spatial inequalities reflect power distribution in
mechanisms of allocation. For this reason, the analysis of urban processes grounded
on the concept of ‘housing class’ is said to ask questions only at the level of
distribution. This means that this approach does not question the origins of resources
or the significance of a social group’s location within the relations of production (see
Dunleavy, 1980). If this is the case, housing class analysis can represent spatial
distribution of social classes and give the picture of a given situation but cannot
explain the mechanisms of social change and cannot represent the relations between

and within social classes.

On the other hand, there are also many studies that underline the validity of concept

especially in analyzing the new forms of spatial inequality that do not correspond



with but cut across social stratification arising from the production domain.
According to these evaluations, the importance of the concept lies in the fact that it
provides a framework by which social exclusion in the housing system, new forms of
social cleavages arising from consumption sphere rather than production, and

political conflicts occurred within the urban geography can be understood.

In this thesis, the housing class approach is tried to be examined through a case study
that aims to analyze the similarities and differences of two housing communities in
Ankara; one of which is dominated by squatters (gecekondu) while the other is by
apartment blocs. This will be done by looking at ownership relations, life chances of
residents and their ways of life. In this way, it is aimed to find out the relevance in
explaining the socio-spatial inequalities. The study is designed as five chapters. The
following chapter is devoted to the evaluation of different approaches to social and
spatial differentiation. Social stratification and class analysis, as is known, have been
formulated under the impact of two traditions that represent different ways of
analysis; that is, Marxist Class Analysis and Weberian Stratification Model.
Grounding on these two models, there are significant attempts in urban studies field
in terms of examining the space within the context of social inequality, one of which
is Neo-Weberian approach while the other Marxist approach. The purpose of this
chapter is to briefly review and highlight the way in which the social and spatial

stratification is studied and analyzed within these dominant perspectives.

Third chapter will focus on Turkish gecekondu literature. A general review will be
made in this chapter to determine common points shared both by housing classes
theory and Turkish gecekondu studies. In this context, starting from 1950s, the
studies in Turkish gecekondu literature will be reviewed by a periodization with the
aim of underlining the themes and the points within these studies that are in range of
the housing classes approach and regarded as to be in accordance with the basic
hypotheses of this approach. Fourth chapter, on the other hand, will be an analysis of

the case study conducted in a district of Ankara city — Burg¢ District, Sentepe. In this



case study, as stated above, differences between housing groups in this neighborhood
are tried to be explored in terms of life chances of the residents, community relations
and their life styles. Thereby, the significance of housing classes conceptualization in

the sociological understanding of the spatial stratification will try to be found out.



CHAPTER 11

SOCIAL AND SPATIAL STRATIFICATION

This chapter composes of four parts. First two parts aim to present an outline of basic
features of Weberian and Marxist class analysis and evaluate significant theoretical
differences between them without going into detail. As is known, social stratification
and class analysis have been formulated under the impact of these two traditions and
they represent different way of analysis in several respects. However, we will just
focus on those aspects of these distinct modes of explanations that are central
importance in analyzing neo-Weberian and neo-Marxist urban theoreticians in terms
of their treatment of spatial inequalities, residential differentiation and consumption-
based cleavages and of their relation with the social structure and class divisions.
Weber’s social stratification model is examined in first part by concentrating on the
way he defines class and status groups as conceptually separate dimensions of social
stratification and, additionally, the relation between standing in the class and in the
status order. As we shall see, these tree themes have central importance in
understanding neo-Weberian analysis of spatial stratification within the city. Second
part looks at the central elements of Marx’s theory of classes. Particularly, the way in
which he defines classes, subjective dimensions of class formation as well as
objective ones, sub-divisions within classes and his account of the relation between
consumption and production are considered in this part. Correspondingly, all of them
will play central role not only in understanding spatial analysis of neo-Marxist
tradition but also that of Neo-Weberians since important figures in this tradition, as

we shall see, try to adapt Marxist conceptual framework in specifying their analysis.



In third part, neo-Weberian approach to spatial stratification, particularly housing
classes theory of John Rex and Robert Moore are analyzed. Their account is a
significant attempt in urban studies in respect of examining the complex interaction
between space and socio-economic relations. By revitalization of Weberian
Methodology, they try to analyze the fundamental characteristics of city and the base
of urban conflict. They attempt to relate urban issue with general societal processes
via focusing on certain actors and processes that participate actively to the formation
of spatial arrangements. This part also presents a brief evaluation of analysis of
Raymond Pahl and Peter Saunders — two important figures in the housing classes
debates. Their contributions to theory of housing classes and different modes of
explanations which they develop to analyze spatial dimension of social inequalities
are addressed. Last part concerns Marxist approach to residential differentiation by
focusing on the theory of David Harvey. His political economic analyses of the space
and residential differentiation are considered briefly in this part. First chapter will

conclude with an explanative scheme on housing question.

2.1 Weber on Class and Status Groups

It is generally accepted that one of the distinguishing features of Weber’s approach
resides in his argument that social relations are grounded on the power relations.
What Weber understands by power is ‘the chance of a man or a number of men to
realize their own will in a social action even against the resistance of others who are
participating in the action’ (Weber, 1970, p.27). With regard to social context,
namely, historical and structural conditions, the basis from which such power can be
exercised may considerably vary and power can be in differing types. According to
Weber, social inequality and social stratification necessarily involve power. That is to
say, social stratification has multiple dimensions and different dimensions of social
stratification are the different appearances of power and power relations. In his own
words, ‘classes, status groups, and parties are phenomena of the distribution of

power within a community’ (p.28). Each phenomena structures a particular order in

7



community, while each order affects and is affected by the other. Classes make up the

economic order, status groups the social order, and parties the legal/political order."

Social Order

Status
Life Style

Legal/Political Order /Party  Life Chance - Class\ Economic Order

Figure 2. 1: Three Dimensions of Weber’s stratification model

In this context, social class appears as one type of social inequality and constitutes
one of the bases of social stratification in Weber’s model. For him, the inequalities
that create class divisions ground primarily on the inequalities of the market. He
defines three main criteria to speak of class: “We may speak of a class when (1) a
number of people have in common a specific causal component of their life chances,
in so far as (2) this component is represented exclusively by economic interests in the
possession of goods and opportunities for income and (3) is represented under the
conditions of the commodity or labor markets’ (Weber, 1970, p.28). In other words,
‘class situation is specified in terms of the market situation of the individual’ and,
therefore, individuals are located within classes with regard to their market positions

(Hindess, 1987, p.37).

"It is important to note here that some writers insist on not to take these aspects of social relations
as the distinct and different dimensions of social stratification since all of these, in Weber own
terms, are phenomena of the distribution of power. For example, Giddens stresses that the ‘point of
Weber’s analysis is not that class and status constitute two dimensions of stratification, but that
classes and status communities represent two possible, and competing, modes of group formation
in relation to the distribution of power in society’ (1973, p.44). However, it is obvious that behind
the housing class thesis lays a Weberian assumption that there is no single and fundamental factor
that explains social stratification and, therefore, in this part, without ignoring the Weber’s
insistence that modern societies are essentially class divided, more customary interpretations of his
thought are followed.



However, it is useful to emphasis in the beginning that this does not mean Weber
ignores the private property. In contrast, as far as its effect in creating different
classes, especially the benefits gained from the wealth it creates are concerned, his
theory of social classes recognizes the role of private property, and, in this respect, for
him, the most basic differences in classes are based on who owns property and who
does not. Indeed, according to Wright, Weber, similar to Marx, deploys property-
centered concepts of class in which objectively definable material interests play a
central role in explaining class action and class structure. Nevertheless, this does not
prevent the market from occupying the central site in his analysis since fundamental
causal mechanism is the market exchanges, for him, which constitutes the ways in
which classes determine the life chances of people (Wright, 2000, pp.13-4).
Moreover, that is the fundamental reason why he is said to locate class analysis in the
sphere of distribution rather than production relations (Saunders, 1986, p.140). To
sum up, although private property plays a undeniable role in his view, central causal
mechanisms linked to class relations are primarily centered in the ways in which
ownership of property affects life chances via exchanges in the market and this
brings, sequentially, the turning of the Weberian account of classes completely

around single issue, namely, market transaction (Wright, 2000, p.18).

For instance, from the Weberian point of view, those who own comparable objects of
exchange, including both goods and services will have the same specific causal
component of their life chances or in another case, people with the highest market
capacity and with the highest skills will have the best life chances. These two
examples indicate the same crucial point in that according to Weberian analysis of
class; those who share the same market situation have in common material standards
of existence (Giddens, 1971, p.164). Class can be defined, then, basically as a group
of people who stand objectively in the same economic situation in market and share
same market-determined life-chances. If this is the case, it would not be wrong to say

that Weber’s analysis of social class is primarily based on two significant and related



concepts: market position and life-chances.

For Weber, ‘the concept of class may usefully be applied to the analysis of any
situation in which groups of individuals share roughly common life chances as a
result of their economic power in labor or property markets. The relationship between
employer and employee (i)s therefore only one among several different class
situations in which individuals may find themselves’ (Saunders, 1986, p.140).
Moreover, since what individuals receive for their goods and services is determined
by supply and demand in the market place, and since the rewards (the distribution and
allocation of scarce resources) influence the life chances of groups, a person’s class
position is not fixed. It could change as the demand and supply situation fluctuate. In

brief, there is a multiplicity of distinct class situations.

For example, in his work entitled ‘Economy and Society’, Weber made a crucial
distinction between commercial classes, which consisted of groups of individuals
who shared similar life chances as a result of their possession or non-possession of
marketable skills, and property classes, which consisted of groups of individuals
whose life chances were a function of the ownership or non-ownership of resources
that could be used to generate income. By the same token, he identified over twenty
classes on the basis of both positively privileged property and commercial classes and
negatively privileged property and commercial ones, and plus middle classes, which
included groups of individuals positioned in between both types of positively and
negatively privileged classes (Crompton, 1993, p.29). Then, he identified social
classes to resolve this plurality as such: ‘social class makes up the totality of those
class situations within which individual and generational mobility is easy and typical’

(Weber, M., 1968, Economy and Society I, New York: Bedminster Press; in Edgell,

2 By the way, it is important to note that according to some comments, since in some cases those
who stand in the same market situation have not similar life-chances, it might be preferable to take
market position as the major criteria in defining the classes in Weberian sense (see Hamilton and
Hirszowicz, 1989, p.15).
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1993, p.13). With the term mobility, he meant the individuals’ chances in moving
within a common cluster of class situations without meeting any remarkable

difficulty.

Therefore, for him, social classes are formed of the clusters of class situations that are
‘linked together by virtue of the fact that they involve common mobility chances,
either within the career of individuals or across the generations’ (Giddens, 1973,
p-48). Giddens also emphasis properly that Weber’s notion of social class ‘is
important because it introduces a unifying theme into the diversity of cross-cutting
relationships which may stem from (his) identification of class situation with market
position’ (p.48). Weber distinguishes four such major social classes in capitalist
society. They are (a) the working class as a whole, (b) the petty bourgeoisie, (c)
technicians, specialists and lower-level management and (d) the classes privileged

through property and education (Crompton, 1993, pp.29-30).

Having evaluated the way in which Weber defines classes, now we can indicate
briefly another significant aspect of his treatment of classes, namely, the issue
whether or not he considers and analyzes classes as social forces. As is known,
Weber’s methodological approach is generally regarded as an example of
probabilistic view. When taken in the context of classes, it means that for Weber, the
existence of common class situations does not necessarily define classes as collective
actors or social forces. Similar class position and economic interests may provide a
basis for a collective action but this is not a necessity (Hindess, 1987, p.38-9).
Correspondingly, according to him, differences between classes may cause conflict,
but such conflict over resources is entirely normal in all societies. While at times
classes conflict, at others their members may accept fairly stable patterns of
subordination and superordination. Classes are not communities either and, in this
respect, there may be groups of individuals while having similar class situation
without being aware of it. Therefore, Weber recognizes that class may, in certain

situations, become a meaningful concept for groups of individuals who may
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organize themselves as a class and act on this basis (Saunders, 1986, p.140).

However, put again, this is not a rule or necessity in Weber’s view.

As stated already, Weber argues that class is not a primary source of differentiation in
complex societies. In his view, every society is divided into groupings with
distinctive life-styles and views of the world, just as it is divided into different
classes. In this regard, status groups constitute the other essential dimension of
Weber’s social stratification model. Moreover, as we shall see, this underlying
distinction between class and status represents one of the most important axis around
which debates on the conceptualization of housing classes have developed. Social
status is primarily related with the distribution or degree of honor or prestige, which
is attached to social groups or occupations in society. The way in which social honor
is distributed in the community is called the status order. For Weber, ‘status
stratification is determined according to the consumption forms that are represented
by private life styles’ and ‘goes hand in hand with a monopolization of ideal and

material goods or opportunities’ (Weber, 1996, p.286; 1970, p.35).

Therefore, it can be said that for Weber, the distinction between classes and status
groups is one between production and consumption and, hence, unlike class divisions,
social status stratification is generated predominantly by the consumption patterns of
social groupings (Giddens, 1973, p.43). Moreover, status groups, in contrast to
classes, are consciousness communities, which are held together by proper life-styles
and by the social esteem and honor imputed to them by others (Crompton, 1993,
p.31). The reason why status is constructed around communal groups sharing
common sentiments and values is that they are more integrated and more consciously
group in political aspect. Status group, then, can be defined basically as a social
collective that has communal structure, which requires the reproduction of common

life style through consumption.

An important feature of status groups is that they can exist only to the extent that
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other people approve its members’ prestige or degrading, which removes them from
the rest of social actors and establishes the necessary social distance between them
and us. Moreover, status groups apply social closure for monopolizing their privileges
and, by this way; they prevent their rivals from accessing to these privileges.
Therefore, more comprehensive definition of status group can be made as such: a
status group is the set of individuals who apply social closure to protect given
monopolized privilege while trying to extend their social privileges by means of

different social mechanisms.

In Weberian approach, there are two further concepts used in specifying the term
status: achievement and ascriptive status. Achievement status is defined on the basis
of certain qualities that can be acquired by individuals through their personal abilities
such as education level or social respect. To put in different words, it refers to the
placement within which people are located because of the qualities that can be
controlled by them. Ascriptive status, on the other hand, bases on certain
characteristics which individuals have no ability to determine, such as ethnicity,
gender or age. That is to say, when people are placed in positions due to qualities
beyond their control, we can speak of this sort of status® (Turner, 2001, pp.14-5;
Kerbo, 1983, p.12). In respect to these two classifications of status, the nature of
exclusionary social closure can take two forms: a) individualist criteria by which
individuals are excluded from access to rewards and opportunities by reference to
their inability to meet certain standards or qualities — this leads to the formation of

segmental status groups and b) collectivist criteria by which individuals are excluded

3t is worthy saying that some writers, following Weber, apply this distinction to the historical
analysis of societal development. In this view, modern societies are generally regarded as
characterized by transition from the social structure shaped by ascriptive norm and values to the
one shaped by achievement values. Accordingly, feudal and caste societies are regarded as closed
ones since in these societies a person's position was largely based on ascribed characteristics (such
as family origin, gender or ethnic group). Although these ascribed characteristics are still socially
significant in modern societies, these societies tend to place greater emphasis on achievement (see
Turner, 2001).
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by reference to their lack of certain necessary characteristics to be a member of a
group such as race, religion, ethnicity — this leads to the formation of communal

groups, on the other.

Social status is generally viewed in contemporary sociology in terms of the
individuals’ socio-political demands. For example, according to Turner, individuals
gain profit and increase their privileges to a certain level thanks to their status and, by
this way; they could represent a set of socio-politic demands against the rest of
society. These demands concentrate on scarce sources, especially on the cultural and
educational sources (Turner, 2001). The definition of social status on the basis of
socio-political demands clarifies a crucial point; social status constitutes one of the
important sources of social conflict in society. According to Weberian approach,
status competition, which is essentially based on monopolizing of sources and social
privileges, with the various possible forms of class conflicts, form the dynamic base
of social development. To sum up, unlike classes, status groups do have a quality of
groups, share a specific life style and reflect the distribution of social honor and
prestige within society. On the other side, distribution of individuals into status
groups is above all based on their consumption patterns rather than their position in
the market or in the process of production and, consequently, in most cases, status

situation is the apparent dimension of social stratification.

According to Weber, there are complex relations between standing in the class and in
the status order. Status groups may at times be equal to class, sometimes be broader
or restrictive, and sometimes have no relation to class. Moreover, status may often
come into conflict with the demands of the market and similar class position does not
necessitate similar status groups. In other words, according to Weber, even though
class and status group are closely associated and interlinked, ‘it is also quite possible
for them to cut across one another’ (Hamilton and Hirszowicz, 1989, p.14). In that
case, people from different economic classes may be members of the same status

group, if they share the same specific style of life. In this regard, theoretically,
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propertied and propertyless people may belong to the same status group. Indeed, at
certain times an economically weak social group may have significant influence and

power because of its preeminent status.

Weber also underlines the fact that although class situation can take precedence over
status situation, ‘(w)hen the bases of the acquisition and distribution of goods are
relatively stable, stratification by status is favored... Every slowing down of the
change in economic stratification leads, in due course, to the growth or status
structures and makes for a resuscitation of the important role of social honor’ (Weber,
1970, p.37). In other words, as Crompton states; ‘in certain circumstances, status may
be the predominant source which regulates entitlements to material rewards’ (1993,
p-31). On the other hand, Weber states that technological and economic changes
threaten status stratification and ‘push class situation to the foreground’ (p.37). To be
brief, according to him, class stratification and class conflict usually come to the fore
during the periods of economic instability whereas social status is usually in the fore
during periods of economic stability. However, it is also argued in this context that
there are high correlations between standing in the class and in the status order since

in the modern capitalist world quite often economic power is the predominant form.

2.2 Marx’s Theory of Classes

Class is the foundational concept of Marx’s theoretical structure and he describes the
course of human history in terms of class struggle. The term social class is often used
to refer to what might better be referred to as social strata — groupings of people who

are similar to one another in occupation, education or other sociological variables.* In

* It is known that analyzing social stratification system in totally multidimensional terms and
taking, in this respect, for example education or income as distinct or different dimension of social
stratification are strongly influenced by Weber, although it is said that he does not intend to do this
in defining the concepts of class, status and power. This approach aims to demonstrate that there is
no underlying factor that explains social inequality against generally Marxist approach.
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remarkable contrast to this over-simplified view, social classes in the classical
Marxist sense are social forces which occupy different positions in economic
production, which have different and antagonistic interests, and whose struggle is
what determines the course of social history. More specifically, it can be said that
Marx’s treatment of social classes is grounded on two fundamental and interlinked
premises. On the one hand, they ‘are defined in terms of opposing positions specified
in particular relations of production, and on the other, they are identified as social

forces — as the major social forces in history’ (Hindess, 1987, p.49).

According to Marx, the way in which a society organizes its economic production and
the nature of the relationships established within production between social classes
are fundamental structural features that determine others. In view of that, he regards
power as well as other aspects of social relations as rooted in the social organization
of economic production and that is why he is, in considerable opposition to Weber,
said to think that any division in society has their bases in economic relations.” In
Marx’s usage, the term economic refers to ‘the many and varied ways in which
socially organized human labor is applied to the world so as to produce value’, rather
than to the market in particular (Milner, 1999, p.17). In this respect, class relations,
according to Marx, are embedded in the social organization of economic production.
To be more precise, for him, ‘classes are an aspect of the relations of production’ and,
hence, they are ‘constituted by the relationship of groupings of individuals to the
ownership of private property in the means of production’ (Giddens, 1971, p.37). As
we shall see in next parts, this notion of classes forms the basis of Marxist objection
against Weberian assertion that cleavages among different groups arising out of the
ownership status of crucial means of consumption such as housing reflect separate

class distinctions as well as those rooted in production relations.

> In other words, as Giddens emphasizes, since, for Marx, the division of society into antagonistic
classes is a division not only of property but also of power, economic domination and political
domination are not separable ones (1973, p. 28).
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According to Marx, wherever there is a surplus of production over the simple survival
needs of the society, there will basically be two main classes: productive class that
produces the surplus value and non-productive class that appropriates that surplus
value (Milner, 1999, p.18). That is to say, in Marx's view of social class, dominant
class oppresses and takes the advantage of other since it has and controls the
productive processes. In that case, the class that owns or controls the means of
production is the class that extracts the surplus value at the expense of the other class.
Therefore, in Marx’s treatment of classes, there are two major or fundamental classes
having different interests in each type of society and they are interdependent one to
another and separated by their economic conditions of existence (Hamilton and
Hirszowicz, 1989, p.7).6 Moreover, since, in Marxist view, it is the major structural
features of mode of production that generate its characteristic forms of class
inequality, social stratification in society should be regarded as being structured by
the pattern of ownership and control of production as well (Turner, 2001, p.10;

Crompton, 1993, p.23).

For Marx, since the interests of both classes are completely opposite, the relation
between them is necessarily antagonistic one and this is one of the very assumptions
that give the Marx’s treatment of classes its distinctness. This notion of antagonism
takes also its roots in Marx’s definition of the relationship to the means of production.
As stated above, Marx analyses class division in terms of relationship to the means of
production and considers this relationship as a social one in the sense that ‘(t)o
control the means of production is to stand in a particular relationship to those who
are excluded from such control. If a person owns something this is not a relationship
between that person and the thing owned but a relationship between the owner and

others in respect of the thing, a relationship which defines the rights of the owner in

5 As is known, many authors call this abstract class model of Marx as the dichotomous one in
which all class societies are seen as constructed around the main axis of division between the
dominant class and the subordinate one.
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relation to others in respect of what is owned’ (Hamilton and Hirszowicz, 1989, p.6-
7). That is why, for Marx, from its very beginning, the relation between two main
classes is antagonist. As a result, in Marxist sense, there is an inevitable and inherent

conflict between two main classes.

According to Marx, capitalism is essentially a system of commodity production and
historically superior system of exploiting labor. Capitalist relations of production thus
generate a particular class structure. For him, in capitalist mode of production,
economic relations bases on private property. What determines social classes in
capitalist mode of relations is the ownership of production means. In capitalist
society, there are two basic and significant classes formed on the basis of economic
conditions in the relation to the means of production - capitalist class who owns and
controls the material means of production and working class who owns their labor
power and forced to sell to bourgeoisie in order to survive (Crompton, 1993, p.23).
To put it in a different direction, the class relationship on which capitalist mode of
production depends is between a capitalist class which owns the means of production,
and a working class who are obliged to sell their power to work to the capitalists, in
exchange for a wage, in order to live. Their different relations to the means of
production, for Marx, unavoidably create conflicting interests, and this is specified in

terms of the concept of surplus value.

The bourgeoisie exploit the proletariat by appropriating the surplus value produced by
the proletariat and capitalism, for Marx, is distinctive in creating surplus value
(Edgell, 1993, p.2). The way to extract surplus was through threat or actuality of
direct coercion in pre-capitalist class societies and some form of direct politico-
juridical coercion had been effecting the exploitation of producers by non-producers.
However, in capitalism, relations of production are contractual rather than imperative;
that is to say, the exploited class in capitalism is a class of formally free laborers and
their labor-power is sold to their employers in exchange for wages. This is

simultaneously a relationship of formal equality and substantive inequality (Milner,
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1999, p.19-20). According to Marx, as the wages of labor purchased by capitalist is
subtracted from the total created value, there remains the surplus value, which is
retained by capitalist. This means that labor creates more value than the amount he

paid for and, by this way; he is exploited by capitalist (Crompton, 1993, p.24).

So far, objective conditions or, in other words, objective determination of class
position that give way to the formation of classes are presented in terms of their
fundamental characteristics. However, unlike from Weber for who class above all
‘refers to market interests, which exist independently of whether men are aware of
them’ (Giddens, 1973, p.43), in Marx’s view, class is not limited to these objective
conditions. On the contrary, concept also indicates a subjective dimension that has
central importance in Marx’s analysis of classes as well as objective ones. This aspect
of concept is primarily linked with the second feature of Marx’s analysis which is
already denoted as social classes as social forces and historical actors and will be also
useful tool in expounding Weberian account of consumption-based cleavages since

some variants of Weberian approach adapt this view to their analysis.

Marx emphasis at many places in his writings that a grouping composed of
individuals sharing same relationship to the means of production can be treated as a
class suitably when their common interest generate class consciousness and
communal action. In terms of working class, this transformation is generally
summarized under the expression of from class in itself to class for it self, and, for
Marx, is generated both by the dynamics of the capitalist economy and by their own
experiences of struggles against employers. As is known, this distinction is said to be
alien to Weber’s approach. As stressed by Weber, as stated formerly, the existence of
common class situations does not inevitably define classes as social forces; neither
there is necessity that similar class situations create common interests that may
provide a basis for collective action (Hindess, 1987, p.38-9). According to Marx,
however, once a class is created, it assumes an independent and separate existence

over the individual members of that class to the extent that the individuals discover
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that their lives and life chances are pre-determined by their membership of a

particular class (Crompton, 1993, p.24).

Therefore, Marx believed that the working class through class struggle would develop
class-consciousness and instead of being a class in itself, it would become in the long
run a class for itself and would rise up to the capitalist system. This points another
important concept, namely, the concept of class formation which is used by many
Marxists in specifying this process and also for pointing out the contingent character
of this process so as not to be treated as one that inevitably operates. This means that
the economic conditions primarily transforms mass into class and this mass
constitutes the class in itself. However, if this mass becomes united in a struggle for
defending their class interests and struggle against to other antagonistic class, it
transforms into class for itself. Thus, put again, class for itself is created by this
struggle itself (Edgell, 1993, p.7). In this context, class-consciousness refers to
awareness by members of the oppressed class of the reality of their oppression.
However, it is necessary to underline the fact that the existence of classes does not

require to be conscious of itself.

Marx provides a sophisticated account of the subjective dimension of class formation
in ‘The Eighteenth Brumaire’, which also goes over the main points of our
discussion. There, he puts forward a clear distinction between the objective
determination of class position and the subjective units of collective social action.
Discussing the French peasantry, he underlines the fact that ‘(i)n so far as millions of
families live under economic conditions of existence that separate their mode of life,
their interests and their cultural formation from those of the other classes and bring
them into conflict with those classes, they form a class. In so far as these small
peasant proprietors are merely connected on a local basis, and the identity of their
interests fails to produce a feeling of community, national links, or a political
organization, they do not form a class’ (Marx, 1973, p.239; in Milner, 1999, p.27).

What this passage suggests is that under certain conditions a group of similarly
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situated individuals into the social organization of production changes (or not) into a
collective social actor and only by this transformation such a group is called

accurately a class.

Although in capitalist mode of production Marx attains a major historical role to
bourgeoisie and proletariat, his treatment of social classes is not made up of two-class
model. His usage of the concept of class is said to be both analytic and descriptive
and, therefore, in his analysis of contemporary events, he indicates many more than
the two classes (Crompton, 1993, p.23). In this respect, he recognizes, as well as other
groupings that also complicate his abstract class model such as feudal classes which
kept on having certain significance in nineteenth century capitalism (Giddens, 1973,
p-30-1), other classes, one of which is middle class. This class consists of a diverse
number of groups between the two fundamental classes. Although this group does not
produce surplus, their role is to help the capitalist class in managing and realizing the
surplus produced (Suchting, 1983, p.115). Moreover, with regard to our main concern
in this thesis, it should be highlighted that Marx recognizes also sub-divisions of
classes, in other words, possible differentiations and fractions within classes,

including working class as well.

Particularly, in his analysis of mid-nineteenth century France developed in ‘The Eight
Brumaire’, he examines other classes out of two major classes and some fractions
within classes. He identifies class fractions such as landed, financial and industrial
capital within capitalist class, and lumpen-proletariat and proletariat within labor
class. Additionally, he distinguishes petty bourgeoisie and peasantry as transitional
classes and also puts forward several middle classes such as the high dignitaries of the
army and the university etc (Edgell, 1993, p.9). Therefore, it is vital to underline the
fact that Marx’s treatment of industrial capitalism as the one which increasingly
simplified class system should be taken predominantly in two senses. In the first

place, with the rising of the industrial capitalism, the class antagonism was simplified
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and in the second place, the relationship between dominant and subordinate classes

become more instrumental and impersonal than in the past (1993, p.3).

Let us now turn to another substantial issue in terms of our concern in this thesis,
namely, the way in which Marx conceptualizes the relation between production and
consumption especially with regard to class divisions. As stated above, class, for
Marx, is not a matter of the distribution of income; neither can be defined in terms of
occupation and, subsequently, class divisions in a society are explainable by neither
income nor occupation. On the contrary, classes can be defined only in terms of the
relationship to the means of production. As Giddens underlines, Marx’s definitions on
this subject are a particular aspect of his general view that ‘the distribution of
economic goods is not a sphere separate to and independent of production, but is

determined by the mode of production’ (1971, 37).

In other words, mode of consumption, according to Marx, is determined by mode of
production and, hence, they cannot be taken into consideration independently as if
constituting distinct entities. In view of that, it is possible to think two individuals
while having same incomes and even the same occupation, belonging to different
classes, since their position in the social organization of production are different.
Accordingly, in Marx’s view, ‘class position does underly and determine differences
in standards of living, life-style and so on’ and different classes will have not only
different interests but also, in turn, different way of life etc (Hamilton and
Hirszowicz, 1989, p.6,8). This case have led some authors to state that ‘(i)n marxist
theory, consumption has always been analyzed as secondary to and derivative of
production’ (Saunders, 1984, p.216). According to Saunders, this is the case when
Marxists regard divisions and interests generated by consumption process as ‘merely
phenomenal expressions of deeper and more fundamental (because logically prior)
divisions between those who own and control the means of production and those who

do not’ (p.216).
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This way of analysis, Saunders argues, leads them to conclude in a way that struggles
over access to or control of resources such as housing are displaced class struggles.
However, according to him, the logical primacy of production in the sense that
consuming something presupposes it’s having been produced does not tell something
about the social determinancy of production over consumption. Thus, there is no
necessity to correspond production with consumption and the divisions arising out of
the latter may have more significant and independent effects concerning both life
chances and political mobilizations as compared to first one. Similar arguments about
this subject have risen against Marxism by many authors, which will be presented
more clearly in terms of spatial differentiation in next part. However, it is worthy
saying that, as denoted already, Marx recognizes that there may be sub-divisions
within classes which complicate relations within them and this is one of the most

important impediments of class formation (Edgell, 1993, p.8).

2.3 Neo-Weberian Approach to Spatial Stratification

2.3.1 Housing Classes Theory of John Rex and Robert Moore

As we have examined, for Weber, class is basically defined by the common market
position to the extent that it leads shared life chances. This has enabled sociologists to
talk about spatial inequalities, which arise out of consumption processes operating
through the market mechanism such as housing market as in the theory of housing
classes. The concept of housing classes was developed by John Rex and Robert
Moore in their pioneering work entitled ‘Race, Community and Conflict’ (1967) as a
key concept in the analysis of spatial inequalities and it had further elaborated by Rex

in his following studies.” In these studies, Rex and Moore tried to relate housing to

7 British sociologist John Rex, Professor Emeritus at the University of Warwick, is one of the most
important figures in the studies of race and ethnic relations. In his long and distinguished career,
his involvement to urban issue is the consequence of his interest in race problems. In the leading
study, Race, Community and Conflict (1967), John Rex with Robert Moore aim to ‘show how
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individuals’ life chances and, by this way, they linked urban sociology with the
sociological concerns of sources of inequality and class conflict. They accepted the
struggle between capital and labour, but emphasized that urban space produced a
different struggle which required different conceptual tools to analyze. Their study
was welcomed among the urban scholars because after Second World War there have
been significant attempts to draw new directions to the urban studies that would go
beyond the traditional Chicago School of urban ecology. In other words, sociological
perspective of Rex and Moore based on the revitalization of Weberian Methodology

provided urban sociology a new perspective.

Specifically speaking, they asserted that the type and location of housing constituted
an important aspect of spatial stratification since it was a scarce resource to which
market situation rendered differential access (Rex, 1968, p.216). Accordingly,
individuals’ life chances were very restricted in the style and location of housing to
which they could get access. Moreover, Rex and Moore emphasized that there were
various factors that defined the ability to access to housing; while in most places it
was mainly income, in others the race relations had significant role. For instance, they
argued that in Birmingham, survey area of their analysis carried out in 1960s, the
underlying factor was the latter one since, in that place, black people were restricted
due to their low incomes, poor borrowing potential, prejudice and hostility by white
landlords, agents and vendors, and limited rights in terms of access to council

housing. Consequently, a combination of these factors brought about the black

factors in urban environment serve to exacerbate racial tension’ (Rex, 1973, p.xvi). However, in
many places in his writings, Rex insistently underlines that their analysis of urban social structure
in the mentioned study should not be regarded as total explanation of racial conflict since it is an
area of interdisciplinary study. In other words, complex concepts of racist conflict cannot be
explained by simplistic and sub-disciplinary survey methods. They suggest that urban spatial
structure gives new meaning to pre-existing racial tension and, in this respect, they tried to explore
this phase of rising racial tension at a crucial time and in place — Birmingham, England, in the
1960s (Rex, 1973, p.32, 42).
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concentration in particular types of poor housing in particular location, which also

determined their life chances.

Before expounding their approach in detail, the way in which they distinguish
themselves from other alternative schools of urban analysis and the important aspects
of their methodological standing should be explained briefly. To begin with, their
approach stands in opposition to the structural-functionalist school (Lambert, Paris
and Blackaby, 1978, p.5). Rex and Moore view urban society as a social system and
in questioning the nature of urban social system, they criticize and differentiate their
approach from functionalism. Functionalist approach, according to Rex and Moore,
‘consists in explaining any recurrent aspect of human behavior in terms of the
contribution which it makes to the maintenance of a social system [and, therefore, it]
allows too little scope for human agency and appears affirm that what is, must
necessarily be’ (p.3).8 Yet, Rex and Moore also admit that there are some
functionalist insights in their sociological perspective. To put it in a different
direction, while recognizing the unintended consequences of actions and the existence
of conflicting social pressures on the one hand, on the other they adopt ‘the existence
of some overall social system, consisting of those institutions of the truce or those
organizational means through which conflicts and tensions are managed’ (pp.6-7). In
short, they set two extreme methodological stands; one is the conservative teleology
of old fashioned functionalism and the other is that positing limitless conflict, and
they arrive at a perspective that avoids sticking in these two extreme methodologies

(p.7). They write with regard to their methodological preferences as such:

What we have assumed is that the determinants of an ongoing social system are to
be found in the varied and sometimes conflicting interests of the typical actors in

8 All page references, unless otherwise indicated, are to Rex and Moore (1967) Race, Community
and Conflict London: Oxford University Press.

o1t is worthy saying in this respect that for them, just like Weber, ‘social phenomena can be
investigated from many points of view according to their relevance for value (i.e., their relevance
for achieving various desire states of social affairs)’ (p.5). Additionally, for the influence of Karl
Mannheim and Gunnar Myrdal in Rex and Moore’s approach see Rex and Moore, 1967, pp.5-6.
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that system. For the achievement of their goals each of these actors ideally requires
certain forms of behavior of those around him, that is to say he requires the
existence of certain structures of social relations (p.4).

The second point to be explained here is the way they specify this viewpoint in terms
of urban social interaction. It is no doubt that this specifying is one of the significant
aspects of their methodological standing, which can be entitled as the importance of
the action of individuals in understanding urban social interaction. According to Rex
and Moore, in analyzing the urban social interaction, what is needed is ‘an account in
terms of the action frame of reference which explains particular kinds of land-use and
building use in terms of the action-orientation of typical residents’ (Rex, 1968,
p-212). This view enables them to concern the way actors define their situation with
their beliefs, understanding of the social world, action based on this understanding
and their capacity to change institutions. Therefore, since there is variety of
interactions and relationships which bases on variety of interests and beliefs in
society, disagreements and conflicts of interests are considered as continuous and
real. As a result, ‘the action frame of reference depicts a world where interest groups
collide, collude and cohere in the control of institutions, where privilege and status
are negotiated, where, in short, power becomes the crucial variable’ (Lambert et al,

1978, p.6).

Another important point needs to be clarified in elaborating their way of analysis is
the way they approach ecological school of urban studies. Put briefly, in Rex and
Moore’s model, the present housing situation includes power variable that becomes
manifest through both market and non-market relationships. This is one of the
significant features which distinguishes them not only from the ecological approach
but also from the other previous urban studies. Nonetheless, their study maintains
partly drawing upon ecological approach and, in their attempt to place it in a more

rigorous theoretical framework, Rex and Moore take Ernest W. Burgess’ theory of
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Concentric Ring Model as their starting point while it was finishing point for many
earlier studies (Lambert et al, 1978, p.3; Rex, 1968, p.211).10 In terms of differential
distribution of housing opportunity, they follow the zoning approach that divides city
into different ecologically and sociologically related sub-communities sketched by
Burgess. However, they argue that the relations among the sub-communities were not
adequately analyzed in Burgess’ formulation. Unlike Burgess, Rex and Moore think
that these sub-communities are not totally distinct from each other as in his model and
all have aspirations for a middle class way of life. This is an aspiration in view of the
fact that suburban housing is not widely available. Basing on this observation, Rex
and Moore develop their central assumption that housing is a scarce resource and

therefore is to be the subject to processes of competition.

In that context, they criticize the Chicago School in terms of competition for lacking
theoretical bite. Instead of holding an abstract process of competition, they broaden
the concept to the point where not only land but also scarce resources can be
considered as subject to competition. They identify three forms of such competition;
for sites, for the use of existing buildings, and for welfare payments (as in the case of
subsidized council housing). In this respect, they argue that the basic process

underlying urban social interaction is competition for scarce and desired types of

' Ernest W. Burgess, one of the leading scholars of Chicago University, asserts that the city as a
modern industrial mechanism segregates and isolates divergent economic groups. Burgess’s ideal
type of the city structure, the concentric ring model, expresses exactly what ecologists try to assert
on the effect of spatial pattern on social relations and the cultural life formed by urban way of life
and traditions. Burgess states that the distinctive characteristics of urban populations indicate the
changes in the social organization of the community, which inform us about the processes of
growth and expansion of the city. Burgess describes urban expansion in context of extension,
succession, and concentration. The typical process of expansion is characterized by a series of
concentric circles. These circles are designated to explain both the successive zones of urban
extension and the different types of urban areas. Each inner zone tends to extend its area by the
invasion of the next outer zone. This aspect of expansion is land-use succession and the succession
process results in the spatial segregation of different groups. Therefore, the expansion of the city
distributes individuals and groups by residence and occupation; that is, a place and a role for the
individuals who compose the group in the organization of the city. The resultant differentiation is
the concentric circle model (See Burgess, E.-W., ‘The Growth of City: An Introduction to a
Research Project’ in Park, R.E., Burgess, E.-W. and McKenzie, R.D. (1925) The city. Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press).
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housing. Accordingly, for them, ‘(i)n this process people are distinguished from one
another by their strength in the housing market or, more generally, in the system of

housing allocations’ (Rex, 1968, p.214).

To sum up, it can be said that there are two crucial characteristics of Rex and Moore’s
way of analysis which can be drawn from our discussion carried out so far. Initially,
although accepting the existence of some organizational means in society by which
conflicts among different groups can be managed, they assume that the determinants
of social system are to be found in different and conflicting interests of social actors.
By the same token, they underline the fact that the analysis of urban social interaction
requires the consideration of the action of individuals based on these different
interests and understandings. And secondly, they try to combine these sights with
their central assumption that housing is a scarce resource and should be considered as
subject to competition by which people are distinguished in the system of housing
allocations. As stated already, to achieve this, Rex and Moore attempt to adapt the
general theory of class developed by Max Weber to the analysis of spatial

stratification:

Max Weber ... relativized Marx’s theory of nature of social classes by suggesting
that any market situation, and not only the labour market, led to the emergence of
groups with a common market position and common market interests which could
be called classes. We need only qualify this slightly to include groups differentially
placed with regard to system of bureaucratic allocation to arrive at a notion of
housing classes which is extremely useful in analysing urban structure and processes
(Rex, 1968, p.214).

Rex and Moore recognize that the relations between and within communities are
obviously affected by the ‘specific pattern of social relations of production, and a
resulting pattern of class conflict and stratification’ (Rex, 1973, p.34). However, for
them, this does not require to view all other conflicts as eventually explicable in terms
of conflict between capital and labor as in Marxism. Rather, they insist that more
questions to be posed and the way towards a more precise delineation of the social
structure and conflicts of city should be pointed. Seen in this way, it is obvious that

the significance of their concept of housing classes lies at this point. Moreover,
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with developing the concept of housing classes, they do not merely aim to provide a
description of who belongs to which class. Instead, as all class analysis in general
attempt to do, goals of their analysis are to locate the fundamental source of conflict,
to delineate the major cleavages, and to understand the pattern of class struggles in
the city. In this respect, they explain the fundamental principle of their approach as

such:

There is a class struggle over the use of houses and ... this class struggle is the
central process of the city as a social unit. In saying this we follow Max Weber who
saw that class struggle was to apt to emerge wherever people in a market situation
enjoyed differential access to property, and that such class struggles might therefore
arise not merely around the use of the means of industrial production, but around the
control of domestic property ... There will therefore be as many potential housing
classes in the city as there are kinds of access to the use of housing (p.273-4).

According to Rex and Moore, this class struggle between groups differentially placed
with regard to the means of housing is separable form industrially defined class
relations and may at local level be as acute as the class struggle in industry.
Correspondingly, for them even though power in the labor market is clearly an
important factor in determining individual’s power in the housing market, and,
therefore, ‘there is some correlation between the two’ (Rex, 1968, p.214), the
distribution of housing even creates a different situation in opposition to the power to
command a wage. That is to say, those with the same position in labor market may

come to have differential degrees of access to housing (p.214; 1967, p.273).

Moreover, with regard to the conflicting interests of and, hence, the class struggle
among different housing groups, they underline the fact that the existence of such
group interests does not necessarily require a perpetual war of class against class.
Quite the opposite, what happens is that, Rex and Moore stress, ‘various groups
mobilize what power they can to enforce compliance with their wishes, but that a
point is reached in the power struggle where a realistic adjustment of interests is
arrived at, at least temporarily, or organizational means are established for peaceful

bargaining about which aims of which group shall be realized’ (p.6).
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As we have indicated above, for Rex and Moore, different groups are allocated within
housing hierarchy not only through market but also through bureaucratic means
(Pritchard, 1976, pl1). In their study, they also concern with the influence of
bureaucratic non-market processes, in particular local councils, on the social
distribution of housing opportunities and, hence, individuals’ life chances (Lambert et
al, 1978, p.3). Therefore, according to them, both economic and bureaucratic/political

factors have significant role in structuring housing classes:

Houses in a modern city are not allocated simply by a process of competition in the
market, a substantial part of house building is today carried out by local
governments. It seems to us that participation in this public estate is a considerable
prize in a society where housing is a scarce resource and that such a public estate
can bring into being a group whose market situation in the housing market is an
especially privileged one (Rex and Moore, 1967, p.273).

What can be inferred from the passage is that, in some way, the competing demands
of different power groups are balanced and arbitrated by the activities of city council.
That is to say, city council has the significant role in determination of housing
hierarchy as in the distribution of privileged positions by control over public estate
and in the treatment of lodging house tenures as pariah groups in legal terms of
housing and public health law (Lambert et al, 1978, p.8). Before turning to these
positions, it should be noted here that this aspect of Rex and Moore’s formulation has
significance in exhibiting the effect of the structure of local political processes upon

the opportunities and life chances of urban residents (Thorns, 1981, p.705).

Rex, in his following studies, further elaborates their analysis of spatial stratification.
Particularly by virtue of Marxist conceptual framework, he tries to specify their
concept of housing classes and the class conflicts occurred between them. Expressing
in his own terms, he posits ‘a variety of relationships to the means of residence and a
tendency to conflict, analogous to the relationships to the means of production and
consequent industrial conflicts of Marxist sociology’ (Rex, 1973, p.35). There are
three fundamental characteristics of his later studies in terms of our main concern and

some of them are based on the repetition of familiar Weberian arguments, presented

30



also in the first part, in terms of the housing matter. First of all, he underlines the fact
that the relationships to the means of housing cannot be reduced to or explicable in

terms of the relationships to the means of production:

I believe that there is some relationship between a man’s relationship to the means
of housing and his relationship to the means of production, the former does also
have a degree of independence from the latter; that the labour force tends to scatter
for residential and community purposes after working hours; and that there are
significant divisions opened up within the various classes, as a result of the
conflicting interests which arise from their different housing situations (p.4).

In the second place, he addresses the notion of class formation, which has as we have
seen central importance in Marxist class analysis. According to him, the theory of
housing classes must further specify the ways in which those with a common market
position whether or not organize to take action in pursuit of their interests (Rex, 1968,
p.216-7). In his own words, ‘(a)s in Marxist sociology, the notion of housing class
leads one to ask whether class-interests or objective class position lead or do not lead
to the formation of classes for themselves’ (Rex, 1973, p.35). The way he answers
this fundamental question reflects his commitment to Weberian methodology. As we
have examined, for Weber, the existence of common class situations does not
necessarily define classes as collective actors or social forces. By the same token, Rex
emphasizes the fact that although the theory of housing class draws attention to the
potential bases of conflict, it does not necessarily require assuming the formation of
organized and class-conscious groups as a natural outcome. Indeed, with regard to
this, he asserts that ‘(t)he business of organization ... may in any particular case lead

to a blurring of the lines of conflict’ (Rex, 1968, p.217).

The last considerable point in Rex’s analysis to be explained here concerns the issue
of mobility within housing classes and it is worthy saying that through his evaluations
once again Weber’s definitions strongly echo. According to him, there is some
possibility of moving from one housing class to another at all times. Nonetheless, if
this possibility is considered by individual as credible, ‘the system of class conflict

tends to be transformed into a status system’ since in such a case the present housing
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situation is viewed as legitimate by disadvantaged housing classes. And this, Rex
argues, would bring about the blurring of class-conscious attitudes among housing

classes (Rex, 1968, p.216).
2.3.2 Housing Distribution and Class Struggle in the case of Birmingham

When taken in the context of urban sociology, it is obvious that there can be drawn to
interrelated tasks from their discussion of housing classes system: (a) to analyze the
distribution of life chances on the ground of the differential power of different groups
in the housing system and (b) to study the extent to which these groups come to
recognize their common market situation and to mobilize themselves politically in
order to defend or improve it. Additionally, Rex and Moore state that the system of
housing classes and the pattern of housing class conflict may vary in different
industrial countries according to their differences in economic, political and cultural
situation (Rex, 1968, p.216), and the features of Birmingham are particular in this
sense. In spite of this, they underline the fact that these features also reflect some
universal characteristics since Birmingham is a special case that characterizes many
other cities which came to maturity in the 19" century Industrial Revolution like it
(Rex, 1973, p.4) and, for that reason, the housing class system in Birmingham may in
part be generalizable. However, as stated, they do not refrain to denote that other
models may have to be developed in other cities if there are some important variables

formed historically in a different way (Rex, 1968, p.212).

The main concern of Rex and Moore as stated previously was the way in which the
urban environment exacerbated racial tension in terms of the process of housing
access. To achieve this, they carried out a very detailed analysis about the different
aspects of social relations of immigrant groups within themselves and with others,
including not only religious and organizational but also educational and political
ones. They conducted their case study in the period of 1962 and 1970 and observed

through this study that the spatial dimension of ethnic discrimination also fostered
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with the social state policies as in the case of the emergence of the lodging-houses. As

Dunleavy clarifies, their one of the most significant findings was that:

As a result of immigration, colored people were excluded from access to public
housing by restrictive eligibility rules, and from home ownership by a lack of capital
and various forms of racial discrimination. They consequently tended to locate in the
decaying private rental areas of Birmingham’s middle ring wards (as tenants,
lodgers or home owners forced to rent part of their houses), and many forms of
racial disadvantage could be understood as corollaries of this pattern of residential
location (1980, p.40).

Rex and Moore begin their case study with identifying different phases of housing
development in Birmingham and these phases also explain the Birmingham’s system
of housing class conflict. That is to say, different housing classes in the current
system defined by them have their roots in different steps of this housing
development. Moreover, for Rex and Moore, each housing class constitutes separate
social sub-system which has its own way of life and, therefore, in their study,
examination of phases includes both housing classes and the related life-styles
typically associated with these classes. The initial phase concerns the emergence of
the industrial community. According to Rex and Moore, the first segregation of
residential areas took place in the industrial settlements of England in 19" century. In
the first place, two housing classes emerged in these primary industrial settlements.
On the one hand, the owners of new industries, or in Rex’s term ‘captains of
industry’"", built their large family houses. They located their houses on the better
sites of the city with the facility of good access to important civic facilities. On the
other, the working class lived in the gridiron rows of cottages which were built for

rent-paying hands and located on physically segregated cheapest lands.

! Rex uses this term in order to indicate the differences between the above-mentioned class and
what is called middle-class in today’s society since in the industrial community of 19" century the
differentiation between that class and the remainder of society was more remarkable (Rex, 1973,

p.5).
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As formerly stated, such spatial segregation also referred to the emerging of two polar
cultural types of the modern city. On the one hand, upper-middle class way of life
that was based upon the independence of the family, secure in the possession of
property and not on the neighborhood, and on the other working class way of life that
supported a strong extra-familial communal culture and depended on mutually aid
rather than property gave security. Furthermore, gradually and particularly during the
period of 1880-1914, between those two cultural types, a third one began to emerge.
Growing number of professional and white-collar workers, together with
shopkeepers, minor professionals and privileged employees in industry constituted a
different way of life, which was oriented to the upper middle class who were residing
in the houses that they had rented or bought within the city’s inner ring (Rex, 1968,

pp.212-3; 1973, pp.4-5).

With the rapid expansion of industry, population and urban space, these three types of
houses began to pass to other residential and commercial uses in the 20™ century. Rex
explains this process as ‘the great urban game of leapfrog’, and Giddens as the
disappearance of the direct class differences (Rex, 1968, p.13; Giddens, 1982, p...).
As a consequence of this, there emerged both desirable and less desirable ways of
lives and of housing. One of the desirable ones was the captains of industry and
successful professionals with their larger houses in classy inner suburbs further from
the center. The other was the white-collar people who were aided by mortgages and
moved to further cheaper lands. Final desirable way of life and of housing was that of
the working classes who resided in their own suburbs built for them and paid rent to
Council. Therefore, in Rex and Moore’s analysis, who settled in the inner city are
considered as in a less desirable situation. These are groups ‘who have bought their
own houses, some who occupy houses bought by the Council pending demolition,
some who have bought larger old houses but must take tenants to pay their way and
some who aspire to nothing more than the tenancy of a room or two’ (Rex, 1968,

p-214). As a result, they distinguish the following housing classes in Birmingham:
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desirable (D that of the outright owner of a whole house;

A

I (2) that of the owner of a mortgaged whole house;

| (3) that of the council tenant —

I (a) in a house with a long life;

| (b) in a house awaiting demolition;

I (4) that of the tenant of a whole house owned by a private landlord;

| (5) that of the owner of a house bought with short-term loans who is compelled
| tolet rooms in order to meet his repayment obligations;

v (6) that of the tenant of rooms in a lodging-house (p.274).

less
desirable

According to Rex and Moore, since the tenants of lodging houses were forced to live
in these houses and there was no apparent alternative way of accommodation for
them, it was not possible to close down these houses. This was accompanied by the
fact that local authorities of Birmingham tried to implement policies trying to prevent
other areas of the city to become lodging-house areas. But, these policies did not offer
a solution for the existing situation apart from the sharpening the divisions within the
city. In this respect, they indicated the possibility of the turning of the lodging-house
areas into ghettos as a result of the spatial segregation strengthened with the above-
mentioned factors. In spite of this, they did not renounce to indicate that since
governmental authorities were important actors during the emergence of housing

problem, they would also have an important role in the solution of the problem.

Therefore, the inner zones of Birmingham — Sparkbrook or, in particular, the zone of
transition was considered by Rex and Moore as characterized by undesirable and
illegitimate housing situations. Rex, to exhibit the complex structure of groups and
conflicts in this zone, tried to develop set of ideal types. When his ideal type of
housing class model is considered, this zone come to be seen as having a particular
type of housing situation which is united in common position in the sense that all
disadvantage groups reside there. Sparkbrook, in that concern, was a significant case
where many lodging-houses and different race groups concentrated and, therefore,
Rex and Moore carried out their field study in Sparkbrook. They questioned the
relations between the host community and immigrants, and the different accessibility
options of these groups to different housing classes. The community structure of this

zone can be better understood with the interaction of housing classes involved in.
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These classes are; (i) the lodging-house proprietors, (ii) the lodging-house tenants,
(iii) the slum dwellers and (iv) the respectable tenants of private houses (Rex, 1968,
p.217). The fundamental lines of conflict among these housing classes can be

schematized simply as follow:

R Lodging-houses
. @ Lodging £ Lodging )
City t'.:‘.i‘. o house i::::::::. 2] house tenants Prlvate_
Authoritie! proprietors — Suburbanites
Slum — Tenants of Council

Suburbanites

dwellers i::::::::" '":::::::l private
houses

Figure 2.2: Conflicts among Housing Classes in Sparkbrook
(derived from Race, Community and Conflict, Rex and Moore, 1967)

As indicated in the scheme, two of the important conflicts —for Rex the most
important ones— take place on the one hand between the lodging house tenures and
the ward neighbors (4) and on the other between the lodging house tenures and the
city authorities (1). Lodging house is viewed as illegitimate both by the neighbors and
the authorities and while from the view of authorities it is undesirable for public
health and planning, it is the deterioration of neighborhood for the slum dwellers and
the tenants of private houses. In short, when considered at a more global scale, it is
possible to expect potential alliances between the lodging house landlords and the
tenants and between the slum dwellers and the tenants of private houses. However, as
Rex argues, these potential alliances are prevented by the conflicts within them;
namely 2 and 5. To illustrate, for the lodging house tenants, this type of house
provides them a shelter whereas for the lodging house proprietors, it is necessary to
overcrowd them and in this way gain as much rent as possible in order to pay short
term loans they have to. Or as in the case of 5, similar fear of the deterioration with
that of the above-mentioned one constitutes the basis of conflict between the private
tenants and the slum dwellers. Furthermore, Rex and Moore observe that there are

some crosscutting variables in housing which form different patterns of alliances even
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between conflicting classes. Those variables stem from immigrant situations and from
the degree to which an individual has been fully socialized into the urban value
system. In this respect, Rex underlines the importance of immigrant situation as an

independent variable in blurring conflict lines.

2.3.3 Raymond E. Pahl and Peter Saunders — Weberian Analysis Changing

Direction

The works of Rex and Moore addressed the problem of how a definitely urban
analysis could be developed. Through their studies of urban spatial differentiation,
they tried to construct a perspective that would focus on particular spatial level and
concentrate on the consumption processes expressed by the phrase scarce urban
resources. Basing on the concept of housing class, they focused on how groups
differentially placed in relation to means of housing would organize themselves in
pursuit of their interests. They viewed, in this respect, the city as the arena for class
struggles. Another important figure in the housing class studies is Raymond Pahl.
Pahl especially focuses on the determining effects of the role of urban managers over
the distribution of urban scarce resources. Before pointing out his housing classes

model briefly, we first present an outline of the basic features of his urban thought.

According to Pahl, the task of urban sociology is to study the distributional pattern of
the inequalities within and across urban system (Saunders, 1986, p.119). For him, city
is above all a source of inequalities and urban inequalities are primarily rooted in the
urban resources such as housing, health care and transportation, which are distributed
on a non-random basis. What determines the ability to access to these urban resources
and, thereby, the life chance of individuals is power. He states that power, together
with wealth and prestige, is necessary to benefit in obtaining the scarce and desirable
resources in a given socio-economic system and this is why he asserts that spatial
structure of city would reflect ‘the distribution of power in society’ (Pahl, 1970,

p.147). Moreover, according to him, spatial differentiation is partly non-social since it
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is inherently unequal in the sense that two people can not occupy the same location
and, therefore, it can not be reduced to social relations (p.147). For that reason, he
especially focuses on the interplay between spatial and social constraints that
determine the patterns of access to scarce urban resources and facilities such as

housing and transportation (Pahl, 1968).

Pahl claims that a person's life is determined not only by his or her relationship to the
means of production but also by their spatial location in the urban system, which
creates its own set of classes and conflicts. He also argues that inequality in the
distribution of goods is not purely a function of the free market (1975, p.203). Rather,
all societies intervene to redress the unequal distribution in someway by means of the
specific ideologies and the historical experiences of society. Additionally, there are
numerous institutional arrangements with respect to the use of land in every society
(p.147, 150). In distribution and redistribution of spatial resources, for example, city
planning together with other instruments of social policy play a crucial role in a
mixed economy. In this respect, planning decisions may reinforce the power position
of a minority in some cases; while in other cases, it may redress the balance to the
disadvantage of the more privileged minority (p.148). He assumes, therefore, that
unequal distribution of resources is a social result of certain social actors that make
key decisions which affect the urban environment and the life chances of individuals.
In this regard, Pahl considers urban managers as one of the most significant actors

and conscious social forces who molding the urban environment.

The central assumption of Pahl with regard to relation between urban system and
urban managers is that while the social and spatial constraints on access to scarce
urban resources and facilities are dependent variables, the managers or controllers of
the urban system constitute independent variable and, then, urban sociology should
primarily focuses on them (Pahl, 1970, p.224). The managers of the urban system
have remarkable effects on the allocation of scarce urban resources and facilities

which may reinforce, reflect or reduce the inequalities engendered by the
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differentially rewarded occupational structure. For this reason, the values and
ideologies of these distributing, organizing and care taking professions or the
relations between the formal and informal patterns of social relationships are of

central concern to urban sociology (Pahl, 1975, p.206).

Pahl, in his later work, reconsiders his original position and reformulates his early
assumptions in terms of the way urban managers are to be treated. For example, he
argues that they could not be considered to have full autonomy. More importantly, he
comes to recognize that individual or even by some collective exercise of power can
not enforce the control over urban resources. Specifically speaking, he introduces two
significant refinements on his account of urban managerialism. First, he distinguishes
between managers in the private sector and managers in the local states sector and
confines his definition of urban managers to the latter category. Second, he assumes
that actions of local state bureaucrats considerably depend not only on private sector
but also on central government. In other words, according to Pahl, they have to
operate ‘under the constraints imposed by their relations with the private sector and

central government’ (Saunders, 1986, p.125).

Saunders points out that in this way he moves from an analysis of urban managers as
independent variables to ‘one that conceptualizes them as intervening variables
mediating between, on the one hand, the contradictory pressures of private sectors
profitability and social needs, and on the other the demands of central government
and the local population’ (p.125). He, surely, continues to regard the analysis of
actions of local state employees as a useful area of research because urban managers
function as allocators of resources. However, he also states that such an analysis
should also regard the central government and the capitalist economy as the key
variables since the availability of these resources depends heavily on decisions made
by the state and the actors of private sector. He explains the role of urban managers as

intervening variable as such:
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It seems to me that one set of urban managers and technical experts must play
crucial mediating roles both between the state and the private sector and between
central state authority and the local population. Another set of private managers
control access to capital and other resources (Pahl, ‘Managers, technical experts and
the state’, 1977, p.55., in Saunders, p.125).

In his housing classes model, Pahl, rather than the categorization of housing classes in
terms of the current housing situation as Rex and Moore did, gives primacy to access.
Consequently, his identification turns primarily around the question of ownership and
non-ownership and, in this regard, possession of capital comes to the fore as the

central differentiating variable. He identifies following housing classes:

(1) large property owners, public or private;

(2) smaller landlords (e.g. charitable trusts);

(3a) owners of capital sufficient to own their own houses and owning;
(3b) owners of capital sufficient to own their own homes and renting;

(4) those who must rent (Pahl, 1976, p.245; in Lambert et al, 1978, p.7).

Nonetheless, his attempt has been found confusing and incapable of analyzing
housing classes in terms of the access to housing. Moreover, he is criticized to have
identified redundant housing classes. For instance, Lambert argues that as far as
means of access to housing are considered, categories 1 and 2 redundant because
‘they merely specify a means of obtaining capital for consumption of housing while
indicating forms of control over other people’s access to rented housing (categories
3b and 4).” In this sense, he underlines the fact that they are likely to be owners of
capital sufficient to have their own houses and owning (Lambert et al., 1978, p.7). As
a matter of fact, Pahl, in his further elaborations, acknowledges the inadequacy of his

model in some respects.

A similar endeavor to develop an analysis of housing classes in terms of the question
of ownership rather than the present housing tenure have been undertaken by Peter

Saunders. Saunders, in his earlier works, adopted Weberian view that homeownership
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was to be considered as a determinant of class structuration.'” The acknowledgment
that domestic property ownership was a separate means of acquiring wealth under
capitalism formed the basis of his approach. He asserted that, in postwar era, in a
number of western countries, particularly in Britain, ownership of housing has
increasingly provided access to a significant means of wealth accumulation. The
importance of domestic property ownership as a separate source of wealth
accumulation, according to him, lay in the fact that the division between owners and
non-owners gave rise to the distinct pattern of political alignments at the both local
and national levels. While in local level taking the form of conflict over land use, in
national level it was over the questions of housing policy and housing finance
(Saunders, 1984, p.203). Therefore, since housing tenure provided the basis of
political mobilization as real as the one provided by the class divisions rooted in the
sphere of production, divisions resulted from domestic property, he argued, should
not be dismissed as the source of merely ideological ones as Marxist standing

generally did.

In view of that, Saunders identified three housing classes by basing on tenure
distinctions, which in Weberian terms constituted three distinct class situations and it
is only in the last case that housing appears as a pure means of consumption:
landlords who used housing as capital, owner occupier who both derived use value
from his/her house and were able to gain capital from his/her ownership and tenants
who were unable to take any advantage from his/her housing situation'* (Saunders,
1986, p.147; Thorns, 1981, p.707). Before turning to his later formulations, it should

be noted one more that in Saunders classification there was a remarkable opposition

2 Saunders, P. (1978) ‘Domestic property and social classes’, International Journal of Urban and
Regional Research, V.2., pp.233-51; (1979) Urban Politics: a sociological interpretation. London:
Hutchinson.

'3 As it can be understood, these three classes correspond to property classes defined by Weber in
terms of the property ownership by which people generate income, namely, the positively
privileged property classes, the negatively privileged property classes and the middle classes.
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to Rex and Moore’s analysis in the sense that while they focused on the forms of
tenure, his analysis was based on the taking of property ownership as the fundamental

criteria in defining different housing classes.

In his later works, while saving some prominent assumptions, especially those on the
opportunity provided by house ownership for wealth accumulation, Saunders
abandons the viewing housing tenure as the basis for a housing classes system. In this
respect, he puts emphasis not on the possible forms of contribution of domestic
property ownership to a restructuring of class relations any more but on its
contribution to a process of restratification in advanced capitalist societies. He

explains his new position as such:

(S)ocial and economic divisions arising out of ownership of key means of
consumption such as housing are now coming to represent a new major fault line in
British society (and perhaps in others too), that privatization of welfare provisitions
is intensifying this cleavage to the point where sectoral alignments in regard to
consumption may come to outweigh class alignments in respect of production, and
that housing tenure remains the most important single aspect of such alignments
because of the accumulative potential of house ownership and the significance of
private housing as an expression of personal identity and as a source of ontological
security (1984, p.203).

Saunders states that the fundamental faultiness of his previous attempt to take housing
tenure into consideration as the basis of a distinct housing class system lies in two
interrelated points. In the first place, it fails to recognize, he says in Marxist fashion,
that classes are constituted only through the social organization of production and,
hence, to treat consumption-based divisions as a source of class divisions is not
acceptable one. Second point concerns the way in which he conceptualizes the
relation between production and consumption. According to him, they constitute
distinct spheres and the latter is constrained but not determined by the former.
Therefore, since this is the case, it is flawed to integrate housing tenure divisions,
constituted through the consumption processes, into the class analysis, which
necessarily brings, he says in non-Marxist fashion this time, the over-extension of
class analysis. Moreover, another significant implication of his analysis is that the

consumption sphere should not be treated simply in terms of reproduction as in the
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case of Marxist analysis. In sum, the sphere of consumption has the independent
significance and, therefore, the different conceptual tools should be used in analyzing

consumption-centered divisions with regard to production-centered ones (p.206, 217).

These definitions enable him to clarify his main argument that ‘divisions in the sphere
of consumption do not restructure class relations but do crosscut them’ (p.214) and to
specify these divisions he uses the term consumption sectors. According to Saunders,
in view of the fact that the fundamental classes are made up of those who own the
means of production and those who do not, the fundamental division in the
consumption sectors is that between owners of the crucial means of consumption and
non-owners. In other words, for him, the major consumption sectors are constituted
according to ownership situation of individuals in consumption resources. There are
tree further fundamental aspects of this thesis. In the first place, he assumes that class
divisions do not constitute the fundamental axis of social cleavages in contemporary
capitalism any longer. Quite the opposite, consumption sectors ‘represent an
increasingly significant form of social cleavage which may in certain circumstances
come to outweigh class membership in their economic and political effects.” And in
the second place, consumption-based sectoral cleavages should not be regarded as
ideological or status divisions since they reflect divisions of material interest as real
as the class-based ones. And as a final point, consumption-based interests can neither
be viewed as secondary to class interests nor as the foundation for sectoral divisions

which is necessarily corresponding to class divisions (p.208, 206-7).

However, one may argue that there is no substantial difference between his earlier
and later formulations since in both of them housing tenure remains to be treated
separately from production-based class relations; while in the first formulation it is in
the form of housing classes different from production-based ones, in the second case
it takes the shape of analytically separate consumption sector cleavages. As a matter
of fact, although recognizing the faultiness of defining consumption-based divisions

in terms of class formation, Saunders still speaks of the life chances in analyzing
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the objective conditions of material existence provided by the crucial means of
consumption such as housing. He argues that one of the important features of
contemporary capitalism is the increasing significance of individual ownership in the
means of consumption as a determinant of life-chances. That is to say, ownership of
consumption resources enables individual to access to key determinants of life
chances such as mobility or cultural capital (p.209). With regard to housing, one of

the crucial means of consumption, he concludes in a way that:

Housing tenure ... is analytically distinct from the question of class; it is neither the
basis of class formations (as in the neo-weberian tradition) nor the expression of
them (as in the neo-marxist tradition), but is rather the single most pertinent factor in
the determination of consumption sector cleavages. Because such cleavages are in
principle no less important than class divisions in understanding contemporary
social stratification, and because housing plays such a key role in effecting life
chances, in expressing social identity and (by virtue of the capital gains accruing to
owner occupiers) in modifying patterns of resource distribution and economic
inequality, it follows that the question of home ownership must remain as central to
the analysis of social divisions and political conflicts (p.207).

Saunders develops his critiques of Rex and Moore in this conceptual framework. His
first critique is regarding their commitment to Weberian class analysis. As stated in
the first part, one of the unavoidable results of Weber’s specifying class position in
terms of the market position is that there are plural class situations. In Saunders’ own
words, since there are no two individuals who share exactly the same market
situation, the number of potential classes is almost infinite. However, according to
him, Weber’s attempt to bring these different class situations together by virtue of the
term social classes which refers to clusters of similar class situations in terms of
common mobility chances does not solve the problem entirely. He asserts that the
same problem reappears in Rex and Moore in the sense that the way in which they
identify different housing classes is far from being clear. While at the beginning of
Race, Community and Conflict suggesting five housing classes, at the end of the book
and also in other studies they add new ones to their housing classes list. Rex and
Moore’s usage of the concept of housing class is, therefore, problematic (Saunders,

1986, p.140-2).
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Moreover, according to Saunders, one may argues that ‘their theoretical concern lies
not with housing classes, but with different groupings within social classes (for
instance, blacks, women, one-parent families, etc.) who, because of their peculiar
status characteristics, experience greater difficulty in achieving access to certain types
of housing than do other people who are in a similar market position with regard to
the distribution of other types of resources in society’ (1986, p.143). The significance
of this point lies in the fact that if this is the case, it can not be said any longer that
there is something specifically belonging to urban sociology in their work. Rather, it
might be preferable to say that their analysis of inequalities in access to housing

system involves the analysis of the sources of inequality in society.

Saunders’ another significant critique of their approach is concerning their
interpretation of Weber. According to Saunders, the conceptualization of housing
classes is grounded on a misinterpretation of Weberian class analysis. As mentioned
in previous section, while the class position of individuals, for Weber, is specified in
terms of the market position of them, status stratification, on the other hand, is
constituted according to the consumption forms that are represented by private life
styles. To put it in a different way, the distinction between classes and status groups is
one between the life-chances of individuals distributed through the market and the
life-styles of individuals distributed through the consumption of goods and services.
In this respect, Saunders underlines the fact that in contrary to their statements, Rex

and Moore’s housing classes actually correspond to status groups in Weberian view:

Different types of housing tenure are simply different modes of consumption of
housing which may be differently evaluated according to the life-styles associated
with them (p.147).

According to Saunders, another major problem of not only Rex and Moore but also
other similar attempts arises from their failure in explaining the relations of the
housing class system to the general class structure of society. Correspondingly, they
also fail to demonstrate why in analyzing spatial inequalities housing should be

focused as if people’s life chance can be reduced or explicable with only reference
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to housing system. Rather, given that people’s life chances are influenced by different
essential means of consumption, the essential task is to develop a mode of analysis
taking into account all crucial consumption resources which may create considerably
effect on material conditions of people’s life. As stated formerly, according to
Saunders, to achieve this task is only possible by developing a mode of analysis at the

center of which lies the concept of consumption sectors (p.147-8).

2.4 Marxist Approach to Residential Differentiation — the case of David Harvey

The works of neo-Marxist urban theoreticians are based on the large-scale
characterization that relates urban phenomena to the dominant structures of the
advanced capitalist society. They aim to analyze the way ‘cities reinforce, mediate,
and articulate the contradictions of particular modes of production, most particularly
those of the capitalist mode of production’ (Zukin, 1980, p.583). For achieving this,
urban Marxists try to examine the deep-level relation between societal development
and spatial change by applying political economic analysis to the themes of modern
geography. They underline the necessity of raising the urban sociology to the level of
a scientific endeavor and this brings about the urban studies to be a more
interdisciplinary enterprise with a historical perspective. Moreover, historical
analyses enable them to focus on the hegemony of urban forms within social

formations rather than documenting the successive emergence of urban forms (p.579).

David Harvey, one of the most important dedicated Marxist scholars, draws upon
historical materialist method in an attempt to reformulate the concept of urban in a
relational way, so that spatial organization is no longer a subject of study per se, but
is regarded as determined with the social and economic system. He points out that the
two aspects of the city, namely, (i) the built form of the city and (ii) its social
structure should be appreciated as complementary. For him, ‘spatial form and social
processes are different ways of thinking about the same thing’ (Harvey, ‘Social

processes, spatial form and the redistribution of real income in an urban system’,
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1970, in Pritchard, 1976, p.3). The central theme organizing Harvey’s work is that
capitalist society ‘must of necessity create a physical landscape - a mass of humanly
constructed physical resources - in its own image, broadly appropriate to the purposes
of production and reproduction. But ... this process of creating space is full of
contradictions and tensions and that the class relations in capitalist society inevitably
spawn strong cross-currents of conflict’ (Harvey, 1982, p.137). He thus regards the
urbanization to be actively connected to the dynamics of control over nature,
accumulation process, competition and social control and conceives the urban space
as ‘the locus of the accumulated contradictions and therefore the likely birthplace of a

new mode of production’ (Harvey, 1973, p.203).

In Harvey’s model, the process of capital accumulation is the key explanatory factor
in analyzing urban processes under capitalism. He approaches the question of urban
processes through ‘an analysis of capital accumulation in which the switching from
primary to secondary circuits is seen as crucial in determining patterns of investment
in the built environment’ (Saunders, 1986, p.225). In other words, for Harvey, the
capital invested in urban property, construction and financing is created by
overaccumulation in the primary circuit of capital. The unoccupied capital produced
by overaccumulation searches for investment opportunities and finds them in the
secondary circuit of capital, the built environment. With the term built environment
he means the totality of physical structures — houses, roads, factories, offices, sewage
systems, parks, cultural institutions, educational facilities, etc. As it can be observed,
this includes both fixed capital items to be used in production and consumption fund
items to be used in consumption (Harvey, 1982, p.138). Furthermore, because ‘the
built environment both expands and expends capital, it is by definition a fluid and
necessary part of the modern world system’ (Zukin, 1980, p.587-8), in other words,
since it is organically related to the cyclical and secular crises of the capitalist

economy, it provides the historical perspective that urban studies require.
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Although Harvey primarily sees urban processes as dependent on the possibilities for
productive investment in the primary circuit, his dialectical and thus relational
approach enables him to recognize the effect of urban processes themselves on the
primary circuit. For him, there are two fundamental dimensions of these effects. On
the one hand, urbanization processes serves capital to find new areas of productive
investment operating as the means for avoiding a potential crisis of over-
accumulation in the primary circuit. On the other hand, urbanization process
stimulates new demand for the products of this new industrial investment. In other
words, the specificity of urbanization arises from its effect on the increase in demand
for the products of industrial capital (Harvey, 1973, p.240). Then, the built
environment functions as a tool in overcoming the problems encountered by
industrial capital in respect of the creation and realization of surplus value. However,
Harvey also denotes the fact that this does not solve the problems emanated from the
contradictory structure of capital accumulation completely (Saunders, 1986, pp.222-

6). In this respect, he emphasizes that:

Spatial structures are created which themselves act as barriers to further
accumulation. ... Under capitalism there is, then, a perpetual struggle in which
capital builds a physical landscape appropriate to its own condition at a particular
moment in time, only to have to destroy it, usually in the course of a crisis, at a
subsequent point in time (Harvey, ‘The urban process under capitalism’, 1978, in
Saunders, 1986, p.226).

For Harvey, space is the basic condition not only of the production for capital but also
of living for labor. According to Harvey, the relation between labor and the built
environment can be understood in terms of domination of capital over labor. He
discusses that this domination do not simply occur in the work process, but in
consumption sphere as well since production produces both consumption and mode
of consumption (1982, p.141). Through the reorganization of the work process and
the advent of factory system in industrial capitalism, place of work and place of
reproduction and consumption has been separated. According to Harvey, although
‘the dichotomy between [living and working is itself an artificial division that the

capitalist system imposes’, this brings about the separation of the struggle of labor
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into two seemingly independent struggles — struggle in the work place and struggle in
the place of residence (p.138). While the first form of struggle is over the wage rate
and the conditions of work, the second is over the costs and conditions of existence in
the living place. Labor takes part in a series of battle in the living space concerning
creation, management and use of the built environment to protect and enhance its
standard of living. He considers the second form of struggle as the one that both

reflects and somehow conceals the first one:

[Although] conflicts in the living place are ... mere reflections of the underlying
tension between capital and labor ... they stand between capital and labor and
thereby shield the real source of tension from view. The surface appearance of
conflicts around the built environment ... conceals a hidden essence that is nothing
more tﬁan the struggle between capital and labor (Harvey; in Katznelson, 1992,
p-127).

To sum up, while analyzing the relation between labor and the built environment, and
the residential differentiation, he puts emphasis especially on the concept of
reproduction. For him, (i) labor needs built environment ‘as a means of consumption
and as a means for its own reproduction’ and similarly (ii) residential differentiation
is ‘to be interpreted in terms of the reproduction of the social relations within

capitalist society’ (Harvey, 1982, p.137; Harvey, 1985, p.118).

Harvey argues that residential differentiation is ‘produced, in its broad lineaments at
least, by forces emanating from the capitalist production process’ and, therefore, it
would be wrong to suppose that it is the product of the unexpectedly arising
preferences of people (Harvey, 1985, p.123). With respect to this, he suggests that the
development of residential differentiation should be regarded as a pattern that has
conflicting character and reflects many of the contradictions in capitalist society. He

distinguishes certain peculiar characteristics of conflicts that occur in the built

' Ira Katznelson criticizes this way of analysis which she entitles as reflectionist strategy of
correspondence and asserts that there is no reason to give a privileged position to the workplace in
the analysis of class formation (1992). See especially p.129-130.
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environment and views the structure of struggle around the consumption fund for
labor as a struggle seemingly arising ‘out of the inevitable tensions between
appropriators seeking rent, builders seeking profit, financiers seeking interest, and
labor seeking to counter the secondary forms of exploitation that occur in the living

place’ (Harvey, 1982, p.149).

Initially, there is a direct struggle between laborers and landlords over the cost and
quality of housing. While landlords develop strategies and use whatever power in
order to appropriate as much rent as they can from their capital — the housing stock
they own, the labor, on the other hand, will try to limit appropriation and ensure a
reasonable quality of shelter by a variety of strategies such as moving to cheaper sites
or rent controls. Moreover, as another dimension of this struggle, Harvey emphasizes
the capacity of construction interest, which can limit the ability of appropriators of
rent via entering to the market and creating new houses at a lower cost. This can lead
to certain kind of struggles, solution of which will vary in respect of the economic
and political power of laborers and landlords. Furthermore, the structure of conflict,
according to Harvey, get more complex with the ‘natural monopoly’ inherent in
space. In that context, he talks of developments in transportation system that can
affect the rate of monopoly rents, hence, the capacity of landlords to appropriate rents
because this will enable labor to escape from the geographical entrapment, etc

(p.140).

Harvey recognizes a division of interests within the bourgeoisie as well as within the
working class. Indeed, he points out that ‘(i)nternecine conflicts within a class and
faction are ... just as common as conflict between classes and factions’ (p.139).
According to him, ‘certain sections of the capitalist class may often ally themselves
with working class struggles over the consumption fund, and that the working class
itself may be split internally in respect of urban questions. Alliances between capital
and labour are made possible because the consumption demands of the working class

may often be consistent with the economic or political interests of the capitalist
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class as a whole, or of certain sections of it’ (Saunders, 1986, p.227). Moreover, he
argues that the fragmentation of large sections of population into distinctive
communities runs as an obstacle to the working class movement since it serves to
fragment class-consciousness (Harvey, 1985, p.118). In spite of such considerable
factors splitting social classes in respect of urban issues, he, as indicated already,
nevertheless seems to insist upon that urban struggles should be viewed as an
(mediated) expression of the fundamental class struggle between capital and labor on

which the capitalist mode of production is founded:

(T)he overt struggles between landlord-appropriators, builders, and labor ... are to
be seen as mediated manifestations of the deep underlying conflict between capital
and labor. ... From this standpoint it must surely be plain that the separation
between working and living is at best a superficial estrangement, an apparent
breaking asunder of what can never be kept apart. And it is at this deeper level, too,
that we can more clearly see the underlying unity between work-based and
community-based conflicts (Harvey, 1982, p.149).15

"> Harvey, in his another article called ‘Class Structure and the Theory of Residential
Differentiation’, which we also use in analyzing his approach, concludes in a little different way
with respect to residential differentiation. He considers residential differentiation, there, ‘as an
integral mediating influence in the processes whereby class relationships and social
differentiations are produced and sustained’ (1985, pp.123-4).

51



Table 2.1: Social Classes and Spatial Stratification

Definition of Classes

Residential
Differentiation

Housing Question

Weberian Analysis

Rex and Moore

Pahl

With regard to social
relations of exchange

Specified in terms of the
market situation

Class struggle over

the use of houses as

the central process
of the city as a
social unit

Housing classes as
the basis of the
articulation of the
spatial structure
of the city with its
social organization

Identical

Unequal
distribution of
urban scarce
resources including
housing by power
relations

Primacy of access
to housing in
defining housing
classes

Saunders

Saunders

Following Marxist
way of analysis as regards
the definition of classes

Sectoral cleavages
arising out of
property rights in
means of
consumption as real
divisions of material
interest

Home ownership
as the most
pertinent factor in
the determination
of consumption
sector cleavages

Marxist Analysis

Marxist view

With regard to social
relations of production

Specified in terms of the
relations of production

Struggle in the
place of residence
as an mediated
expression of the
fundamental class
struggle

Home ownership
as a source of
subdivisions within
class rather than a
that of separate
class distinctions

Source: Author of thesis.
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CHAPTER III

A HISTORICAL SURVEY IN TURKISH GECEKONDU LITERATURE:
CHANGING WAYS OF STUDYING GECEKONDU SETTLEMENTS

In this chapter, a general review will be made on Turkish gecekondu literature. The aim
of this review is to try to determine the common points that are shared both by the
housing classes theory and its main assumptions on the one hand and the type of
approaches constituting the base of gecekondu studies in Turkey on the other. In other
words, in this chapter, those points in the gecekondu literature supposed as being
corporate with the basic propositions of housing classes theory are tried to be
elaborated. For that reason, it should be noted that the content of evaluations in this

chapter is limited with the themes and subjects that could be related with that theory.

Gecekondu studies performed in Turkey start in 1950s when these areas were mainly
handled around integration problem and were considered as homogeneous areas and the
period reaches an end with the 2000s when the division of gecekondu people and those
who are not gradually becomes non-functional in reading the complex social
stratification and inequalities emerging in the urban geography and also when a
common view that the concept of gecekondu should be deconstructed was strikingly
apparent. From this point on, it is said that the concepts of gecekondu and gecekondu
people do not have any meaning in the analytical sense, although they may still have
meanings in the sociological sense. Indeed, according to some comments, ‘[y]et the
word is so overused that it has all but lost its relevance, conceptual accuracy and
explanatory power... One can even say that this word has become (from the scientific

point of view) counter-productive’ (Pérouse, 2004).
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The gecekondu studies conducted in the course of period of these fifty years are
examined by classifying them into three periods. In the first part, the earliest gecekondu
studies conducted in 1950s and 1960s when the modernization theory was prevailing
paradigm are examined. The gecekondu studies of 1970s when the dependence theory
was prevailing paradigm constitute the subject of second part. As we shall see, the
gecekondu studies of these two periods can be studied within continuity as well. In the
last part, on the other hand, the urban researches studied from 80s up to now are
investigated and the basic characteristics of these studies are tried to be illustrated
through the important studies of this period. Conclusion part aims to determine the
themes and the points within gecekondu studies that are in range of the housing classes
approach and regarded as to be in accordance with the basic hypothesis of this

approach.

5.1 1950s and 1960s: Gecekondu Settlements as the Undifferentiated Districts

As is known, the migration from villages to big cities became rapid in the 1950’s. Two
growth models or development strategies had characterized the capitalist development
that formed the basis of migration and urbanization processes in this period: 1950-60
agriculture-based export oriented growth period and 1960-80 import substitution
industrialization period. Put it briefly, structural changes carried out during 1950s to
modernize agricultural sector and to integrate it into market relations, and supported by
the Marshall Plan, created an excessive population in rural areas more than the need.
This population started to increasingly migrate to big cities dating from 1950s and the
most important result of this process in cities was the striking appearance of
gecekondus and gecekondu population in urban scene. On the other hand in the period
of import substitution industrialization that followed agriculture-based growth model,
an economy politics was held which aimed to increase purchasing power of the wide
social sections and throughout this period relations between the classes in society were
stabilized on the ground of extensive-based class alliances. During these years where

the introvert development model was prevailing, gecekondu poor population that had
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been increasing rapidly in number in cities as a result of the still intensively continuing
migration process fulfilled important functions as the source of cheap labor and

consumer (Erman, 2001; Isik and Pinarcioglu, 2001).

Throughout this period, the relation between urban poors living in the gecekondu
settlements and the state had continuously changed due to economic, social and politic
reasons and at the end state was forced to turn towards more positively relation to the
squatters. The occupation of urban areas by the migrants for the sake of use was met
negatively by state at the beginning. However, the state during these years could not
develop a clear vision and had maintained a tensional relation with gecekondu people.
Meanwhile, the populist policies implemented by governments of that period vis-a-vis
migration process were among the important reasons that prevented taking a definite
position with regard to gecekondu construction. On the other hand, in accordance with
the dominant paradigm of 1950s — modernization theory and the developmental state
understanding, no measures were taken towards unbalanced urbanization as well and
the rapid urbanization process was considered as a tool or way of social and economic

development (Sengiil, 2001; Ozler, 2000).

In the 1960s, however, it was begun to talk in the frame of inner market-based growth
model that building gecekondu to be seen as a positive development since it contributed
to the reproduction of labor-power required by industrialization without drawing
sources from state or capital. As a result, although gecekondu building did not become
an official policy, 1960s were the times when the excluding relation between state and
gecekondu people was replaced by a relation based on compromise. This, on the one
hand, resulted with the provision of urban services to these areas and made it possible
for gecekondu people to demand for property rights on the other. The first law act
through which the existence of gecekondus was recognized by the state was passed
during this period (No.755, 1966). The gecekondu was first defined by the government
as ‘dwellings erected on land and lots which do not belong to the builder, without the

consent of the owner, and without observing the laws and regulations concerning
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constructions and building.” In other words, gecekondu, which literally means landed at

night, ‘refers to houses built overnight where migrants settled’ (Ozler, p.40).

It is possible to observe that the academic definitions developed in this period have
similar features as well and underline the different aspects of gecekondu phenomenon.
For instance, Fehmi Yavuz, in one of his study dated a previous period (1953) as
compared to official definition, defined the gecekondu matter as such: ‘The gecekondu
are hastily erected buildings, lacking most of the times elementary comfort conditions,
not conforming to construction regulations and being developed regardless the land
owner’s rights’. On the other hand, M. Gengay made a definition emphasizing the
illegal status of gecekondus. According to this definition, gecekondu is ‘hastily built
housing, on a land that do not belong to the builder breaking construction laws and
regulations, regardless sanitary and technical requirements and norms’ (in Pérouse,

2004)".

In these years when the modernization paradigm was dominant in social sciences,
academicians basically viewed gecekondu as a temporary fact that appeared in the
process of transition from traditional society to modern one and a phenomenon that
would be wasted away as a result of the social development and the adaptation of
immigrants to urban way of life. The gecekondu people were viewed as individuals
who could not discard their rural culture and traditional relations yet and unable to
adopt urban values and modern life style and, therefore, neither peasants nor citizens. In
spite of this, it was assumed within the framework of teleological and linear

development understanding of modernization theory that the gecekondu area would

"1t should be noted that in gecekondu literature there are also more comprehensive definitions that
do not neglect the social and economic dimensions of the gecekondu phenomenon. For example,
according to Oguz Isik and Melih Pinarcioglu, the main characteristic of this period in respect of the
state-city relations was the drawback of state from the regulation of urbanization and its leaving this
field to spontaneously occurred formal and informal processes; the appearance of gecekondu
settlements should be viewed in this context as well. For authors, gecekondu appeared as the outside-
market solution developed by the immigrant population excluded by the state and formal housing
market to overcome their accommodation problems (p.111-2).
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sooner or later disappear and this social section would finally integrate to city (Erman,
2001; 2004). For example, [brahim Yasa, in his study conducted between 1963-1965 on

the gecekondus of Ankara, asserted that:

The gecekondu family, having one end in the village and the other end in the city,
displays the characteristics of a transitional family ... The gecekondu person, while on
the one hand tries to grow vegetables and trees in his garden like in the village, on the
other hand, hopes to become a worker in factory in the city...When we talk about the
'gecekondu family', we understand an 'unhappy' family which emerged under the
social structural conditions of a particular period and which is expected to disappear
after a while, thus its presence will be short-lived compared to the long history of
society (Yasa, 1970, ‘Gecekondu ailesi: gecis halinde bir aile tipolojisi’, AUSBF
Journal, no 25, p.10,15,17; in Erman, 2001, p.989) (bold emphasis are added).

Another important theme frequently encountered in the gecekondu studies held within
this period is that although gecekondu families easily adopted the urban material
cultural elements, their values did not change in the same speed. In other words, it had
been stated that the integration of gecekondu population to urban life was more difficult
in terms of cultural values and therefore it would take more time. On the other hand, the
residents of gecekondu were defined not only as different from the rest of urban
population, but also as inferior in hierarchy because of their rural tastes and ways of
life. Within the one-way development model from the traditional rural society towards
modern urban one, gecekondu people were defined as the rural and underdeveloped
other. As a result, in the studies of this period, gecekondu population was studied as a
homogeneous group and it was assumed that the main difference separating this group
from other people in the city was their still displaying the rural values (Erman, 2001;

2004).

5.2 1970s: Gecekondu Settlements as the Disadvantaged Districts

In 1970s dominant paradigm of the social sciences was changed and in explaining the
social phenomenon economy-politic oriented approaches gained importance instead of
the evolutionist modernization theory. In this period, dependence theory, which was
consisting of a series of approaches developed against the modernization theory and

attempting to explain the social development on the basis of exploitation and
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inequality on which the capitalist social relations were based on, became effective
(Sengiil, 2001a). Consequently, gecekondu became to be seen as a permanent product
of the urbanization phenomenon experienced in the peripheral countries of the capitalist
system, instead of a temporary phenomenon encountered during the transition period
from traditional to modern. Defining of the gecekondu people was also changed as a
consequence; the gecekondu people were started to be considered as the victims of
conditions instead of the source of problems, and imaged as the exploited and the
disadvantaged section of society. Gecekondu people for scholars were from now on
individuals who were unable to integrate city due to their position created by the
unbalanced development arising out of the capitalist system and who were unable to
receive the urban services and opportunities. It was stated that the gecekondu people
desired to integrate to city; however the structural conditions and the state policies did

not allow it (Erman, 2001; 2004).

On the other hand, political divisions and clashes experienced throughout 1970s and
particularly became more intense in late 1970s showed that the gecekondu people was
not a homogeneous body united around rural culture, rather, it embraced many different
cultures and political views conflicting with each other. In spite of this, studies of this
period, in continuance with the previous period, also considered the population living in
gecekondu as a homogeneous social group migrated to city from rural areas. Another
important continuity line is the handling of gecekondu phenomenon around the
problematic of ability/inability of integrating with the city. However, in contrary to the
studies of the previous period which stressed the traditional culture reproduced in the
city by the gecekondu people as the main obstacle to the integration with the city,
henceforth economic structure based on the inequality and exploitation on which
capitalist social relations leaning were come to the fore as the major cause of this

(Erman, 2001; 2004).

However, it must be noted that although this difference points out a general trend in the

studies performed during those years, it is not a rule. There are many studies
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stressing that cultural and social integration still a significant problem although
substantial distance had been covered in economic integration. In other words, it had
been noted that when seen in terms of economy although a rather advanced integration
had been realized between the gecekondu areas on the one hand and the city and
national economies on the other, it could not be mentioned same intensity in terms of
the social relations and the cultural values (Ayata, 1989, p.104). While in some studies
the community structure in gecekondu areas and the dominance of traditional values
were still considered as the main obstacles to the cultural integration, the notion that the
gecekondu people were being excluded by the urban population had gained importance
as a mode of explanation within the frame of dominant paradigm of that period. For
example, Tans1 Senyapili stated that marginal position of the gecekondu population
observed at the first appearance of gecekondus changed in time, gecekondu people
economically integrated with the society through their participation to the production
and consumption; however, they were not accepted by the urban population in socio-
cultural dimension. The author had also denoted that the economic integration of the
gecekondu people with the city was through the cheap labor power they supplied and

the consumption goods they bought (Senyapili, 1982).

Those studies explaining the problem of integration with the dominance of traditional
values in gecekondu areas stressed the social and cultural differences between the
gecekondu population and the rest of city. According to this, the gecekondu
community, displaying the characteristics of an introverted environment in which face-
to-face and close relations were dominate in opposition to atomizing effects and
anonymous relations of the city, was living within a restricted and closed space in terms
of their relationships with the rest of city. Forming a closed and segregated space of
gecekondu neighborhood was regarded as one of the basic causes behind the having
different value frame of gecekondu population from that of the other sections of
society. As a matter of fact, according to some studies performed in this period, the
problem of cultural and social integration found its most clear expression in the

considering of gecekondu people themselves as separated from the other social
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sections living in the city, which in turn brought about the emerging and continuing of
the division of we and they in the sense map of gecekondu people. For example,
Ibrahim Yasa expressed this emotional structure, which was assumed to be effective
among gecekondu people and to be based on regarding self as separated from others,
with the concept of consciousness of kind (Yasa, 1983, Internal Migration and the
Turkish Gecekondu Family, Ankara: AUSBF Publications, p-168; in Ayata, 1989,
p-104).

As noted above, in the urban studies of this period, gecekondu people were also
considered as a homogenous group, and the assumptions of modernization theory, even
though their influence was reduced, were continued to be used in analyzing the
dynamics of the social differentiation and social change in gecekondu areas. Evaluation
of Kemal Karpat that considered the trends of conflict and tension arising in the
gecekondu areas as a development stemming from the spreading of modern culture and
individualism by basing on the duality of traditional / modern culture can be taken as an

example of this approach:

Gecekondu people are being torn between the culture of traditional community on one
side and the individualism and innovativeness of the city on the other. While the close
relationships established in issues like mutual helping, migration and settling in the
city coming from the traditional culture, the individualist character of self-confidence
and pursuing the success appears as responses to the stimulations of the urban
environment (1976, p.115).

We see in the studies of this period on the urbanization processes in Turkey and
gecekondus as an important aspect of this that apartment and gecekondu housings were
used as two concepts representing the relationships of different social sections with the
city or the different types of social relationships experienced within the city. Sencer
Ayata’s study entitled as the ‘Apartment and Gecekondu as Social Environment’ in
which he analyzed the gecekondu and apartment housings as two different social
environments or neighborhoods is a typical example of this approach. His study
deserves more detailed examination since it is closely related with the problematic of

this study. Moreover, we believe that Ayata’s approach also illustrates the basic
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assumptions that dominate the studies of both periods (such as gecekondu population as
a homogeneous social section and the problem of integration). Ayata, moving from a
set of factor such as the neighborhood relations, solidarity and social control, views the
gecekondu social environment around the concept of community and compares it with
the apartment social environment. According to him, the most fundamental aspect
separating the gecekondu environment from the apartment social environment is the
coincidence of citizenship-based traditional relations with neighborhood relations in the
gecekondu community. In other words, ‘relatives and citizens of the gecekondu family
live within the same neighborhood environment, therefore, relatives and citizens
become their neighbors as well” (1989, p.106). The social environment in gecekondu
areas created by the small community units shapes a restricted, closed, and segregated
social space. In addition to the coincidence of traditional relations with neighborhood,
other elements that characterize this social space are determined as such: a feeling of
solidarity nourished by the dominance of face-to-face relations and taking place of
social relations openly, open or covered competitions and quarrels carrying off the
neighborhood relations from solidarity to conflict or, to put it in a different way, the
status competition occurred within the families and last of all, traditional control
mechanisms and authority relationships maintained by the coincidence of citizen / kin /

neighbor and running through them.

On the other hand, the apartment, in the dualist model dominating the analysis of
Ayata, appears as a social environment in which the values and forms of relations that
represents the opposite of the basic characteristics defining the gecekondu are
crystallized. Put it briefly, apartment is a social environment of freedom where
community restraint and traditional social control are diminished and less coercive
interference on the acts of the individual is prevailing, a neighborhood allowing the
privacy of human relations, a culture that social relations and life do not take place
openly, and in the last place, a social environment where restricted and one-way
neighborhood relations are experienced. This change, revealed itself when turn from

gecekondu to apartment housing, shows that the difference between these two living
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spaces is above all a cultural difference accompanying the spatial change, beyond a
spatial difference. According to Ayata, when the forms of social relationships emerging
in these two separate neighborhoods and experienced on the basis of a cultural
difference are compared in respect of the community relations and individual, it is seen

that:

Gecekondu is community: it is solidarity, unity, personal relationships, closeness,
warmth, sincerity, face-to-face relationships, being missed and protected, a hand for
help, sharing. Gecekondu is community: it is interference, nosiness, control, pressure,
torture, gossip, envy, hierarchy, being restricted, and dependence. Apartment is
loneliness, indifference, not caring who is doing what, differentiating, being different,
being not similar, coldness, formality, being avoided, being humiliated, it is new,
alien, and self-making. Apartment is freedom, privacy, individualism and decreasing
traditional control (p. 123).2

5.3 1980s and 1990s: Gecekondu Areas as the Differentiated Districts and

Gecekondu People as the Urban Poor

The studies considering the gecekondu people as a homogeneous social section were
replaced in 1980s and 1990s by studies that underlined the ethnic and sectarian

differentiating within the gecekondu areas. In gecekondu studies, it was started to be

* In the studies performed in later periods, the concepts of gecekondu and apartment were also used
in a similar context. For example, Isik and Pinarcioglu, in their study named ‘Poverty in Turns’
which we analyze below, examine the relations of urban poors and middle classes with the city in the
period before 1980 under the titles of gecekonduzation and apartmentalisation, respectively.
According to the authors, the apartmentalisation phenomenon in Turkey ‘can be considered as a
union of power, a kind of solidarity relationship developed by the middle classes in order to cope
with the problems created by the process of urbanization’ (p.104). Middle classes were able to find
the possibility of playing an important role on the formation of the city and urban processes thanks to
this unique solidarity relationship. In addition, the apartmentalisation phenomenon had also played a
fundamental role on these sections’ joining to the class alliances that had emerged during the import
substitution period. In other words, apartmentalisation is a very fundamental phenomenon in terms
of both its role on the increasing of welfare of the urban middle classes, and its importance in the
ways of participating of these sections in the political equations of that period (p.102-4). However, it
should be noted again at that point that Isik and Pinarcioglu, unlike Ayata, consider the gecekondu
and the apartment as different forms of relations of different social sections with the city and they
make this in a different way from those approaches that are based on considering a set of double
concepts like traditional/modern or community/individual as the opposite of each other and that also
evaluate the distinction of gecekondu/apartment in this context. Secondly, although the study of
Ayata dates to a later period from the period we study under this part, it is still suitable to classify in
this part in regard of the approach dominating his analysis.
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recognized that gecekondu neighborhoods consisted of different groups from different
regions of the country, having different cultures and beliefs, and different political
views, being in conflict within themselves, and the identities such as Alevi/Sunni,
Kurdish/Turkish, or Islamic started to be used in this context (Erman, 2001; 2004). This
development can be evaluated as the reflection of the division of network relations,
which were conspicuous with the characteristics of solidarity before 1980, on the basis
of certain factors such as ethnic origin and language through 1980s and 1990s and
spreading of the more hierarchic relations among the urban poors. For example, Ayse
Giines-Ayata in her study performed on the identity problem in gecekondus stated that
citizenship should be evaluated not only as a solidarity network operating in finding a
job or meeting the requirements of accommodation, but also as a mechanism of
obtaining an identity in the city, dominated by the anonymous relations and a
heterogeneous cultural structure. She also stated that citizenship represented the identity
developed on the basis of unity of religion and origin, and that the differences like
Alevi/Sunni were of definitive importance in the formation of citizen groups. In
addition, she noted that gecekondu neighborhoods were fragmented totality by citizen
groups and this fragmentation could sometimes bring about the disagreements and

political divisions that could reach the level of hostility. According to Ayata:

Citizenship ... becomes for women and especially for men a tool regulating the
relationships and classifying the heterogeneous urban culture in the universe of city
involving irregular and amorphous relations. Therefore, they obtain an identity and a
tool for regulating their relationships with strangers. Citizenship divides the unknown
world into parts that can be regulated and by this way acts as a mediator between an
amorphous and irregular external world and the migrating population. While one
aspect of this is the features stemming from the origin like religion and language,
another very important one is an obtained identity (1990/91, p.98).

In this period, another development accompanying the emphasizing of heterogeneity
and differences in gecekondu areas instead of the common origins and homogeneity
was the emerging of the concept of urban poors in defining the gecekondu population.
In this context, in the studies of those years, arguments about the socio-economic
differences within migrated population and about the emergence of stratifications

trends in which solidarity and network relations had effective roles began to gain
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importance. For example, Sema Erder, in her study performed to examine the
articulation forms of the groups migrating to big cities and settling the new zones of the
city to the job and housing markets, stated that some migration groups succeeded in job
and housing markets and some of those who were unsuccessful either went back to

their own lands or formed the new poors of the city.

Erder, in addition, developed a triple classification by virtue of the network relations
and types of mobility of the households. According to this, the establisher and first
migrants that had obtained an active position in job and housing markets through using
all kinds of networks constitute the rising households. Those households having
sufficient possibilities to make a livelihood for themselves and their families and
keeping on introvert living constitute the second group. The last group, on the other
hand, is the households that are either poor already or that gradually become poorer.
According to Erder, ‘the difference of this group from the previous one is that they
have been left to isolation outside their own wishes and will. In this difficult
environment where the line separating the poverty from richness is very thin, some
households can remain outside the network relations even if they have citizens. In this
group, there are the poors who had recently migrated; who had migrated in an adult age
without any skills; heads of household who had suffered workplace accidents and left
crippled; widows; households who did not succeed in job or isolated from citizenship

relations’ (1995, p.118).

Oguz Isik and Melih Pinarcioglu, in their book named ‘Poverty in Turns’, in which they
analyzed the poverty in the section living in the peripheries of the city and articulating
to the city with illegal constructions, reached similar findings. One of the main theses
of the authors is that the poor section in the cities should not be considered as a

homogeneous group®; on the contrary, there is segregation potential among urban poors

3 There is no need to say that similar results were obtained in numerous studies performed in this
period. For example, Oguz Isik and Murat Giiveng, in their empiric study ‘Reading Istanbul: An
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especially since 80s. Authors stated that the type of poverty in Turkey consisted of the
former poors trying to hold within the system, and developed the concept of poverty in
turns to analyze the differentiating dynamics in this section and unequal power
relationships that constitute the basis of this. Poverty in turns is a partnership system
developed by the urban poors after 80s and based on the unequal power relations. This
system defines a cyclic process in which the poverty is hand over to the generations
coming to the city later. In this frame, poverty in turns is a network of relations that
enables for one group within the urban poors to increase its wealth through others and
become richer, and to hand their poverty over to these unprivileged groups. In other
words, it is the ‘unequal power relationships established by particularly the informal
sections of the society between themselves and that provides the possibility of

becoming richer through each other’ (2001, p.37).

The point where the poverty in turns strategy is fired is the increasing urban rants and
the process of obtaining the urban rants. The important aspect of this process is the
overlapping of the culture and class, and the interaction between them. Poverty in turns
is a class-based process in the sense of being a strategy attempted by the urban poors in
order to exist within the city life. However, this classing is being effective within a
dynamic process nourished by the cultural bases, and complex types of relationships
where economical positions overlap with cultural identities are taken place during this
process (2002, p.81). Isik and Pinarcioglu in a paragraph containing all these

dimensions, define the poverty in turn as follows:

. what we mean with poverty in turns is the creation of survival strategies by the
urban poors thanks to the network relations nourished by all kinds of local resources,
implementation of these strategies through the groups coming after them, and handing
over the poverty to them in some way or other. When some of the gecekondu people
finds another section to whom they can hand their poverty, they can get rid of their
poverty and even get rich; and sections that the poverty is handed over can reach a

attempt of Analysis With Regard to the Status-Housing Differentiation’, in which they analyzed the
urban social geography of Istanbul, reached results supporting the evaluations that gecekondu areas
were not homogeneous areas.
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certain living standard even if lower and carry the hopes of participating in a new land
invasion tour on which they could hand their poverty to. The success in this process is
provided through the network relations that ensure the dynamism on cultural basis.
That is to say, economic activity increases its activity on cultural basis but at the same
time, the degree of the economic success affects the cultural formations in the basis of
networks (p. 49).

Although the network relations on which the poverty in turn strategy depends is an
extension of the solidarity relations established between the urban poors before 1980,
these relations turned into a hierarchical configuration after 1980 and in this framework
differentiation tendencies based on unequal power relations came to the fore among
urban poors. According to authors, poverty in turns in this sense must be considered as
an expression of the degree that differentiation and segregation in the informal sections
and among urban poors had reached in 1980s and 90s (p. 158). Similar to the study of
Ayata examined above, Isik and Pinarcioglu stressed the cultural role of ethnic origin

and religious sects in this segregation:

[Poverty in Turns] is a strategy that uses the local actives like fellow citizenship,
Islam, Alevism, or ethnic origin in establishing the solidarity networks, and that allows
the participators to earn money through each other (2001, p.41).

5.4 Conclusion and Evaluation

In the studies performed before 1980, we see that gecekondu areas are conspicuous
through their unifying features, and that they are treated as homogenous urban areas.
The image of the gecekondu people standing in a position between rural and urban
dwellers as transitional social type, and belonging to neither of them in 1950s and 60s,
was replaced in 70s by disadvantaged people trying to survive in the city life structured
around capitalist social relations. However, as mentioned in previous parts, there are
also symptoms that allow considering the studies of both periods in continuity. The
apparent weight of the notion of inability of integration with the city is one of the most
important aspects of these symptoms. However, the problem of integration had become
visible in the studies of these periods with partially different dimensions as parallel to
the paradigm changes in social sciences. In spite of this, as indicated by the concept of

integration, the idea that the population unable to integrate with the city constitutes a
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homogeneous and undifferentiated social section dominated by the rural characteristic
maintained its central importance in these years, as well. In this context, the concepts
such as solidarity networks, consciousness of kind, community structure, traditional
values and gecekondu neighborhood had played a privileged role in the set of concepts
used by these studies. Again in this context, the concepts such as urban values, modern
way of life and apartment culture were used to define those relationships and values
that are assumed to constitute the opposite side of gecekondu. Within this frame, it is
possible to postulate that the studies conducted in this period are in accordance with
one of the main assumptions of housing classes approach that the people residing in
specific housing type would form a community and have in common a way of life (see

above Karpat, Yasa, Ayata).

One of the important characteristics of urbanization dynamics in Turkey especially after
1980 is that the poors living in gecekondu areas were included in urban rants. This
development both accelerated the urban transformation processes in the gecekondu
areas, which is still an on going process of today’s cities, and made it difficult to
consider gecekondu areas as the homogeneous urban districts. Differentiation and
segregation dynamics arising within the gecekondu areas themselves in this period
brought about the fact that the relations between gecekondu and urban poverty gained a
new dimension. Commercialization of the gecekondus and the social mobility
opportunity provided by this phenomenon to certain groups together with other factors
created highly dynamic urban areas. In this context, as mentioned above, the urban
scholars of this period underlined the differentiation and segregation dynamics within
the urban poors themselves. Those criterions such as ownership of durable consumption
goods and status differences arising from the housing or land ownership were
extensively used in order to analyze the stratification trends within urban poors
themselves, and the distribution of wealth indicators were examined by virtue of them.
In this regard, it is possible to state that the other crucial assumption of housing classes

approach that individuals’ life chances are very restricted to their positions in the means
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of residence appears implicitly or explicitly in the studies of this period as well (see

above Erder and, Isik and Pinarcioglu).
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CHAPTER IV

HOUSING GROUPS IN A DISTRICT OF ANKARA CITY:
BURC DISTRICT - SENTEPE

4.1 Conceptual Framework and Design of the Case Study

As we have seen the housing classes theory, which we have examined in Chapter I and
tried to trace the impacts on the way of analyses dominating Turkish gecekondu
literature in Chapter II, puts forward the hypothesis that different groups with regard to
the possession of housing property and the housing type they reside in become
segregated from one another and work out their own community style of life. This case
study is structured from the point of view of housing classes approach and conducted in
a district of Ankara City that composes both gecekondu and apartment types of housing
and, by this way, it is aimed to examine the relevance of this approach in understanding
the way in which residential differentiation has an effect on social structure of city. In
view of that, during this case study, two fundamental questions related with each other
are tried to be answered. The first one is whether the picture arising from the private
housing property, which is regarded as social consumption domain, is parallel to the
social stratification; in other words, whether it causes residential inequalities which cut
across traditional forms of social stratification as housing classes theories argue. The
second question is whether gecekondu and apartment as different housing types
constitute the base of different social environments beyond their physical differences.
As it can be understood, these two questions are derived from two basic assumptions of
housing classes theory. First one is derived from the assumption that individuals’ life

chances are very restricted in the housing to which they could get access whereas
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second one is from the one that the groups who could get access to specific house

resources would form a community.

In this chapter, the term life chances will be referred to the opportunities of an
individual in realizing his/her goal in social action. As it has been discussed in chapter
one, in Weberian approach, these opportunities reflect the outcomes of the distribution
of power in society and the ownership of property with the disposal over goods and
services in the marketplace constitute the two basic causal component of life chances.
The concept of life chances covers many aspects of social life such as chances for
educational attainment, health, material reward, status mobility etc. and in this study it
is taken as to refer following variables: education, income, health, employment status,
social security, leisure activities and consumption pattern (Marshall, 1998, p.368). On
the other side, the concept of community concerns a particularly constituted set of
social relationships based on what the participants have in common. Community may
be characterized by self-sufficiency, kinship, consciousness of kind, common life-styles
and various intensive types of social interaction (Marshall, p.97). As stated above, the
second question of this study —whether there are outstanding characteristics of life
styles of individuals who have same housing situation and if so whether these embody
the base of different communities— is regarding community. In order to find out answer
of this, formal and informal networks, migration pattern and residential mobility of

households are analyzed under the ‘Community Relations and Way of Life’ title.

In this context, similarities and differences of housing groups defined on the basis of
housing possession (owner-occupiers and tenants) and diverse housing types
(gecekondu and apartment) are analyzed in this chapter. Therefore, following two
variables has been taken as independent: (i) ownership of housing property and (ii)
housing type. Dependent variables, on the other hand, are developed as two sets and
while first set is designed to be able to measure life-chances, the other is devoted to

investigate the community relations of different housing groups. If we sketch these
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variables, it could be as follow:

Independent Variables Dependent Variables
Life Chance ‘ Way of Life
Ownership of Housing Property Education Migration Pattern
Health Residential Mobility
Housing Type Income Formal and
Employment Informal Networks

Social Security
Leisure

Consumption pattern

4.2 Selecting Survey Area

Selecting a survey area consistent with the research subject of this case study was the
fundamental phase of the design of the study and it is useful to state that this procedure
was much more difficult and complex than first plans. As required by the conceptual
framework that directs the study and the basic propositions of research, survey area
should be in the process of the urban transformation. In other words, it should have the
dynamic structure for housing situations as compared to the more settled and
established areas of the city. The most important reason for this was that in an urban
area having such characteristics, it could be possible to observe the way ownership of
housing property affects the life chances of those people living in this place. In other
words, such an area may facilitate the understanding and evaluation of the relations and

interactions between the spatial and social stratifications.

Another point considered in the selection of survey area was that gecekondu and
apartment should not be spatially separated and both of them should constitute a
particular urban environment. Because, in such an area, the differences between diverse
residential communities, one of which was dominated by gecekondu while other by
apartment, and the conflict arising from these differences could be observed. As a
result, it was considered that the survey area should have heterogeneous characteristics

in terms of social stratification and should have dynamic structure with which urban
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transformation process could be observed.

In the frames of these criteria, it was decided that Sentepe quarter in Yenimahalle was a
consistent area for such a study. In the process of deciding, Giiveng’s study on the
spatial differentiation of Ankara City with regard to status-income was also used.
Sentepe is both an old quarter of Yenimahalle and constitutes an urban area that enables
to observe the new dynamics of urban developments. Basing on our researches
concerning Sentepe quarter, three possible districts were distinguished: (i) Yiikseltepe
district, (ii) Baristepe district and (iii) Bur¢ district. However, by means of the
information gathered from mukhtar (the elected head of a neighborhood) and from
other data sources, we came to point that carrying out a research in Burg district would
be more appropriate for the basic themes of the research and for answering the

fundamental questions directing the study.

Map 4.1: Survey Area
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Map 4.2: Housing Types in Survey Area

4.3 Methodology of the Case Study

In this study, both qualitative and quantitative methods are employed. The main data of
the case study has chiefly gathered from questionnaires and also deep interviews held
between July 2004 and October 2004. Questionnaire is composed of five parts; (A)
General Information on Members of Household: demographic data, household
structure, employment, education and social security status of household members are
questioned in this section; (B) The Socio-Economic Structure of Household: this part
issues the employment and occupational structure, and working conditions of head of
household. Moreover, there are sets of questions to measure income level and
consumption pattern of household; (C) Head of Household: in this part, birthplace,
native land, migration experiences and patterns, formal and informal networks, political
preferences and reproduction activities of head of household are questioned; (D)
Housing and District: this part questions especially the position in the housing market,
the basic characteristics of the living space and the social relations in the neighborhood;

(E) Gender: in this part, the position of women in labor market, the role of women in
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household and in survival strategies, and gender relations in neighborhood and, in
general, in living space are questioned. Questionnaires has been interviewed with the
heads of household except for Part E which is interviewed with the wives of head of

households and female head of households.

Besides, in Part D, different questions were designed for apartment and gecekondu
tenures. In other words, different questions were utilized for tenures of different
housing types in terms of physical quality of houses, neighboring and community
relations of tenures and their perception of their social position on the basis of housing
type they occupied (See Appendix A for questionnaire designed for gecekondu tenures
and Appendix B for Part D of questionnaire of apartment tenures). Questionnaire
includes both closed and open-ended questions. Cluster sampling technique was used
for questionnaire study. The number of questionnaires per sample housing groups was
distributed homogeneously to be able to compare the similarities and differences
between housing groups. In total, 64 households were chosen to be interviewed and this
ratio represents the 1.7 percent of total household number in Burc district (3670
households — information taken from mukhtar/2004 records). Below is the number of

questionnaires per housing groups:

Table 4.1: Number of Questionnaires by Housing Groups

Gecekondu Apartment Total
Owner Occupier 16 16 32
Tenant 16 16 32
Total 32 32 64

In-depth interviews have provided the other sets of data, which could not have been
reached by questionnaires. From each housing type, two interviewees (a man and a
woman) have been selected for in-depth interviews. Nevertheless, we could implement
only three of them because, in spite of visiting again and again, no man residing in
apartment housing accepted our interview demand. Interviewees were questioned in
detail in terms of social mobility and social networks, the way they perceived their

social position, their everyday experiences with their next-door neighboring in their
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living place, etc. The interviews of gecekondu residents were made by camera,
nonetheless, woman residing in apartment housing did not permit to interview by any
picture or sound recording device and, therefore, her interview was recorded by note
taking method. In addition to the material collected from the questionnaire and in-depth
interview, to get further information about other characteristics of district such as
population and ethnic structure, mukhtar was also interviewed. Castings of these in-

depth interviews are presented in Appendices C.

4.4 Problems Encountered in the Field Research and Limitations of the Findings

We faced certain difficulties during the field research. It was observed that many of the
households in the studied district had spent their summer times in their native country
and this brought about difficulties in performing study. Therefore, it had been
necessitated to expand the survey field. Another difficulty was related to the timing of
the study. The study should be performed out of the working hours since questionnaire
was made up of the questions designed both for the heads of the households and their
wives. However, in some cases, heads of household and their wives were interviewed
in different hours or even in different days in order to perform the study in time. And
finally, it is also necessary to state that getting information about ethnic origin and
religious denomination of households was much more difficult as compared to other
topics. We learned in the subsequent days of the study process that our eagerness about
these topics had caused disquiet in the district and we realized that some gossips had
started, concerning our looking for certain people belonging to definite ethnic origin or

religious denomination.
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4.5 Findings

4.5.1 Housing Groups

As formerly stated, aim of this study is to evaluate whether housing is a resource that
affects individuals’ life chances and whether it is possible to speak of a stratification
where housing is a defining variable. For the sake of this study, housing situation is
taken as independent variable and four groups have been determined on the basis of
housing type and housing possession: gecekondu tenants, gecekondu owner-occupiers,
apartment owner-occupiers and apartment tenants. Nonetheless, housing possession
structure is more complex than the picture these basic distinctions draw. In this regard,

table 4.2 is designed to exhibit the housing possession structure in detail.

It is obvious that there is variety of positions in housing market with respect to housing
possession. The indicators in the table also enable us to put formerly that the studied
housing groups are not homogenous and undifferentiated in themselves. In spite of this,
there is a clear distinction between being owner and non-owner and it is possible to
state that the line of distinction passes between the owner-occupiers and tenants.
Housing is an expensive commodity and the average housing prices (51.25 billion TL)
in Burc District is approximately six times of average annually income of households
(8.28 billion TL). This ratio demonstrates that there is a big gap between non-owners
and owners, and owners have a remarkable advantaged position in the housing market
in regard of the ability to access housing possession. On the other hand, the way owners
acquired their houses deserves to spend some words on. Among gecekondu owners,
only 31.3 percent of tenures acquired their houses through housing market. 50.0 percent
of gecekondu housings had been built by tenures themselves and rest of them (18.8 %)
were inherited. On the other hand, 68.8 percent of apartment housings were bought by
occupiers and the rest were acquired by landownership. In other words, 31.3 percent of
apartment tenures had been the owner-occupiers of gecekondu in Burg District. The

apartment housings were built on the gecekondu lands either by contractors in return of
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certain number of flat to landowners (12.5 percent of apartment owner occupiers) or by

landowners themselves (18.8 percent of apartment owner occupiers). This also explains

why 31.3 percent of apartment owner-occupiers posses more than one houses.

Table 4.2: Position of Households in the Housing Market by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Housing Possession Status

Gecekondu

Apartment

Owner

Tenant .
Occupier

Owner

. Tenant
Occupier

Non-Owner

Non-Owner + Having Attempts/Plans to Own a
House

Non-Owner + Having Attempts/Plans to Own Two
Houses

Non-Owner + Having Attempts/Plans to Own Three
Houses

Owning Share of a House, paying rent

Owning Share of a House, not paying rent

Owning Share of a House, not paying rent + Having
Attempts/Plans to Own a House

Owning a House

Owning a House + Having Attempts/Plans to Own
One Other
Owning a House + Having Attempts/Plans to Own
Two Other

Owning Two Houses

Owning Two Houses + Having Attempts/Plans to
Own One Other

Owning Two Houses and Share of a House + Having
Attempts/Plans to Own One Other

Owning Three Houses

Owning Eight Houses + Having Attempts/Plans to
Own One Other

81.3 % (13)

6.3% (1)
6.3 % (1)

6.3 % (1) ---

63 % (1)
18.8 % (3)
31.3% (5)
25.0 % (4)
63 % (1)
63 % (1)

- 6.3 % (1)

62.3 % (10)

--- 31.3 % (5)

56.3 % (9) -

12.5 % (2) ---

125 % (2)

6.3 % (1) ---

6.3 % (1) -

6.3 % (1) ---

Total

100 % (16) 100 % (16)

100 % (16)

100 % (16)

Source: Field Research

Total population of households in our sample is 263 — 47.5 percent is apartment tenants
(125 persons) and 52.5 percent is gecekondu tenants (138 persons). Average household
size of total sample is 4.0 persons per household. When it is evaluated on the basis of
housing types, it is observed that there is slight difference between apartment and
gecekondu types of housing, respectively 3.9 persons and 4.3 persons. When taken in
respect of home ownership status, alternatively, tenants with 4.4 persons per household

have remarkable differences from the owner-occupiers (3.8). Furthermore, as it is
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figured out in table below, among four housing groups, the highest average size of

household is that of gecekondu tenants.

Table 4.3: Main Demographic Indicators by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant

Average Household Size 4.8 3.9 3.9 3.9
Household Size

1 --- 18.8 % (3) --- ---

2 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1) -

3 6.3 % (1) 25.0 % (4) 31.3 % (5) 37.5 % (6)

4 31.3 % (5) 25.0 % (4) 31.3 % (5) 37.5 % (6)

5 25.0 % (4) 6.3 % (1) 25.0 % (4) 25.0 % (4)

6 + 31.3 % (5) 18.8 % (3) 6.3 % (1) ---
Number of Families per
Household 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.0
Average Age of 24.6 34.1 30.0 223
Population
Main Age Distributions

0-14 333 % 20.6 % 23.8 % 37.1 %

15-64 64.1 % 73.0 % 73.0 % 62.9 %

65 + 2.6 % 6.3 % 32 % 0 %
Family Type
Nuclear Family" 81.3 % 62.5 % 93.8 % 100 %
Extended Family" 6.3 % 12.5 % 6.3 % ---
Broken Nuclear Family* 63 % 18.8 %
Broken N. F. + Relative(s) 6.3 % 6.3 % --- ---

* Husband-Wife / Husband-Wife and Single Child(ren).

¥ Nuclear Family and Married Child(ren)

* Husband or Wife / Husband or Wife and Single Child(ren)

Source: Field Research

Following table illustrates the demographic data about heads of household. Among the
64 interviewed head of households, seven are female. It is interesting to observe that all
female heads of household are living in gecekondu and majority of them (6) is
gecekondu owner-occupiers. Furthermore, while six of them are widowed, one is
married and she was introduced herself as head of household probably due to her
husband’s health problems (paralysis). The existence of female heads of household
explains the reason why the indicators of sex and marital status of heads of household

and family type exhibited in Table 4.4 has certain differences when the gecekondu

housing type is compared with the apartment.
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Table 4.4: Age, Marital Status and Sex of Heads of Household by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
Average Age of Hade of
Houseﬁol 1 & 41.1 52.8 46.9 36.1
Marital Status of Head of
Household
Married 87.5 % 68.8 % 100 % 100 %
Widowed 6.3 % 31.3 % - -
Separate 6.3 % --- --- ---
Sex of Head of Household
Male 93.8 % 62.5 % 100 % 100 %
Female 6.3 % 37.5 % - -

Source: Field Research

4.5.2 Life Chance

4.5.2.1 Education Level

In defining the life chances of individuals, education is an important variable. In this
context, from the point of view of housing classes approach, which argues that
individuals’ life chance is restricted to the housing to which they could get access, it is
expected that the education level of tenures of same housing situation would present a
similar pattern and would be different with respect to others. In that context, in the case
of Bur¢ District, when the average education duration of tenures above 15 years old are
considered, there observed certain differences between the gecekondu and apartment
dwellers as indicated in Table 4.5. Also it is the case with respect to education level of
heads of households. There are significant differences especially between tenants of
gecekondu and apartments. For example, there is no university or higher education
graduated within head of households of gecekondu tenants whereas no illiterate has

recorded among the head of households of tenants of apartments.
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Table 4.5: Average Education Duration of Household Population over Fifteen Years Old, Education
Level of Heads of Household and of Partners of Heads of Household by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment

Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
Average Education 59 6.7 31 36
Duration (years)
Education Level of Head
of Households
Tlliterate 6.3 % 18.8 % 6.3 % ---
Literate --- 6.3 % 6.3 % ---
Primary School 75.0 % 37.5 % 37.5 % 43.8 %
Secondary School 12.5 % 6.3 % 18.8 % 313 %
High School 6.3 % 18.8 % 18.8 % 12.5 %
Occupational High School - 6.3 % - 6.3 %
University --- 6.3 % 12.5 % 6.3 %
Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %
Education Level of
Partners of Head of
Households
Illiterate 37.5 % 18.2 % 18.8 % ---
Literate --- 18.2 % --- ---
Primary School 64.3 % 54.5 % 31.3 % 56.3 %
Secondary School - 9.1 % 18.8 % 18.8 %
High School - - 25.0 % 25.0 %
University --- --- 6.3 % ---
Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %

Source: Field Research

Moreover, table above explicitly demonstrates that there are also certain differences
between the education levels of partners of head of households with regard to different
housing groups. In parallel to that of head of households, the partners who reside in
apartments have higher education level. As a result, it is obvious that apartment tenures
have advantaged position in terms of education among the interviewees. Nonetheless,
on the basis of housing possession, it is not possible to construe that either tenants or

owner-occupiers are privileged with respect to other in the education level they had

acquired.
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To be able to make more wide-ranging evaluation on this matter, it is also necessary to
look at the relation between age distribution and education level. Table 4.6 exhibits this
relation via housing type. According to this, as the age of heads of household increases,
the education level of head of households decreases with some exceptions. As we have
examined, the population reside in apartments are younger than that of gecekondu. At
that point, the assumption that younger population; namely, second generation have
more chance to reach education opportunities seems to be valid in our case as well. To
illustrate, heads of household of apartment tenures have higher education especially the

ones between the age of 30-59 than that of gecekondu.

Table 4.6: The Relation Between Age Distributions of Heads of Household and Education Level by
Housing Types

Age Distributions
Gecekondu % 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ Total
Illiterate - - - 3.1 9.4 12.5
Literate - - - - 3.1 3.1
Primary School 3.1 18.8 18.8 9.4 6.3 56.3
Secondary School --- 3.1 6.3 --- --- 9.4
High School --- 3.1 6.3 3.1 - 12.5
Occupational High School - 3.1 - --- --- 3.1
University --- --- --- --- 3.1 3.1
Total 3.1 28.1 31.3 15.6 21.9 100
Apartment % 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ Total
Illiterate - - - - 3.1 3.1
Literate --- --- --- 3.1 --- 3.1
Primary School 6.3 15.6 9.4 3.1 6.3 40.6
Secondary School 6.3 6.3 9.4 3.1 - 25.0
High School - 9.4 3.1 3.1 - 15.6
Occupational High School - - 3.1 - - 33
University — 3.1 3.1 3.1 — 9.4
Total 12.5 34.4 28.1 15.6 9.4 100

Source: Field Research

The interesting point here is that the age group who has the lowest average education
level is that of 20-29 when compared to older ones. It can be postulated that this is
emanated from the moving of the tenures having adequate marketable skills to the more
desirable sites of the city, which results in sustaining of the class structure of that site.
In other words, increase in education level results in social mobility, which is usually
accompanied by geographic mobility (Rex and Moore, 1967, p.230). On the other hand,
the tenures both residing in gecekondu and apartment with higher education level are

mostly owner-occupiers (66.7 % of high school and university graduates are owner-
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occupiers). Below is the table demonstrating the generational differences of education

level of tenures.

Table 4.7: Education Level of Heads of Household, of Fathers of Heads of Household and
Schooling Ratio of Children by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment

Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
Education Level of
Fathers’ of Head of
Households
Nliterate 56.3 % 50.0 % 37.5 % 6.3 %
Literate 6.3 % 18.8 % 6.3 % 25.0 %
Primary School 37.5 % 25.0 % 50.0 % 68.8 %
Secondary School -—- 6.3 % 6.3 % ---
Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %
Education Level of Head
of Households
Nliterate 6.3 % 18.8 % 6.3 % ---
Literate - 6.3 % 6.3 % -
Primary School 75.0 % 37.5 % 37.5 % 43.8 %
Secondary School 12.5 % 6.3 % 18.8 % 313 %
High School 6.3 % 18.8 % 18.8 % 12.5 %
Occupational High School - 6.3 % --- 6.3 %
University --- 6.3 % 12.5 % 6.3 %
Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %
Schooling Ratio of
Children Between the 81.1 % 93.3 % 100 % 92.3 %

_Ages of 6 and 17.

Source: Field Research

When the education level of fathers of heads of household is considered, it is possible
to say that there is a considerable relation between the education level of head of
households and their parents. The ratios obviously demonstrate that all head of
households, in accordance with their parents’ educational level, more or less exceeds
their parents in respect to the education facilities they have accessed. Table 4.7 also
exhibits the schooling ratio of children and it is possible to observe similar pattern. At
that point it should be reminded that unlike the analysis of the educational level of
households or their partners which can present the index of achieved life chances, it is
that of children which renders possible to observe possible effect of housing situation
on the individual’s life-chances. Totally speaking, in survey area, ten children are
recorded, who do not attend to school. Seven of them are the children of households
residing in the gecekondu as tenant. Among them there is one girl who is not allowed

by her parents by basing on traditional justifications. In the case of others, the main
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reason is said to be economic. It is remarkable that while they are economic reasons
that prevent children of gecekondu tenants from attending to school, in the case of
children of gecekondu owner-occupier and that of apartment tenants it is said to be their
own choice to leave the school, apart from one boy who could not attend to school due

to his health problem.

The final and significant aspect of education to be discussed here in this context is that,
as Rex and Moore argues, school is the only one institution which each family, by law,
must become part of. This compulsory contact and uniform treatment of all groups
within the schools is important since schools are agent of socialization in terms of
teaching certain values and attitudes (Rex and Moore, p.230). Erder (2001) agrees with
this argument and takes school as the one of the over-local institutions that is important
for public life. Beside, the point Erder’s and Rex and Moore’s studies interestingly
underline is that the schools in that sort of areas do not become agents of change except
for a very small minority. The evaluations and words of the residents in survey area can
be taken as a view that verifies those definitions. Moreover, one of the most important
points underlined by many of them during the interviews is related with the problem of
social exclusion. For example, Mrs. A., one of the interviewees, stresses the fact that
the residents of gecekondu areas are discriminated in terms of education because of

their disadvantaged positions in social stratification. According to her:

a child in a gecekondu who is having education can’t be registered to [a school in]
Yenimahalle or Etlik ... Can’t go to a good school. [Because the district resided in is
known as gecekondu settlement.] We are not stupid, we of course can understand.
They don’t register the child of gecekondu. ... To make this children be able to have
better education, [I would want to be staying] in a better district."

! Bir gecekonduda okuyan bir ¢cocuk bi Yenimahalle’ye bi Etlik’e kayit olamiyor, ... giizel bir okula
gidemiyor. [Mahallenin gecekondu mabhallesi diye bilinmesinden dolayi] Essek degiliz anliyoruz
tabii. Gecekondunun ¢ocugunu almiyor. ... bu ¢ocuklarin daha iyi okuyabilmesi i¢in, daha iyi bir
semtte [oturmak isterdim].
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Mrs. A. is an owner-occupier of apartment housing. The examination on education
level made so far shows that the housing group that she is part of is in privileged
position as compared to that of gecekondu tenants and owner-occupiers. Nonetheless,
what her words make explicit is that all groups residing in survey area are in
disadvantaged position, independent of they live in gecekondu or apartment housing

and be located in one of the less desirable sites of the city.

When same way of analysis is carried out by taken income group as independent
variable in place of housing situation, it can be seen that although there are positive
relations between the education levels of heads of households and that of partners of
them and their income levels on the one hand, and between the average education
duration of residents and their income levels on the other, this is not the case for
schooling ratio of children. Moreover, as it can be recognized this relation becomes

more elaborate and clear as regards average education duration of tenures.

Table 4.8: Education Level of Heads of Household by Income

Income Groups
1. Income Group | 2. Income Group @ 3. Income Group = 4. Income Group
Average Education 54 6.4 79 90
Duration (years)
Education Level of Head
of Households
Illiterate 12.5 % (2) 13.3 % (2) - 6.3 % (1)
Literate 6.3 % (1) --- --- 6.3 % (1)
Primary School 68.8 % (11) 46.7 % (7) 50.0 % (8) 25.0 % (4)
Secondary School 12.5% (2) 20.0 % (3) 18.8 % (3) 18.8 % (3)
High School - 20.0 % (3) 25.0 % (4) 12.5 % (2)
Occupational High School --- --- 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1)
University -—- -—- --- 25.0 % (4)
Total 100 % (16) 100 % (15) 100 % (16) 100 % (16)
Education Level of
Partners of Head of
Households
Illiterate 333 % (4) 13.3 % (2) 7.7 % (1) 18.8 % (3)
Literate 8.3 % (1) --- --- 6.3 % (1)
Primary School 41.7 % (5) 53.3 % (8) 61.8 % (8) 43.8 % (7)
Secondary School 8.3 % (1) 26.7 % (4) 15.4 % (2) ---
High School 8.3 % (1) 6.7 % (1) 154 % (2) 25.0 % (4)
University --- --- --- 6.3 % (1)
Total 100 % (12) 100 % (15) 100 % (13) 100 % (16)
Schooling Ratio of
Children Between the 84.8 % 96.0 % 95.7 % 85.7 %
_Ages of 6 and 17.

Source: Field Research
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In other words, when education levels of heads of households and that of partners of
them are considered, although there are no strict ties, all the same it can be said that
higher income levels bring about higher education levels, and average duration of
tenures represents the case in which this positive relation becomes visible. However,
drawing similar conclusion seems to be not possible for children’s schooling. By the
way it should be noted that although there are no obvious and apparent relations
between the duration of staying of residents in Ankara and their educational level,
which is also true in the case of average education duration and of schooling of children
as well, residents who were born in Ankara are apparently in more advantaged position
as compared to immigrants. For example, there is no illiterate among them and the

schooling ratio of their children is 100 percentages.

To sum up, it is figured out that there are certain differences between the residents of
gecekondu and that of apartments in terms of the education level and apartment tenures
have more advantaged position. On the other hand, the higher educated residents are
owner-occupiers in both gecekondu and apartment settlements. However, as we have
indicated above, the essential point to be considered in our subject is the case of
children. But, the picture we come across in here is not very different. It seems that the
gecekondu tenants be the most disadvantaged group. There are not only more children
who do not attend to school in these families but also main factors bringing about this
outcome are the economic ones as well. There are similar kind of positive relations
between the income levels of residents and education levels; higher education levels
seem to be associated with higher income levels. In that case it can be concluded in a
way that the residents being in the most disadvantaged position are gecekondu tenants

and those who have the lowest income level.

4.5.2.2 Occupation Structure and Employment Status

When we look at the general distribution of labor supply among women and men and

between different housing groups, what is striking at first glance is the remarkable
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unequal distribution of unemployment status between gecekondu and apartment
housing types, including both men’s and women’s situation. While there is no
unemployed in apartment owner-occupier housing group and only minor proportion of
apartment tenants is in this situation, the other housing type represent a different picture
in respect of being without a work. Especially the gecekondu owner-occupiers present
the greatest unemployed ratio. In short, the basic differentiation line seems to be
between different housing types —gecekondu and apartment housing— in terms of

unemployment situation.

Table 4.9: Labor Supply of Total Population Over 15 Years Old by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Labor Supply Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
Women Labor Supply
Working 26.1 % 214 % 15.4 % 0.6 %
Retired --- 3.6 % 3.8 % ---
Unemployed 4.3 % 3.6 % --- ---
Housewife 60.9 % 64.3 % 65.4 % 88.2 %
Student 8.7 % 7.1 % 15.4 % 0.6 %
Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %
Men Labor Supply
Working 79.2 % 50.0 % 59.1 % 90.5 %
Retired 12.5 % 18.2 % 31.8 % 4.8 %
Unemployed - 22.7 % - 4.8 %
Student 8.3 % 9.1 % 9.1 % ---
Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %
Total Labor Supply
Working 532 % 34.0 % 354 % 52.6 %
Retired 6.4 % 10.0 % 16.7 % 2.6 %
Unemployed 2.1% 12.0 % - 2.6 %
Housewife 29.8 % 36.0 % 354 % 39.5 %
Student 8.5 % 8.0 % 12.5 % 2.6 %
Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %
Number of Employee per
Household 1.8 1.4 1.6 1.3

Source: Field Research

Different picture is stemming from the situation of working members of households. As
it can be understood, tenants of both gecekondu and apartment housings have the
highest ratio of working members of household among these four groups. This is the
case when both men and total are considered. When turn to the women’s situation, on
the other side, it is seen that the apartment tenant housing group is the one in which the
participation of women in labor force is the lowest one while it reaches highest point
among gecekondu tenants. Furthermore, gecekondu tenant housing group again is the
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one that has the households in which the number of employee per household reach
highest point as compared to others. In brief, different from the employment situation,
the basic line of distinction with respect to the distribution of working population

among different groups is between the owners and the tenants.

Below table demonstrates how occupations are distributed among different housing
groups. The term occupation here refers to both those occupations gained through
formal education and those by traditional ways such as apprenticeship. Besides these
categories, table also includes another category made up of those persons who could

not attend any education process and did not gain any occupational skills.

Table 4.10: Occupation of Heads of Household by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment

Occupational Structure Owner Owner

Tenant . . Tenant

Occupier Occupier

Skilled Manual Worker 56.3 % (9) 31.3 % (5) 31.3 % (5) 37.5% (6)
Semi-Skilled Manual Worker 31.3 % (5) - 12.5 % (2) 25.0 % (4)
Office Worker 6.3 % (1) 31.3 % (5) 37.5 % (6) 25.0 % (4)
Petty Dealer - 12.5 % (2) 12.5 % (2) 6.3 % (1)
Catering and Domestic Works 6.3 % (1) --- --- ---
Engineer/Teacher --- --- 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1)
No occupation --- 25.0 % (4) --- ---
Total 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16)

Source: Field Research

Occupational skills of most of the gecekondu tenants consist of skilled manual worker
and semi-skilled manual worker respectively whereas those of gecekondu owner-
occupiers seem to be distributed heavily between skilled manual worker and office
worker. Furthermore, it is seen that those who have not any occupational skills are only
among gecekondu owner-occupiers. On the other side, similar with that of the
gecekondu owner-occupiers, distribution of the occupational skills of the apartment
owner-occupiers intensifies especially on skilled manual worker and office worker.
Last of all, occupational skills of those tenures living in apartment as tenant consist of
mostly and respectively skilled manual worker, semi-skilled manual worker and office
worker. There are two further points to be noted here. First, there is no engineer or

teacher among gecekondu tenures. And secondly, proportion of the office workers
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increases by passing toward from gecekondu to apartment housing type and from tenant
to owner-occupier resident type. As is known, since the occupational skills of people
may not correspond to their present employment situations, later is preferred in many
times in order to measure social stratification and the positions they held in it.
However, even if this is the case, there are many other impacts of occupation on the
individual’s life, which cannot be ignored. For example, during the case study it is
observed that occupation is an important source of reference applied by people both in
giving a meaning to their situation, to other people’s situation and especially in
comparing them. To illustrate, according to Mrs. A., resident in our survey area, there
are both qualitative and quantitative differences between the urban services supplied by
local government to their district and to other districts and she thinks they are in an
apparent disadvantaged position in this respect. To explain these differences she
compares Burg district with neighbor districts and she say that in such districts urban
services are better and ‘it is so because of that they are much more better district; all

residents of them are engineer, doctor’.

As we have seen in second chapter, what is at stake here is the distribution of honor or
prestige attached and attributed to some social groups or occupations by other people in
society. In this regard, it seems to be possible to state that occupational structure
contributes to the distribution of the status positions or honor and it is important factor
in understanding the differentiation dynamics not only between different social
environments but also within each one. On the other hand, in Bur¢ District heads of
household who acquired occupational skills through formal education are only 9.4
percent of the total households population. For others, semi-skilled or unskilled
workers, it seems to be not likely to expect having employment status corresponding to
their occupational skills as well. Therefore, it is more suitable to take into consideration
working situation of the residents by means of focusing on their employment status. It
is important to note further that in this study, employment status is determined on the

basis of the quality, regularity and continuity of and position in the present working
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situation.

Table 4.11: Employment Status of Heads of Household by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment

Employment Status Owner Owner

Tenant . . Tenant

Occupier Occupier

Salaried-Waged in Public Sector --- 25.0 % (4) 25.0 % (4) 31.3 % (5)
Salaried-Waged in Private Sector 43.8 % (7) 12.5 % (2) --- 37.5 % (6)
Self-employed — Formal 6.3 % (1) --- 25.0 % (4) 12.5 % (2)
Self-employed — Informal 37.5 % (6) 18.8 % (3) --- 12.5 % (2)
Retired 12.5 % (2) 31.3 % (5) 50.0 % (8) 6.3 % (1)
Housewife --- 12.5 % (2) --- ---
Total 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16)

Source: Field Research

The first remarkable point in table above is the ratio of retired heads of household that
corresponds to the quarter of total population. Moreover, when the distribution of these
heads of household to the housing groups examined, it is obvious that there are much
more retired heads of household among owner-occupiers with respect to tenants. As we
have figured out previously, owner-occupiers relatively consist of older population as
compared to tenants. Therefore, this disproportion in the distribution of the retirement
among different groups is in a sense an expected outcome. Additionally, retirement date
of owner-occupiers is ranging between 1983 and 2003, whereas it is 1992 to 2004 for
tenants. However, all retired heads of household were not economically inactive in the
period when we held our interviews. Five were working as salaried skilled manual
workers and one was self-employed contractor. Also, one had worked after his
retirement till his health problems avoided him and three declared their desire to work
if they could find a work. Besides, the motive forcing these heads of household
searching work after their retirement was mostly economical problems, with the

exception of three persons for whom it was personal satisfaction.

As indicated in the table, there is no unemployed recorded among the heads of
household. However, the number of heads of household who are dealing with informal
works, thus working without any job security, constitutes 17.8 percent of heads of
household. Gecekondu tenants constitute more than half of them. Moreover, among all

heads of household dealing with self-employed informal works, four was not having
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any work to do during the field study being conducted and within rest of them there
was only a pedlar who has regular informal work. This demonstrates that in informal
sector it could be possible to find only temporarily work without any contract or social
security in general. Additionally, it is also understood that informal networks are all the
same important factor for them to be able to succeed in finding a work, especially for
women. Two female heads of household in our sample deal with domestic and catering
works and have crucial connections through their close social environment, especially
through networks in the neighborhood. However, as we have stated, they have chance
to make some money on condition that there is any demand; otherwise they do not.
Similarly, men reach to works through enformel networks but they do not depend just
to their close social environment or to their neighborhoods to find a work to do. They
have also relations with previously worked firms and companies or they have special
places where they wait to maintain a contact such as café or industry sites. More than
half of these heads of household that are self-employed and dealing with informal
works are gecekondu tenures and majority of them (81.8 percent.) are gecekondu
tenants. Also, as indicated in the table, there is no head of household among apartment

owner-occupiers who deals with informal works.

On the other hand, apartment owner-occupiers have the highest ratio among both
retired heads of household and self-employed heads of household dealing with formal
works. Actually, only one out of seven heads of household who is self-employed
dealing with formal works is gecekondu tenure, rest is apartment tenures. By the same
token, there are more heads of household who are waged-salaried employees of public
sector in apartment housing type. Moreover, unlike gecekondu owner-occupiers, among
gecekondu tenants there is no head of household who is working in this kind of
employment. In short, in respect of self-employed informal works, respectively
gecekondu tenants and gecekondu owner-occupiers come to the fore. The other
impressive data is that there is no head of household among gecekondu tenants working
in public sector. And last of all, most of the retired are owner-occupiers. It is interesting

to note here that in contrary to the arguments that suggest the existence of strong link
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between the duration of staying in city and the articulation to formal system in terms of
transition from informal works to formal ones, we could not observe such a correlation

between them, with the exception of those born in Ankara.

Table 4.12: Employment Status of Heads of Household by Duration of Staying in Ankara

Duration of Staying in Ankara
0-15 years | 16-25years @ 26-35 years :n6dy ::;rrse g:;:legz
Salaried-Waged in Public Sector 133% (2) | 38.5%(5) 15.4 % (2) 133% (2) | 25.0% (2)
Salaried-Waged in Private Sector 26.7 % (4) 23.1 % (3) 7.7 % (1) 26.7 % (4) 37.5 % (3)
Self-employed — Formal Works 20.0 % (2) 154 % (2) --- --- 25.0 % (2)
Self-employed — Informal Works 26.7 % (4) 7.7 % (1) 46.2 % (6) - ---
Retired 13.3% (2) 154% (2) | 23.1% (3) @ 53.3% (8) 12.5 % (1)
Housewife --- - 7.7 % (1) 6.7 % (1) ---
Total 100 % (15) = 100 % (13) = 100 % (13) | 100 % (15) 100 % (8)

Source: Field Research

We can go beyond the given condition and consider the present employment situation
in respect of migration process by undertaken same way of analysis in terms of
focusing on the alterations within the employment status of heads of household. Below
table demonstrates these shifts within the employment status of immigrant heads of

household.

Table 4.13: Immigrant Heads of Household’s Employment Status Before Migration, First
Employment in Ankara and Present Employment Situation by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Employment Status Owner Owner
Tenant . . Tenant
Occupier Occupier

Employment Status Before Migration
Agriculture 40.0 % (6) 46.7 % (7) 46.2 % (6) 15.4 % (2)

Salaried-Waged in Public Sector 6.7 % (1) --- 7.7 % (1)
Salaried-Waged in Private Sector --- - 7.7 % (1) 7.7 % (1)
Self-employed — Formal Works 6.7 % (1) 6.7 % (1) 7.7 % (1) ---
Self-employed — Informal Works 13.3 % (2) — --- -
Retired - - --- -
Housewife --- 6.7 % (1) --- ---
Unemployed/Under age 40.0 % (6) 33.3 % (5) 38.5 % (5) 69.2 % (9)
Total 100 % (15) 100 % (15) 100 % (13) 100 % (13)

Employment Status After Migration

Salaried-Waged in Public Sector 13.3 % (2) 15.4 % (2) 23.1 % (3)

Salaried-Waged in Private Sector 26.7 % (4) 20.0 % (3) 15.4 % (2) 46.2 % (6)
Self-employed — Formal Works --- 20.0 % (3) 15.4 % (2) 15.4 % (2)
Self-employed — Informal Works 60.0 % (9) 20.0 % (3) 53.8 % (7) 15.4 % (2)
Retired --- --- --- ---
Housewife --- 13.3 % (2) --- ---
Unemployed/Under age 13.3 % (2) 13.3 % (2) --- ---
Total 100 % (15) 100 % (15) 100 % (13) 100 % (13)
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Table 4.13: (continued)

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant 0wne.r 0wne'r Tenant
Occupier Occupier

Recent Employment Status
Salaried-Waged in Public Sector

--- 20.0 % (3) 23.1 % (3) 38.5 % (5)
Salaried-Waged in Private Sector 40.0 % (6) 13.3 % (2)

--- 30.8 % (4)
Self-employed — Formal Works 6.7 % (1) --- 23.1 % (3) 7.7 % (1)
Self-employed — Informal Works 40.0 % (6) 20.0 % (3) --- 15.4 % (2)
Retired 13.3 % (2) 33.3 % (5) 53.8 % (7) 7.7 % (1)
Housewife --- 13.3 % (2) --- ---
Total 100 % (15) 100 % (15) 100 % (13) 100 % (13)

Source: Field Research

It is seen that ratio of agricultural activities presents naturally the leading one for all
housing groups before migration and that of unemployment goes together with it. This
picture undergoes considerable shift after the process of migration. While self-
employed informal works come to the fore in the case of gecekondu tenants, private
sector works with formal and informal works start to hold the biggest place in the
distribution of the employment status within gecekondu owner-occupiers. On the other
side, majority of the apartment owner-occupiers are employed through self-employed
informal works by the same token gecekondu tenants while the distribution of the
employment status of apartment tenants are intensified especially on public and private
sectors. When turn to the present situation, this picture does not undergo considerable
change in respect of gecekondu tenants. They are still employed for the most part
through informal works and private sector. Similarly, in the case of gecekondu owner-
occupiers, while the proportion of informal works remains the same, a part of them
becomes retired. It is interesting to note that ratio of those heads of household working
in informal works among apartment owner-occupiers seems to be replaced by the
proportion of retired heads of household. And last of all, there seems to be no

considerable change in the situation of apartment tenants.

4.5.2.3 Income Level

Income is a significant variable that largely affects the life experiences and

opportunities of individuals and their children. Income levels of individuals provide
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them different kinds of economic opportunities or disadvantages which shape their
material interests. Additionally, as is known, in many researches, income level is taken
as a misleading category since it is not possible to reach exact amounts of income of
households and this is one of the most important limitations of case studies in which
income level has central importance. All the same, in this study, income level is taken
as a valid category and determined on the basis of the responses interviewees gave.
Besides, to be able to overcome such limitations, the questionnaire is designed in a way
that replies of interviewees can be testified through the interview by means of more
than one question that addresses income issue. Above all, what was tried to be basically
found out through the case study was level of income rather than exact numbers of it
and the study is implemented by means of such techniques without meeting serious
difficulties. The income level of households is evaluated on the basis of income per
capita since it is misleading to take the household as a unit. It is important to note here
that during the period when interviews were conducted, the net minimum monthly
wage for 16 years old and older was 318.233.475 Turkish Liras®, which is determined
by Establishing Commission of Minimum Wage and calculated with reference to the
minimum necessary spending of a worker such as nourishment, residence, clothing,
health, transportation and culture etc.” The average household size of 64 households is
4.1. Therefore, while considering the income per capita 80 million TL that is quarter of
the minimum wage is taken as criterion. Below is the approximate monthly household

income per capita.

% See http://www.calisma.gov.tr/istatistik/cgm/yillar_brut_asgari_ucret.htm, visited at October 2004.
* Minimum Wage Regulation, 1972; in Ersoy and Sengiil, 2000, p.22.
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Table 4.14: Monthly Household Income Distribution per capita by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
Average Income per
capita (million TL) 116.4 163.7 299.7 183.0
Average Real Income per
capita (million TL)" 90.1 163.7 299.7 133.1
Income per person
(Million Turkish Liras)
80 and below 37.5% 313 % --- ---
81-160 43.8 % 313 % 37.5 % 37.5 %
161-240 18.8 % 12.5 % 12.5 % 37.5 %
241-320 - 12.5 % 18.8 % 25.0 %
321 and above - 12.5 % 25.0 % -
Refused to say - — 6.3 % -
Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %

" Average Real Income per capita = (total income of household — housing rent) / household population.

Source: Field Research

The amount of income per capita is ranging between 39 million TL to 900 million TL
among the households. However as Table 4.14 indicates, income levels present a
pattern with respect to housing groups. Moreover, table also gives the average real
income of housing groups and, without no doubt, rent expenditures of tenant housing
groups bring about the considerable decreases in their monthly income. According to
table, owner-occupiers of apartment have distinctively highest average income per
capita. On the other hand, tenants of gecekondu represent once more the most
disadvantage group among others. This is explicit when the income groups considered.
The monthly income of the majority of gecekondu tenants (71.3 %) is under 160
million TL per capita. This ratio slowly decreases in the case of the gecekondu owner-
occupiers (62.6 %). Quite the opposite, only 37.5 percentages of apartment tenures’
income levels are between 81 million and 160 million TL. Moreover, in these groups,
as indicated in Figure 4.3, there are no households that have income per capita under
the minimum monthly wage declared by government. What is striking is that all
households having over 320 million TL monthly incomes per capita are only owner-

occupiers.
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Nonetheless, it is observed through the study that evaluation of the income distribution
alone does not provide a sufficient criterion in determining interviewees’ market
capacity. As an instance, in a case, 78 years old woman residing alone in a gecekondu
as an owner-occupier with 55 million TL monthly income states that this amount is
sufficient since her other necessary expenses is covered by her children. There are also
cases in which households while having relatively higher prices states that their
incomes are insufficient. In that concern, Table 4.15 demonstrates both the ratio of
expenses to monthly household income and the ratio of ideal income required for good

living conditions with respect to present income.

Table 4.15: The Ratio of Monthly Expenses and Ideal Income with respect to Present Income by
Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant

Monthly Expenses / 95.1 % 90.9 % 90.3 % 91.6 %
Present Income

Ideal Income / Income

Same as present income 18.8 % 6.3 % 18.8 % 6.3 %
One and half times more 12.5 % 44.1 % 44.1 % 50.0 %
Two times more 56.3 % 12.5 % 12.5 % 18.8 %
Two and half times more 6.3 % 12.5 % 6.3 % 6.3 %
Three times more and over 6.3 % 18.8 % 12.5 % 18.8 %
Refused to say --- -—- 6.3 % ---
Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %

Source: Field Research

As it can be observed from table above, there are slight differences between the ratios
of total monthly expenses of different types of households representing different

housing groups to their monthly-acquired income. Even so, this does not mean that
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amount of their monthly expenses are similar, neither their consumption patterns. This
is clear with the responses given by interviewees to the question of amount of ideal
income to live in good conditions. Significantly, majority of the gecekondu tenants
need at least two times more amount of income than they can get at present, whereas at
least half of the tenures of other housing groups state that their present income or one
and half times of it is sufficient to live in better conditions. When expenditures of
different housing groups are considered, it is possible to suggest that there are certain
continuities between findings representing different aspects of the life conditions of
these groups. Before turning to interpret, it should be noted that in below figure totality
of the each particular kind of expenditure of housing groups gives the total monthly
income of them. In other words, distribution of the different kinds of expenditure of
each housing group reflects the proportion of those expenditures in their monthly
income. According to this, there is a significant difference between tenants and owner-
occupiers in terms of the constant household expenditures independently of whether

they reside in gecekondu or apartment.
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Health Expenditures
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Figure 4.5: Expenditures of Households by Housing Groups
Source: Field Research
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While the amount of the constant household expenditures (including housing rent,
monthly expenditures of electricity, water, telephone, etc.) of gecekondu tenants is
nearly two times of that of gecekondu owner occupiers, this ratio is more than three
times in the case of apartment tenants and apartment owner occupiers. Surely, the most
important factor is rents, which create this substantial difference. As a matter of fact,
proportionally speaking, while the average rent price in the gecekondu housings (115
million TL) is 25.7 percentages of the average total income in this housing group, it is
29.5 in the case of apartments (184 million TL). Moreover, if it is assumed that owner-
occupiers in both gecekondu and apartment utilize their savings in different kinds of
expenditure; especially the education category can be considered as one of the

important utilization domains.

It is significant to note in here that when average income per capita is considered in the
context of residents’ duration of staying, it is observed that there is positive correlation
between them. In other words, the higher duration of staying is associated with the
higher average income. For example, they are the first comers, who are in the most
advantaged position in respect of average income per capita. Similarly, residents who
have income levels over 240 millions are mostly consisted of households living in

Ankara more than 25 years.

Table 4.16: Monthly Household Income Distribution per capita by Duration of Staying in Ankara

Duration of Staying in Ankara
0-15 years 16-25 years | 26-35 years 36 years and Born in
more Sentepe
Average Income per
capita (million TL) 151.1 163.3 161.1 271.7 175.8
Income per person
(Million Turkish Liras)
80 and below 26.7 % (4) 7.7 % (1) 30.8 % (4) 6.7 % (1) 12.5 % (1)
81-160 20.0 % (3) 38.5 % (5) 30.8 % (4) 53.3 % (8) 50.0 % (4)
161-240 40.0 % (6) 46.2 % (6) 7.7 % (1) - -
241-320 --- 7.7 % (1) 154 % (2) 20.0 % (3) 37.5 % (3)
321 and above 6.7 % (1) --- 154 % (2) 20.0 % (3) ---
Refused to say 6.7 % (1) - - - -
Total 100 % (15) 100 % (11) 100 % (13) 100 % (15) 100 % (8)

Source: Field Research

In short, with respect to income, it seems that the main line of differentiation is not
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between different housing types but between tenants and owner-occupiers. Especially
in the case of gecekondu tenants, we have seen that they are the most disadvantaged
groups in many respects and this is the result of their disadvantaged position in the
social stratification. On the other hand, when the contribution of spatial relations to the
social stratification is considered, it is possible to suggest that home ownership plays an
important role. It enables owner-occupiers the opportunity of saving certain amount of

income to utilize them in other kinds of expenditures or in other places.

4.5.2.4 Consumption Pattern

Consumption pattern is a variable both demonstrating the income level and status of the
household. Also consumption is an activity that all households necessarily join and,
thus, consumption pattern is one of the most important indicator that is associated with
the life chance of individual. However, depending on individuals’ market capacity the
level or degree of this activity may vary. If it is assumed that individuals’ life chances
are very restricted to the housing they reside in, it could be expected that the
consumption pattern of household would be in accordance with their housing position.
To evaluate the consumption pattern of households in our study, initially, the changes
in consumption capacity of households in recent years should be questioned. It should
be stated formerly that the questions on consumption structure of household had asked
to the women. According to the responses of women as demonstrated in table below,
there are no significant differences in terms of changes in consumption capacity of
households by different housing groups. Approximately half of the households in each
group have experienced no change in their consumption pattern in past few years. The
proportion of the households that have decrease in their consumption capacity also
indicates that there is no considerable difference between the housing groups in respect

of consumption.

98



Table 4.17: The Change in Consumption Capacity of Households by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant

No change 46.7 % (7) 43.8 % (7) 50.0 % (8) 50.0 % (8)
Decrease in quantity 133 % (2) 18.8 % (3) 18.8 % (3) 6.3 % (1)
Decrease in consuming food 26.7 % (4) 31.3 % (5) 12.5 % (2) 25.0 % (4)
Decrease in others (clothing, 133 % (2) 6.3 % (1) 18.8 % (3) 18.8 % (3)
cosmetics, etc.)

Total 100 % (15) 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16)

Source: Field Research

Moreover, we know that such a limited number of cases is sufficient neither to examine
in particular the consumption pattern by housing groups nor to compare them.
However, it can be said by bearing these limitations in mind that for all housing groups
except for apartment owner-occupiers; consumption of what is quantitatively and
qualitatively decreased in recent years is food. The important point is that eleven
households among those whose food consumption has decreased stated in particular
that this decrease was occurred in the consumption of meat and meat products. For two
owner-occupier households it is in the consumption of fruits and vegetables, while for
two gecekondu tenant households it is in the basic foods for breakfast such as cheese,
olive, etc. As is known, consumption of such basic foods is treated generally as the
main indicator of minimum economic sufficiency. For example, Mr. O., tenant of
gecekondu, mentioned about such foods during detailed interview while explaining

how he economized to make his livelihood with 350 million TL monthly income:

One third [of my income] goes to electricity, water [bills]. I mean, after paying
electricity, water, rent, telephone [bills] only eighty five million [TL] money remain in
our hands. Leave buying olive, cheese aside, leave it aside, we even can’t see. Which
color it has, we don’t know in real truth. I mean, while saying don’t known, to say, I
mean we can’t buy that much, that is, every month. If we can, we buy one kilogram
olive and one kilogram cheese once in a blue moon. As we bought them, whether you
believe or not, there remains fifteen or twenty million in our hands. Let’s make a
month with this [money], how would you do.*

4 Elektriginle su, iicte biri gidiyo. Yani temiz elimize elektrigi, suyu, kirayi, telefonu verdigimiz
zaman elimizde seksenbesmilyon para kaliyo. Zeytin, peynir almay1 birak bi kenara, onu soyle bi
kenara koy, gordiigiimiiz yok. Nassi bi rengi var, bilmiyoz isin aslina bakarsan. Yani bilmiyoz
derkene yani o kadar yani her ay alamiyoz yani. Ayda yilda bi alabilirsek aliyoz bi kilo zeytinle bi
kilo peynir. Onlart da aldigimiz zaman elimizde ya ister inan ya onbegmilyon kaliyo ya yirmimilyon
kaliyo. Onla ay basini getir bakayim nas: getireceksen.
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While it was olive and cheese which Mr. O. forgot the colors of, for others in great deal
it was meat and meat products. For that reason, we consider meat and meat products as
the other indicator of households’ consumption capacity. We asked respondents the
amount of monthly consumption of meat and meat products and the changes in
consumption of these foodstuffs in recent years. Strikingly, the amount of meat
consumed by gecekondu tenants is much more less than that of other housing groups
consume. Although one household in this group said that this was their preference, this
is not a fact that would affect the averages and there are still noticeable differences
when compared to other housing groups. As indicated in table below, members of
households in apartment owner-occupiers housing group consume over three times
more meat than that of gecekondu tenants. Moreover, the changes in the amount of
meat and meat products consumption demonstrate that the great deal of households in
each housing groups does not have the consumption capacity which they had only few

years ago.

Table 4.18: The Amount of Monthly Consumed Meat and Meat Products per capita and Change in
Consumption of Meat and Meat Products by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant 0wne'r Owne.r Tenant
Occupier Occupier

The average amo_unt of meat 0.4 0.9 1.4 1.0
consumed per capita (kg.)
Change in the amount of meat
consumption in recent years

Increased 6.7% (1) 12.5 % (2) 31.3 % (5) 6.3 % (1)

No change 40.0 % (6) 25.0 % (4) 25.0 % (4) 50.0 % (8)

Decreased 53.3 % (8) 62.5 % (10) 43.8 % (7) 43.8 % (7)
Total 100 % (15) 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16)

Source: Field Research

To evaluate the differences between the consumption patterns of households,
consumption goods are considered as another indicator as well. It is because possessing
such consumption goods that facilitates living associates strictly with the market
position, thus life chances, of the individuals. Moreover, such goods provide to a
certain extent prestige to its owners. As McEven denotes, one of the basic reasons that

conveys the neighborly relations from solidarity to conflict and tension is status
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competition and pretentiously exhibition of favorite status symbols (McEven, A.M.,
1974, ‘Differentiation among the urban poor’, p.222; in Ayata, 1989, p.113).
Nonetheless, this is not the fact for widely consumed goods but for ones owned by
limited number of persons. In this respect, in evaluating the consumption pattern of
housing groups, we select the goods that enable us to observe differences in their
consumption patterns. That is to say, some goods that are owned by all households such
as telephone and refrigerator have been omitted. Moreover, there are also goods that
majority of households have but in different number or type. Such goods have taken in
consideration as indicators demonstrating the consumption capacity of the housing

groups.

Table 4.19: Consumption Patterns of Households by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

. Gecekondu Apartment

Consumption Goods X .

Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant

Vacuum Cleaner 62.5 % 93.8 % 100 % 100 %

Television 93.7 % 100 % 100 % 93.8 %

1 81.3 % 75.0 % 75.0 % 56.3 %
2 6.3 % 18.8 % 18.8 % 37.5 %
3 6.3 % 6.3 % 6.3 % -

Ved / Dvd Player 25.0 % 37.5 % 56.3 % 50.0 %

Washing Machine 81.3 % 87.6 % 93.8 % 100 %

Normal 25.0 % 6.3 % --- ---
Automatic 56.3 % 81.3 % 93.8 % 100 %

Dishwasher 12.5 % 25.0 % 50.0 % 37.5 %

Music Set 18.8 % 37.5 % 37.5 % 50.0 %

Mobile Phone 81.3 % 81.3 % 87.5 % 100 %

1 75.0 % 50.0 % 25.0 % 68.8 %
2 - 18.8 % 43.8 % 313 %
3 6.3 % 12.5 % 12.5 % -
4 and more --- --- 6.3 % ---

PC -- 12.5 % 31.3 % --

Car 25.0 % 313 % 62.5 % 25.0 %
2001-2004 --- 6.3 % 6.3 % ---
1991-2000 125 % 18.8 % 56.3 % 18.8 %
1990 and older 12.5 % 6.3 % 6.3 % 6.3 %

Source: Field Research

As exhibited in the table, vacuum cleaner, television, washing machine and mobile
phone are goods that the majority of households have. Nonetheless, there is no doubt
that tenants of gecekondu are again in the most disadvantaged position in terms of
possession of these goods, or the type or number of them. As we have stated above, the

goods that are not widely consumed could reflect the differences of consumption
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pattern between housing groups; also, may contribute to the prestige of households in
the community. Ved or Dvd Players can be treated as one of such goods and is owned
by at least half of the households residing in apartment. Again among such goods there
are dishwasher which is available at most in owner-occupiers and music set owned at
the greatest amount by apartment tenures with 50 percent. Moreover, most
significantly, households that have computers are only the owner-occupiers. Owner-
occupiers’ privileged position is also valid in the case of car ownership. Car is
separable from other consumption goods with its being the most expensive one as
compared to others. Therefore, it can be viewed as the one that explicitly indicates the
market capacity of households in terms of consumption. In that sense, the ratio of 62.5
percent for car ownership apparently demonstrates that being owner-occupier of
apartment hosing represents more privileged position in property market as compared

to other ones.

Table 4.20: Consumption by Installment and Credit Card Ownership by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
ﬁ‘s’i‘:l‘ﬁfr‘l‘t"“ by 43.8 % (7) 50.0 % (8) 50.0 % (8) 50.0 % (8)
Credit Card Ownership | 31.3 % (5) 31.3 % (5) 50.0 % (8) 56.3 % (9)
of Heads of Households
Own and using 31.3 % (5) 25.0 % (4) 37.5 % (6) 43.8 % (7)
Own but not using - 6.3 % (1) 12.5 % (2) 12.5 % (2)

Source: Field Research

Joining to consumption activity, or ability to access to consumption goods, is very
restricted to the market position of individuals. However, it is argued that there are
ways that facilitates consumption activity. One is consumption by installment. Among
the interviewees, half of the households pay off monthly installment and this is the fact
for all housing groups. The other is credit card which enables to consume by
installment and also without having cashes. However, credit card also explicitly
exposes the connection between consumption pattern and status positions. Most of the
banks provide their consumers credit cards but to ones who have at least specific

amount of income or have guarantor. In other words, those who are unemployed or
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doing irregular or informal works, or who have income under the required amount
cannot have credit cards. The required amount of income are not declared principally
by banks but it is known that who have income at the level of minimum wage cannot
have credit cards®. To note, it is not surprising that the credit cards of some banks have
names referring to privileged position of credit card owners such as ‘prestige card’. In
this context, among the heads of household, at least half of those residing in apartment
have credit cards whereas it is only 31.3 percent for heads of household of gecekondu.
It is clear that having credit cards have significant effects on the consumption capacity
of households. The majority of the households that have credit cards use them. As a
result, in terms of consumption patterns, as other variables have already demonstrated,
apartment owner-occupiers can be considered in the positively privileged position
while the tenants of gecekondu is the most disadvantaged housing group in respect of

consumption pattern.

Table 4.21: Consumption Patterns of Households by Income

Income Groups
1. Income Group | 2. Income Group | 3. Income Group | 4. Income Group

Vacuum Cleaner 81.3 % 86.7 % 87.5 % 100 %

Television 100 % 86.7 % 100 % 100 %

1 100 % 66.7 % 68.8 % 50.0 %
2 - 13.3 % 313 % 37.5 %
3 - 6.7 % - 12.5 %

Ved / Dvd Player 12.5 % 333 % 50.0 % 68.8 %

Washing Machine 81.3 % 100 % 87.5 % 93.8 %

Normal 25.0 % 6.7 % - -
Automatic 56.3 % 93.3 % 87.5 % 93.8 %

Dishwasher 6.3 % 333 % 313 % 56.3 %

Music Set 6.3 % 26.7 % 62.5 % 50.0 %

Mobile Phone 81.3 % 93.3 % 87.5 % 93.8 %

1 81.3 % 533 % 43.8 % 37.5 %
2 - 20.0 % 25.0 % 50.0 %
3 - 13.3 % 18.8 % -

4 and more - - - 6.3 %

PC --- 6.7 % 6.3 % 31.3 %

Car 18.8 % 26.7 % 43.8 % 62.5 %
2001-2004 - - - 12.5 %
1991-2000 6.3 % 20.0 % 37.5 % 43.8 %
1990 and older 12.5 % 6.7 % 6.3 % 6.3 %

Source: Field Research

> http://www.isbank.com.tr/bireysel/b-kart-basvuru.html and http://www.akbank.com/axess/axess.

asp?chap=359&page=349&mcat=348.
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4.5.2.5 Leisure Activities

In Weberian sense, as we have discussed so far, where one lives, which facilities he/she
is able to access, his/her manner of speech, his/her schooling, what sort of habits he/she
has adopted, these and many other factors reflect the life-chances of individuals.
Leisure habits, in that sense, appear as one of such factors. More specifically, wasting
time in café (kahve) or spending time with cultural activities such as cinema, theater,
etc. are accepted as the leisure habits of different social stratums. To begin with, as we
have pointed out in Figure 4.5, leisure expenditures of households constitute only 1.9
percent of total monthly expenditures of households in our sample. What is remarkable
is that gecekondu tenants spend no money for leisure activities whereas gecekondu
owner-occupiers spend 2.9 percent, apartment owner-occupier 2.5 percent and
apartment tenants 2.2 percent of their monthly expenditures. Table below demonstrates

the free time activities of both men and women.

Table 4.22: Free Time Activities of Men and Women by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Free Time Activities Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

At home 668% 86.7% 60.0% 813% | 563% 813% 62.5% 87.5%
Restoring House 6.7% - 10.0% --- 6.3% --- - ---
Reading (books, paper) 6.7% 6.7% - - 6.3% 188% 12.5% ---
Watching TV - - 20.0% -—- 6.3% -—- - 12.5%
Having rest, sleeping 46.7%  20.0% 30.0% 313% | 25.0% 12.5% 43.8% 6.3%
Pets / Poultry 6.7% - --- --- --- --- --- --
Worshipping --- --- - 12.5% 6.3% - 6.3% ---
Computer / internet --- - - --- 6.3% --- - ---

Handiworks (lacework, ---  60.0% - 31.3% ---  50.0% ---  68.8%
knitting, etc)

Outside home 200% 133% 40.0% 18.8% | 43.8% 188% 37.5% 6.3%
Stroll in the District 6.7% - 20.0% - | 12.5% 6.3% - ---
Stroll in the City Center 6.7% - - - 6.3% - 6.3% ---
Taking children out - - 10.0% 6.3% 6.3% 12.5% 6.3% ---
Going to café (kahve) 6.7% - --- --- --- -~ 18.8% ---
Sport -- - 10.0% --- 6.3% --- --- ---
Visiting neighbors/friends - 13.3% - 12.5% --- --- 6.3% 6.3%
Involvement in club, ——- ——- - - 12.5% - - ——-

society etc. activities

No free time 13,3%  --- --- 6.3 % --- --- --- 6.3%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Field Research
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Among 57 men and 64 women respondents’ activities, what is remarkable at first
glance is the ratio of activities held at home. Majority of respondents spends their free
time at home. Other significant point is the higher ratio of women’s activities held at
home as compared to that of men. One of the activities majority of women do is
handiwork. This finding is consistent with but more than the number of women doing
informal works at home. On the other hand, men mostly prefer to have a rest at home in
their free times. When their outside activities are considered, it is possible to say that in
great deal the activities men do outside home do not have a specific and defined
characteristics. This is true in the case of women’s activities although minority of them
participates outside activities and though these activities are held with their family or

husbands such as visiting neighbors, friends or relatives, or taking children out.

As it can be understood, the evaluation of free time activities above has been carried
out regardless of the housing groups of respondents since there is no significant
differences between the housing groups in terms of the way residents spend their free
times. All the same, there are still certain specific activities particular to different
housing groups. As an instance, only two men among 121 respondents (total of 63
women and 58 men respondents) involve in activities of clubs or societies in their free
times and they are apartment owner-occupiers. Moreover, only one man counts
computer and internet among his free times activities and he is residing in apartment as
owner-occupier. Two other men who are owner-occupiers do sport in their free times.
Among women, only four spend their free time with reading, three of which are in the
housing group of apartment owner-occupiers. Such activities —reading, computer or
club/society ones— seem to come to the fore as activities of relatively privileged groups
when compared to that of others. Conversely, the activities such as visiting neighbors,
spending time in café (kahve) or strolling in district are the ones that take place within
neighborhood and not surprisingly, tenants come to the fore when these types of
activities are considered. Among tenant groups, the only outside activity of women is

visiting neighbors, friends or relatives. Similarly, those men who spend their spare time
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in café (kahve) in district are only among tenants.

Of course, such activities do not reflect and not enable us to observe in particular the
status divisions of residents and surely size of the sample do not provide sufficient
material to make generalizations. However, basing on responses, some activities
peculiar to certain housing groups have been tried to be distinguished already. Moving
from this point, it can be argued that the cultural activities of residents and their
frequency present important characteristics about life chances of them. In this regard,

table below exhibits the last time when residents attend to the cultural activities.®

Table 4.23: The Last Time Tenures Attend to the Cultural Activities by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

The last time tenures Gecekondu Apartment
attend to the cultural Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
activities Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
Cinema
In last week 6.7% - — — —— — - ---
In last month --- - 10.0% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 12.5% 6.3%

- -- 63% | 12.5% 125% 12.5% 12.5%

In last year -
10.0%

In last ten years 13.3%

--- - | 188% 188% 25.0% 12.5%
More than ten years 333% 20.0% 50.0% 50.0% | 18.8% 37.5% --- 6.3%
Not Remember 6.7% 6.7%  20.0% — | 12.5% - 18.8% ---
Never 40.0% 733% 10.0% 37.5% | 313% 25.0% 313% 62.5%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Theater
In last month --- - - 6.3% - - --- ---
In last year - - - 6.3% | 18.8% 6.3% - -
In last ten years 6.7% 13.3%  10.0% 63% | 12.5% 18.8% 12.5% -
More than ten years 6.7% - 20.0% 12.5% 6.3% 6.3% --- 6.3%
Not Remember 6.7% - 10.0% - 6.3% 125% 12.5% ---
Never 80.0% 86.7% 60.0% 68.8% | 563% 563% 75.0% 93.8%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Concert
In last week 13.3% - 10.0% 12.5% 63% 12.5% 12.5% 25.0%
In last month - 133% 10.0% - 6.3% 6.3% - -
In last year 6.7% - - 63% | 25.0% 25.0% 18.8% 18.8%
In last ten years 20.0% - - 6.3% - 6.3% 6.3% 6.3%
More than ten years - - - 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% - -
Not Remember 13.3% - - - - - 6.3% -
Never 46.7% 86.7% 80.0% 68.8% | 563% 43.8% 56.3% 50.0%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

® 1t is important to note that by this kind of questions it is not aimed either to judge residents as being
culturally backward or to judge their cultural manners. Quite the opposite, by questioning these
issues our aim is to find out whether there are differences arising out of the variety of the positions
occupied in housing situation as we have emphasized many times so far. We write this down because
such questions generally fulfill in this direction in gecekondu literature.
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In table above, first significant point to be discussed is the ratio of never. It is obvious
that majority of the women in tenant housing groups has never gone to the cinema
whereas more than half of the other tenures have gone in any time in their life.
Moreover, for each activity, gecekondu tenant housing group takes the lead all over
again in terms of the ratios of women who have never involved in them with the
exception of theater in which the highest ratio is that of apartment tenant housing
group. On the other hand, if data gathered from the questionnaires is evaluated
specifically on the basis of the types of activities, it is possible to state that among
residents most well-known and accessible one is cinema as compared to others whereas
theatre constitutes the least preferred one. Most of the respondents who have went
theater said that it was while they were student and organized by their school, there was
no one who attends this type of activity by paying for ticket but through some specific
organizations by political parties, municipality or certain associations. Table 4.23 also
indicates that concert constitutes a more common and widespread type of activity in
recent period. However, it is worthy saying that in the days case study was being
conducted, Yenimahalle Municipality organized feast of circumcision in the district
including a concert program. It was when more than half of the interviews had been
completed and following one and half months rest had been completed. Therefore, most
of last week and last month responses are resulted from this coincidence. Although it
may be misguiding in some senses, this information is still important since it

demonstrates at least how residents enthusiastic about such activity.

It is obvious that to treat or to take any type of activity as peculiar to certain groups is
not possible. However, as we have stated, if we focus just on the participation of
housing groups to the cultural activities, in general apartment tenures seem likely to be
in advantageous position when compared to gecekondu tenures. For further elaboration,
respondents were asked also about other activities they attend. The responses of nearly
half of the households stated that there were also other types of activities they
participated in aside from cinema, theater or concert. 10 households, for example,

affirmed that they had participated in some festivals or organizations of their native
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lands every year. Distribution of the attendance to these activities among housing
groups has similar ratio. What’s more, some festivals or exhibitions (including the
above-mentioned feast of circumcision) organized by Municipalities in Ankara were
given as responses to this question by considerable (11) households. There was only
one respondent who involved in a lecture as a cultural activity and he was an engineer

working in a public institution and tenant in apartment.

Table 4.24: The Last Time Tenures Go on Holiday by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

. o Gecekondu Apartment
Free Time Activities - N
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
The last time of going
holiday
In last month --- 12.5 % (2) --- 18.8 % (3)
In last year 6.3 % (1) 18.8 % (3) 37.5 % (6) 12.5 % (2)
In last ten years 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1) 25.0 % (4) 12.5 % (2)
More than ten years - 6.3 % (1) --- 12.5 % (2)
Not Remember 18.8 % (3) 6.3 % (1) --- 6.3 % (1)
Never 68.8 % (11) 50.0 % (8) 37.5 % (6) 37.5 % (6)
Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 %

Source: Field Research

Another leisure activity taken into consideration is holiday activities. Respondents were
asked the last time they went on a holiday apart from the visiting of native land. As
indicated in table above, once more apartment tenures seem to be in more advantaged
position in respect of going on holiday when compared to gecekondu tenures. By the
same token, strikingly 68.8 % of the households in gecekondu tenant housing group
have never gone to holiday in their lives. Their disadvantageous position is affirmed
when the ratios of holidays went in last year (including last month) are considered.
While at least 31.3 percent of the households in other housing groups had holiday in

last year, only one household among gecekondu tenants had.

4.5.2.6 Social Security and Health

Social security system intends both to minimize income losses from specific events and
to provide a specific amount of accumulation to individuals depending on the duration
they join to the system. In fact, certain benefits that are entitled to individuals in the

security system of Turkey are retirement pension, job disability pension, disability
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pension, survivor’s pension, retirement bonus, death grant, marriage bonus, lump-sum
payment, repayment of contribution, health insurance, etc. However, not everyone is
eligible to receive such social security benefits in Turkey. In Turkey, there are three
major organizations; namely, Social Insurance Institution, the Pension Fund for Civil
Servants and Bag-Kur. The Pension Fund provides social benefits to public employees,
while persons who are employed by a contract of service benefit from Social Insurance
Institution. On the other hand, the insurance services of Bag-Kur cover the self-
employed individuals (outside the craftsmen, artisans and small businessmen). When an
individual has a social insurance from one of these organizations, his wife/her husband,
children and parents can also benefit from it on the condition that they have no social

security from any organization.

Moreover, one other social security service is unemployment insurance. This type of
insurance has begun to be implemented in Turkey since 2000. However, to note that, it
does not cover every unemployed. For example, it excludes those unemployed people
who were contracted personnel working at the Public Economic Enterprises or civil
servants. However, it is not possible to say that this type of security service has had
wide implementation up to day; correspondingly, we did not encounter with anyone
among our respondents who benefited from unemployment insurance. Last of all, there
is also green card implementation that gives rights of benefiting from health services
free of charge to the persons who are poor and who do not take part in the health
insurance of social security organizations. Unlike other social security services,
individuals must make personal applications to have green card and this card does not
entitle their close relatives to benefit. Also, applications should be updated every year
with official approval of their being needy. Green card has also importance in respect of
our concern in the sense that in many researches especially on urban poverty or

gecekondu, it is accepted as an indicator of poverty.

Among 64 households of Burg¢ District there are only five heads of household who have

green cards — four are gecekondu tenures while one is apartment tenant. This
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differentiation between gecekondu and apartment tenures can be also be observed
through the distribution of heads of household who do not have any social insurance.
There are 6 heads of household who have no social insurance and all are gecekondu
tenures. The distribution of these households on the basis of housing possession seems
also confirming the disadvantaged position of gecekondu tenants. 5 out of 6 households
with no social insurance are gecekondu tenants. What is more, 3 of these gecekondu
tenant heads of household do not have social insurance though they are working. Not
surprisingly, these three heads of household are dealing with informal works. On the
other hand, there is no other head of household in other housing groups in the same
position, that is to say, working but do not have social insurance. Also, among

apartment tenures all heads of household have social insurance.

Table 4.25: Social Security of Heads of Household by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Social Security Owner Owner
Tenant . . Tenant
Occupier Occupier

Social Insurance Institution (SSK) 62.5 % (10) 43.8 % (7) 50.0 % (8) 43.8 % (7)
Pension Fund - 25.0 % (4) 31.3 % (5) 37.5 % (6)
Bag-Kur - 12.5 % (2) 18.8 % (3) 12.5 % (2)
Green Card 12.5 % (2) 12.5 % (2) - 6.3% (1)
Working but have no Social Insurance 18.8 % (3) --- --- ---

No Social Insurance 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1) --- ---
Total 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16)

Source: Field Research

As indicated in table, majority of heads of household benefits from Social Insurance
Institution. There are 32 heads of household out of 64 that have social security from
Social Insurance Institution but this does not mean that all are actually employed
through contract of service. There are five heads of household who are self-employed
and who could benefit form Bag-Kur, however, they present themselves as employers
to benefit from social security services provided by Social Insurance Institution. The
reason for that is, according to Erder, the unsuccessful implementation of Bag-Kur
(2001, p.209). Put it in a different way, there are 17 working (not retired) heads of
household who are self-employed and in addition to those five taking part in Social
Security Institution, only 5 of them have social security from Bag-Kur. The rest either

do not have social insurance or green cards. Moreover, another finding is that there
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is no head of household who benefits from Pension Fund or Bag-Kur among gecekondu
tenants. As is known, Bag-Kur and especially Pension Fund can be regarded as
institutions of employees or employers who have more or less regular works. In that
sense, it can be said that among housing groups gecekondu tenants hosing group covers
heads of household majority of who do not have regular works. Actually, we have
examined this fact above but in addition to this it should be noted most of the irregular
works accompanies with the working without social security. When we compare work
duration and social security duration of heads of household, it is observed that all
employee and employer heads of household in gecekondu tenant housing group has
worked longer than their duration of social security. This is fact also for majority of
heads of household in other housing groups but, for example, the ratio is 60.0 percent

for heads of household in apartment tenants housing group.

Additionally, it should be noted that there are also other social security services that we
also came across in the field study. One is old age pension that is given to people who
are over 65 years old and not taking part in the insurance of any social security
organizations. There is 78 years old woman living alone in a gecekondu as owner-
occupier and she benefits from this pension. The other is the welfare service of The
Social Welfare Society. It gives assistance to needy families in cash and in kind. There
is only one head of household among 64 heads of households that benefits from this
assistance, although mukhtar said that there were great number of families in Burc
District who applied and registered their names to The Social Welfare Society. Besides,
there are also charitable organizations, societies and local governments rendering
welfare services alongside the general social security system. Again only one head of
household takes assistance in kind from one of charitable organizations (Deniz Feneri).
However, basing on our findings and muhktar’s explanations it is possible to say that in
Bur¢ District majority of households benefits from the assistance of Ankara
Municipality and Yenimahalle Municipality. 56.3 percent of the households of

gecekondu tenant housing group has benefited from this assistance, whereas 37.5
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percent of gecekondu owner-occupiers, 25.0 percent of apartment tenants and 6.3

percent of apartment owner-occupiers took assistance from Municipalities.

In Weberian sense, as we have discussed so far, health is among the important variables
that indicate life chances of people. Table below shows the number of patients who
have serious or chronic diseases by housing groups. In table the diseases of adults and
children are demonstrated separately. According to table, the number of patient is the
highest in households of gecekondu owner-occupiers. In particular there are eleven
adults in this housing group who have serious or chronic diseases. Interestingly,
following housing group with the high number of patients is that of apartment owner-
occupiers with six patients. Actually, it would be expected that owner-occupiers be in
advantageous position and less number of patients when compared to tenants. However,
apartment tenants with four patients and gecekondu tenants with only two patients have
the least numbers of patients in housing groups. Nonetheless, there is a relation between
the sort of diseases and age. The diseases such as rheumatism, hypertension, diabetes
and heart diseases are more likely to be observed in old ages. As we can remember, the
age distribution pattern by housing groups has demonstrated that the oldest housing
groups are respectively gecekondu owner-occupiers and apartment-owner-occupiers.
Accordingly, when the numbers of patients who have above-mentioned old age
diseases considered, it is seen that great deal of the patients among owner-occupiers
(eleven patients) have such diseases while there is only one patient who suffer from

such diseases among tenants.

As we have underlined many times until now, in certain variables reminiscent of health
the genuine place where we should focus on to be capable of exploring the effects of
advantage or disadvantage stemming from the positions occupied in the means of
housing is the case of children since in such variables the conditions of adults represent
to a large extent the achieved life chances. When below table considered in respect of
children, it is obvious that inequality in the distribution of diseases through housing

groups shifts in the sense that while the ratio of owner-occupiers in both housing

112



type is higher than that of tenants in the case of adults, it turns into tenants in the case
of children and not surprisingly the highest ratio is that of gecekondu tenants once

again.

Table 4.26: Number of Patients who have Serious or Chronic Diseases and Average Number of
Patient per Household by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment

Owner Owner
Tenant . . Tenant
Occupier Occupier

Diseases of Adults
Kidney Problems - 1
Hernia 1 1
Rheumatism, Hypertension, Diabetes 1 7 2 -
Physical Problems - 1
Heart Diseases — — 2 .
Cerebral Problems -—- — 1 .
Asthma -—- — - 2
Paralysis - 1 — -

Diseases of Children
Hormonal Diseases 1 --- 1
Epilepsy --- - 1 1
Mental Diseases 1
Kidney Problems
Physical Problems
Paralysis

Average Number of Patient per
Household

Source: Field Research

By the way unlike other groups, the proportion of those who apply health clinics of
municipality in gecekondu tenants is more while it is highly less for public and
university hospitals.” In the case of other health institutions (hospitals of Social
Insurance Institution, military and private ones) there is no apparent difference between
them. We met similar conclusion with regard to access to hospital. Access to hospital
can also be taken as an indicator of the level of socialization process and when seen in
this view it is important to notice that there are certain differences between housing
groups in terms of women’s attitude when they got sick. For example, 33.3 percent of

women in gecekondu tenant housing group initial seeks help from their near

" The hospital or health institutions they apply and other findings in this paragraph base on the
responses of women.
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environment in solving their health problems unless it gets serious. These helps are
taken from neighbors who have similar symptoms and also these are not simply
composed of taking advices but also including sharing the medicines used by
neighbors. On the other hand, women in the apartment owner-occupiers and tenants

housing group visit doctor whenever they get sick.

4.5.3 Community Relations and Way of Life

4.5.3.1 Migration Pattern

Sentepe has been one of the prominent resorts of Ankara City for immigrants
approximately since 1960s. In view of this, it can be said that one of the unifying or
combining characteristic of residents living in Sentepe is that their life chances and
ways of life have been structured and affected more or less by immigration they
experienced in their life span or experienced by their ancestors. To put it in a different
way, immigration process constituted the ‘first strategic step’ that conveyed them to the
position they could recently have (Kalaycioglu ef al., 1998, p.132). In that case, to
study community structure, it is necessary to further elaborate immigration pattern in
terms of the origins of immigrants and with reference to when, why and how migration
has been experienced. It should be noted in the beginning that first generation who
experienced migration and the second one after migration have considerably different
ways of life. We have tried to figure out these differences to a certain extent by
analyzing certain variables that contribute to the life chances of individuals or
households in previous parts. For instance, we have denoted already that there is no
illiterate or no one without any diploma among the parents of both households born in
Ankara and of the second generation. Likewise, it has been emphasized that there is no
one who deals with the informal works and who do not have any social security among
the second-generation heads of household. What’s more, there are of course further
differences between the social relations and connections of first generation and the

second one and these differences constitute the subject of this part.

114



Table 4.27: Migration Period of Households by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant

No Migration 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1) 18.8 % (3) 18.8 % (3)
2000 — 2004 26.7 % (4) - - -

1990 - 1999 13.3 % (2) 13.3 % (2) 23.1 % (3) 26.7 % (4)
1980 — 1989 26.7 % (4) 13.3 % (2) 154 % (2) 38.5 % (5)
1970 - 1979 6.7 % (1) 40.0 % (6) 26.7 % (4) 15.4 % (2)
1960 — 1969 26.7 % (4) 33.3 % (5) 26.7 % (4) 154 % (2)
Total 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16)

Source: Field Research

Above table demonstrates migration period of heads of household and as we have
stated, migration process started in the 1960s and continues up to date. According to the
indicators, there seems no specific period when a mass migration of population
experienced. While there are 56 migrated heads of household, half of them had
migrated before 1980. However, there are some differences with respect to housing
groups. As an instance, those heads of household who have migrated in last four years
are only gecekondu tenants; namely, there are no newcomers in other housing groups.
On the other hand, majority of the owner-occupiers (73.3 percent of gecekondu owner-
occupiers and 53.4 percent of apartment owner-occupiers) settled in Ankara more than
24 years ago. Among apartment tenants, however, great deal of heads of household
(65.2 per cent) settled in Ankara between 1980 and 1999. In a word, it is possible to
draw a picture that though not true for one by one owner-occupiers are still relatively
old comers of Ankara. Most of the newcomers are tenants and among them those who
have migrated very recently reside in gecekondu without any exceptions. It is known
that each immigrant has different story but what we seek is essentially whether there
are similar migration patterns or factors within housing groups. For that, now we should

turn to examine the native lands of heads of household.
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Table 4.28: Heads of Household” Birth Places, Native Lands and the Place Where They Came From
by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
Native Lands of Head of
Households
Ankara (Center County) --- --- 6.3 % (1) ---
Counties of Ankara” 56.3 % (9) 62.5 % (10) 25.0 % (4) 313 % (5)
Central Anatolia’ 31.3 % (5) 18.8 % (3) 43.8 % (7) 43.8 % (7)
Black Sea* 12.5 % (2) 18.8 % (3) 18.8 % (3) 25.0 % (4)
East Anatolia® - -—- 6.3 % (1) ---
Total 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16)
Birth Places of Head of
Households
Ankara (Center County) 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1) 18.8 % (3) 18.8 % (3)
Counties of Ankara 50.0 % (8) 62.5 % (10) 18.8 % (3) 25.0 % (4)
Central Anatolia 31.3 % (5) 18.8 % (3) 37.5 % (6) 43.8 % (7)
Black Sea 12.5 % (2) 12.5 % (2) 18.8 % (3) 12.5 % (2)
East Anatolia --- --- 6.3 % (1) ---
Total 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16)
Where they came from.
No Migration 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1) 18.8 % (3) 18.8 % (3)
Counties of Ankara 50.0 % (8) 62.5 % (10) 18.8 % (3) 18.8 % (3)
Central Anatolia 25.0 % (4) 12.5 % (2) 37.5 % (6) 43.8 % (7)
Black Sea 12.5 % (2) 12.5 % (2) 18.8 % (3) 18.8 % (3)
East Anatolia --- --- 6.3 % (1) ---
Marmara” 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1) --- ---
Total 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16)

" Sereflikochisar, Camlidere, Beypazari, Kizilcahamam, Kazan, Evren
¥ Cankir1, Kayseri, Kirikkale, Kirsehir, Nigde, Sivas, Yozgat

% Bolu, Corum, Ordu, Samsun, Sinop, Zonguldak

¥ Erzurum

™ {stanbul, Bursa

Source: Field Research

As indicated in table above, great deal of heads of household’s native lands are the
Counties of Ankara (28 out of 64 heads of household, 43.8 percent in total). Besides,
the heads of household who are from the cities of Central Anatolia constitute 32.8

percent of total sample. 12.5 percent of heads of household were born in Ankara and

are second generation after migration.® However, when we asked their native places, no

8 However, not all of them born in Ankara are second generation. There is a head of household
whose native land is center county of Ankara. Nonetheless, this person’s origins goes back to a
settlement (a village of Golbasi County) which was two generation before a rural settlement of
Ankara and with the expansion of city it has been included by urban settlement of Ankara city; and
his ancestors’ migration to Sentepe has been occurred when this settlement was a rural site. Since
what we primarily concern is the differentiation between the ones who have experienced migration
in their life cycle and who did not, this head of household whose native land is Ankara Central
County is treated as a member of second generation.
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one except one viewed Ankara as their native land among these heads of household
born in Ankara. Erder, basing on findings in her research on Umraniye —a gecekondu
settlement in Istanbul, found that owner-occupiers tend to feel themselves as the citizen
of the place they live while tenants do not due to their mobile position in housing
market (Erder, 2001, pp.181-2). However, in our sample, it is not possible to put it so
since there is no difference between housing groups with respect to responses given to

native lands.

Map 4.3: Native Lands of Heads of Household

Number of Heads of Household (Frequency)

Counties of Ankara

Source: Field Research

When the native lands and birthplaces of respondents are examined, the domination of
heads of household from counties of Ankara and from countries in Central Anatolia can
be explicitly observed from the table above. Our findings on immigration pattern in
respect of birthplace are consistent with the findings of the research of METU Urban
Policies and Local Government Department held in three gecekondu settlements of
Ankara including Sentepe in 1999. According to this research, 75 percent of 287

immigrant respondents migrated from counties of Ankara and Central Anatolia Region,
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while it is in our case 67.2 percent.

It seems that common type of migration in our sample is successive one. As Erder
explains, in this migration process, immigrants do not decide on migration individually
and autonomously, rather, it is taken by regarding the decisions of group to which they
belong such as household, kinship group etc. This type of migration enables immigrants
to learn about place where they are going to migrate from their migrated relatives and
in the same way make possible for immigrants to take support during this process from
them (1995, p.110-1). For example, Mrs. H., one of the interviewees, said that her
family was one of the first settlers of Bur¢ District. They migrated in 1970 from a
village of Camlidere. She told that some relatives migrated after them and settled
nearby. Besides, she also told about a tradition: ‘“They were leaving someone near the
new bride, brother in-law, among brothers in-law, they would find a job near you, as
they finished primary school, coming and leaving them here and go’.’ She also had

looked after two-brother in-law after her marriage.

Another characteristic of type of migration in our sample is regarding their being direct.
In other words, rather than migrating first to a secondary center, then to Ankara, heads
of household migrated directly to Ankara Center County with the exception of two
ones. Migration process of these two heads of household includes two steps. They first
migrated to other big cities (one to Istanbul and other to Bursa) and then to Ankara. It is
also observed that for most heads of household migration has started as the migration of
men and continued as the migration of family. Of course, there are also women among
heads of household but as we examine the main reason behind migration we see that for
these women heads of household it was either related to their husbands’ work or they
migrated while they were child. Moreover, this is true also in the case of many other

immigrants such as Mrs. H. She told her migration story as such:

’ Yeni gelinin yaninda illaki birini birakirlardi, kayin, kaymlardan, onlar senin yaninda ise girsin,
ilkokulu bitirdi mi gelip birakir giderlerdi.
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I was born in Pecgenek village in Camlidere. We had lived in the village till third class
[in primary school]. After that, we migrated here in turn. My father had built a house
in here, built a house in here, he came and made us a surprise. What we see, one night
my father had came, we had built a house in Ankara, We said how it could be, we
couldn’t leave our village, we couldn’t go. My father said it is that good such good, he
was trying to encourage us to here. We said not in our lives, we love our village, he
built a new house in a village and such. As we came to here, my god, he persuaded us
but ... after months, school closed for holiday, we migrate here. In the day when the
school reports distributed we came to Ankara... We came and saw what, mud, no
house around, desolate, deserted, just a house, no stairs from outside, you enter by
stepping on the stones he put, my father had made in a night ... My father was selling
things, selling sheets. In Cankaya, bundle on his shoulders, he was working night and
day. He built a house in here, a house in village. After he did his military service and
returned, while he was working in Cankaya again selling sheets, they said here, here
was a empty area, everyone occupied a place, occupied a land, go there and make a
house, his friend persuaded him, they were building and were being demolished, build
and being demolished, they had demolished fro seven times at last he said I would
bui110d in any way, he decided, my father built, I mean at last he made this house, built

While it was her father who first migrated and prepared what was necessary for his
family in Ankara, then took them, Mr. O. had migrated by himself and got married in

Ankara:

I get out from primary school and came to Ankara ... first I, before I moved my home,
I myself was staying in my elder sisters home as single. Then, we found a empty flat in
my elder sister’s building, there was a building in next. I rented there, I made paint,
whitewash. Then, I telephoned, rented a lorry, took my home and moved here ... I was
engaged ... my first home after my marriage was there."'

19°1963°te Camlidere Pecenek koyiinde dogdum. Ucgiincii sinifa kadar koyde yasadik. Ondan sonra
tekrar buraya goc ettik. Babam ev yapmis buraya, ev yapmis buraya, gelip bize siirpriz yapti. Bi
baktik ki bi gece babam gelmis, biz Ankara’ya bi ev yaptim. Nasil olur biz kdyiimiizden ayrilamayiz,
gidemeyiz dedik. Babam dedi iste sOyle giizel boyle giizel, bizi artik 6zendiriyor ya buraya. Biz
dedik olmaz hayatta, koyili cok seviyoruz, kdye de daha yeni ev yapti falan. Bi buraya geldik ki
Allahh, bizi ikna etti ama ... aylar sonra, okul tatil oldu buraya go¢ ettik. Hadi karne giinii geldik
Ankara’ya...bi geldik ki ¢amurr, hi¢ buralarda ev yok, 1ss1z, tenha, bi ev, distan merdiveni yok, basip
gidiyosun taslart goymus, babam yapmis bi gecede ... Babam iste sey satiyodu, carsaf¢ilik
yaparmisti, Cankaya’da omzunda boyle bohcayla, gece giindiiz calisirmisti. Bi buraya yapmis ev,
koye yapt1 ev. Tekrar iste askerden geldikten sonra tekrar iste Cankaya’da bohcacilik yaparken
yaparken burayr diyolar, bura bos bi alan, herkes yer kapiyo, arsa kapiyo, git oraya ev yapalim,
arkadasi ikna ediyo, yapiyorlar yikiyolar, yapiyolar yikiyolar. Yedi defa yikmislar sonunda yapacam
illaki demis kararin1 vermis, yapmis babam, yani sonunda yapmus evi, dikmis...

" flkokuldan ¢iktim Ankara’ya geldim ... ben once, evi getirmeden Once, ablamin yaninda ben
kendim bekar kaliyordum. Ondan sonra, ablamin binadan bi bos yer bulduk, yaninda bina vardi. Ben
orayl tuttum, boya badana yaptim. Ondan sonra, telefon ettim, kamyon tuttum, evi aldim buraya
getirdim ... Nisanliydim ... evlendikten sonra ilk evim oraydi.

119



Mr. O’s words affirm what we previously said; that is, one’s migration to city also
gives rise to others. This is especially fact for who have relatives in city. To sum up,
one of the main characteristics of the migration process of heads of household we
analyzed is their being direct migration to city and they were started by initially men’s
migration and followed by their families, and also kinship ties significantly effected the
migrations. However, it is also important to question what made these people to leave
their places and move to the city. In Turkish literature, it is generally accepted that
migration process is caused by the fact that people have no other choice. That is why
they could not make a living in the place they are living, and could not benefit from
their ties at home. According to Kalaycioglu et al., behind the typical type of migration
— immigration from rural to urban, there is a big bunch of privations (1998). Moreover,
many researches refer to pulling and pushing factors and it is generally argued that as
Turkish cities lack the facilities and other advantages that constitute the pulling factors
of city life, to a large extent it is disadvantages of the rural life, or pushing factors that
predominate reasons behind migration. Lack of land and mechanization of agriculture
are the main impulses behind the pushing factors. It seems that picture arising out of the
following table that illustrates the reasons behind migration process is not inconsistent

to an important extent with these definitions.

When we asked why they migrated to our respondents who were first generation
immigrants, frequently repeated responses was gerting work (21.4 percent) or expecting
to get work (25 percent) or parents decision (25 percent). However, there were some
variations between housing groups. For example, the majority of gecekondu tenants
migrated Ankara to work and while four of these heads of household got or arranged
their works through their networks or appointment before migration process, other four
heads of household migrated with the expectation of finding a work. However, reasons
regarding working are not peculiar to gecekondu tenants, in opposition, it is true in the
case of apartment tenures and apartment owner-occupiers as well. Especially in the case
of apartment tenants, there is no reason different from getting work or expecting to get

work with the exception of parents’ decision. Similarly, in the case of apartment

120



owner-occupiers work issue constitutes the main reason for majority as well but
differently from apartment tenures, 61.5 percent of them migrated only with the

expectation to find a work.

Table 4.29: Reasons to Migrate to Ankara by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owne'r 0wne.r Tenant
Occupier Occupier

Getting work / Appointment 26.7 % (4) --- 7.7 % (1) 53.8 % (7)
To get work 26.7 % (4) 6.7 % (1) 61.5 % (8) 7.7 % (1)
To live in better conditions 6.7 % (1) 13.3 % (2) --- ---
Not having any opportunity to subsist in the L . 77 % (1) .
place where he/she came from 7
To join relatives in Ankara 6.7 % (1) 20.0 % (3) 7.7 % (1) ---
To escape from vendetta --- 6.7 % (1) - -
To t.reat the health problems of member(s) of 6.7% (1) . . .
family
For education - 13.3 % (2) 7.7 % (1) ---
Husband’s getting work - 13.3 % (2) - -
His/her parents' decision 26.7 % (4) 26.7 (4) 7.7 % (1) 38.5 % (5)
Total 100 % (15) 100 % (15) 100 % (13) 100 % (13)

Source: Field Research

What is striking is that only one head of household in gecekondu owner-occupier
housing group uttered that his reason to migrate Ankara was to get work. This group
represents, as we have put formerly, the relatively old one in respect of living in Ankara
and the majority of them had migrated before 1980. Moreover, five heads of household
in this group are women. Therefore, it can be expected to observe different patterns in
this group’s way of migration. As a matter of fact, in the responses of them there is
variety of reasons as indicated in the table. For example, different from other housing
groups, the reason of migration of nearly half of the heads of household in this group
are not under their saving in the sense that it is either their parent’s decision or
husbands’ work or vendetta. In addition, those who migrated to have education are only

in this group.
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In order to be capable of finding out to what extent respondents intended to settle
permanently, we also asked our interviewees if they had any plan to move from
Ankara. The answers showed that the majority of households (82.8 per cent) have
settled in Ankara permanently. On the other hand, eleven households had plans to move
outside Ankara. Five of these households were gecekondu tenants and they intended to
return to their native lands permanently. The reason behind this was economic for three
and psychological for two. Moreover, it should be noted that those households who are
planning to return for economic reasons are all newcomers. To be illustrating, Mr. K.,
one of our respondents living in gecekondu housing as tenant, and his family migrated
to Ankara in 2002 to make the medical treatment of her daughter in the hospitals of
Ankara. Girl has kidney disease, undergoes to dialysis weekly, and waiting for
transplantation. Mr. K. and his two sons deal with informal works to make their living
and girl’s treatment, and they are planning to return to their native lands as soon as she
regain her health. Another gecekondu tenant household planning to return is from Ordu.
When we interviewed with them, it was only two months they had come to Ankara.

They were planning to return as they collected adequate money to buy a land in Ordu.

Economic indicators represent the significant factors that differentiate gecekondu tenant
housing group from others since there is no household in these groups intending to
return his/her native lands due to not being able to make their living in Ankara. Besides,
the number of households who intend to return is far less from that of gecekondu tenant
households. There are only two households in gecekondu owner-occupiers group and
one in both apartment owner-occupier and apartment tenant-housing groups. The main
motive behind their intentions is entitled as psychological; this term is chosen so as to
be capable of referring to respondents’ emotional preferences such as spending their
rest of life in their hometowns or aspiration to rural living, etc. In addition to those
planning to return their native lands, there are also households who plan to settle other
cities. For example, a gecekondu owner-occupier household intends to move to a
seaside town due to head of household’s health problem and an apartment tenant

household has a plan to move due to head of household’s appointment. As a result,
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for majority Ankara seems to be final resort, all the same, it is possible to distinguish
gecekondu tenant housing group by considering the remarkable ratio of households in
this group planning to leave from Ankara (31.3 percent) with the dissociated reasoning
when compared to other housing groups. The last important point to be noted here is
that apartment owner-occupiers are more attached with the city and hardly any of them

(93.8 percent of household) do have intention to leave Ankara.

4.5.3.2 Residential Mobility and Desire to Move

For Rex and Moore, ‘the ability to move ... to more desirable areas is a mark of social
and economic success which cannot be achieved without some effort’ (Rex and Moore,
1967, p.74). In similar words, mobility in the housing hierarchy is mark of economic
and social success. Besides, it also enables us to consider whether housing position of
households supplies enough durability to have similar way of life. In our sample,
owner-occupiers of gecekondu are obviously long term tenures of district. As indicated
in the table below the majority of this group has bought or made their houses before
1980. Corollary, the owner-occupiers in gecekondu housing group are considerably less
mobile than other groups in terms of moving to other houses. 43.8 percent of tenures of
this group have been residing in the houses that they first resided when they got married
or migrated to Ankara. Actually, in terms of the duration, certain part of owner-
occupiers of apartment is long-term residents of Sentepe as well. This part constitutes
the 31.3 percent of this group and similar to owner-occupiers of gecekondu, their
average duration of residing in Sentepe is 26.4 years. This part is composed of the
tenures who were the landowners of the apartments they reside in and were residing in
the gecekondu erected on these lands. That is the reason for the great difference of
durations of living in Sentepe and residing in present housing for this housing group.
The process of transformation to apartments dates (at most) ten years back in the
district on the other side and this explains why the residents of this housing group

experienced residential mobility at least for one time as well.
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Table 4.30: Residential Mobility by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
The Average Duration of 18.9 273 275 20.7
Living in Ankara (years)
The Average Duration of 108 24.1 133 13.9
Living in Sentepe (years)
The Period Moved in
Sentepe
2001 + 25.0 % - 37.5 % 313 %
1991 - 2000 18.8 % 18.8 % 18.8 % 25.0 %
1981 — 1990 18.8 % 25.0 % 25.0 % 18.8 %
1980 — 18.8 % 56.3 % 18.8 % 25.0 %
The Average Duration of
Residing in Present 2.2 23.0 3.1 3.8
Housing (years)
Number of Houses
Changed
No change 18.8 % 43.8 % - 18.8 %
2 houses 25.0 % 43.8 % 50.0 % 50.0 %
3 houses 313 % 12.5 % 43.8 % 12.5 %
4 and more houses 25.0 % -—- 6.3 % 18.8 %

Source: Field Research

Majority of the apartment owner-occupiers are relatively new residents of the housing
they reside in. These newcomers are composed of both young married children of the
landowners and the ones who have bought houses in recent years with different reasons
that led them to prefer Burg district. On the other side, tenants are more mobile than
owner-occupiers in terms of the number of houses they have changed after their
marriage or migration to Ankara. By the same token, for the majority of tenants it is
possible to talk about residential mobility within Sentepe. However, no significant
difference can be observed with respect to the average duration of living in Sentepe

when they are compared to owner-occupiers of apartment.

Before turning to examine the geographical dimension of the residential mobility, for
the purposes of our study, the steps taken by households in the housing hierarchy will
be evaluated first. This is also important in understanding whether apartment and
gecekondu housing type represent different social environments and whether housing
possession structure constitutes the base of formation of different strata cutting across
the traditional lines of social stratification. Before evaluation, it should be noted that
those households whose first accommodation after marriage or migration to Ankara
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is the present house they continue to reside are not demonstrated in the figure; and,
although figure is designed to exhibit each households’ mobility, thus, has complex and

confusing demonstration, what is aimed with this figure is to exhibit general tendencies.

Second Last Housing Type

Gecekondu Apartment
Owner-Occupier||Owner-Occupier|

Gecekondu Gecekondu Apartment Apartment
Relative’s Owner-Occupier||Owner-Occupier’ Relative’s
Ownership Ownershi
Previous Housing Type
Gecekondu Gecekondu Apartment Apartment
Relative’s Owner-Occupier||Owner-Occupier Relative’s
Ownership Ownership
Present Housing Type

Figure 4.6: Previous Housing Types of Households by Housing Groups

Source: Field Research

As it can be seen through the figure, there is an apparent continuity in the case of
gecekondu tenants in terms of the housing possession structure and housing type they
previously resided in. In respect of housing type, with the exception of a few, nearly all
of the gecekondu tenants changing houses are in the same situation with that of past. To
put it in a different way, there are a small number of households in this group who were
in the different housing position in the past. It is not possible to see similar kind of
continuity in the case of other housing groups, at least not with the same density. For
example, there is no household in the gecekondu owner-occupier housing group whose
previous housing group was again gecekondu owner-occupier. In this group majority
was previously gecekondu tenants. Similarly, when we consider the residential mobility
of apartment owner-occupiers housing group we see that only two households were in
the same housing position. It is reasonable to expect that majority of them were
gecekondu owner-occupiers in the past since gecekondu land ownership is very

common way of being owner-occupier of apartment housing especially in our field

125




area. However, we observe that previous housing positions of them were not intensified
on any housing group. On the other hand, similar with the gecekondu tenants, most of
the apartment tenants’ previous positions were tenant again either in gecekondu or
apartment housing. Therefore, it is possible to say that there is no downward mobility

in housing hierarchy in our sample.

Gecekondu Tenant Gecekc():r;iu igrwner- Apartment Owner-Occupier|

Apartment Tenant

lGecekondu Tenant I:lGecekondu Owner-Occupier I:lGecekondu Relative's Ownership
.Apartment Tenant |:|Apartment Owner-Occupier |:|Apartment Relative's Ownership

[HHousing Provided to Employers

Figure 4.7: Residential Mobility of Households from 1980 to 2004 by Housing Groups

Source: Field Research

Different from previous figure, figure above demonstrates the residential mobility
pattern of households within time scale. What is striking here is that the most durable
housing group is gecekondu owner-occupiers housing group. This is also true in the
case of tenants housing groups to a certain extent. On the other hand, there are much
more transitions in apartment owner-occupiers housing group and it represent a more
complex one resulted from these transitions and shifts. Doubtless, to understand these
durability patterns more clearly, it should be considered their intentions of changing

house.
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Table 4.31: Intention of Changing House and Reason for this by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant 0wne.r 0wne.r Tenant
Occupier Occupier
Will Change 37.5% (6) 313% (5) | 188 % 3) 50.0 % (8)
Move to owned house --- --- --- 6.3 % (1)
Problems with landlord --- --- --- 6.3 % (1)
Physical problems of house 25.0 % (4) 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1) 18.8 % (3)
Social problems with environment 6.3 % (1) --- 6.3 % (1) ---
Landlord is evicting 6.3 % (1) --- --- 6.3 % (1)
Will demolish to rebuilt apartment --- 25.0 % (4) --- --
High rent prices - - --- 6.3 % (1)
Need of a larger house --- --- 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1)
Will not Change 62.5 % (10) 68.8 % (11) | 81.3 % (13) 50.0 % (8)

Source: Field Research

Above table demonstrates the answers given to if and why residents have intention of
changing the house they reside in. According to responses, majority of the households
have no thought of changing their houses. When the households who will change their
houses considered, one can expect less loyalty from tenants to their houses. They are
likely to be more mobile since they do not have ties with their houses as owner-
occupiers, who are likely to have. As a matter of fact, among twenty-two households
who will change their houses the number of tenants constitutes the majority with
fourteen households. Nonetheless, numbers of owner-occupier households who have
the intention of changing their houses are remarkable as well. Eight households are
going to move other houses and five out of these eight households are gecekondu
owner-occupiers. Four of them will move to apartment housing that will be built on the
place of their gecekondu housing. Therefore, they are still loyal to the district thanks to
their ties of property. Other one in this group who intend changing house, however,
gives responses concerning the dissatisfaction with housing and district. In particular
physical problems of houses constitute the base of seven tenant households’ desire to
change their houses. On the other side, three out of fourteen tenant households will
move due to their problems with landlords and arising from landlords. As it is seen,
problems with landlord and especially the physical problems of house constitute the

main reason of tenants in both housing types to intend changing their houses.
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Table 4.32: Previous Districts that Households Resided by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment

Owner Owner
Tenant . . Tenant
Occupier | Occupier

Salaried Nonowners + Other Owner-Occupiers and
Nonowners 25.0 %(4) 18.8 %(3) -—- 6.3 %(1)
Iskitler-Kazikigi, Giilveren, Kurtini, Cingin, Yenidogan.

Salaried Owner-Occupiers + Self-Employed Owner-
Occupiers and Nonowners 125 %(2) 6.3 %(1) | 31.3 %(5) 31.3 %(5)

Kecioren, Cigdemtepte, Incirli, Sincan, Batikent, Avcilar

Salaried Homeowner Tenants + Self-Employed
Owner-Occupiers and Nonowners. 6.3 %(1) 18.8 %(3) | 12.5 %(2) 18.8 %(3)

Dikmen, Yenimahalle, Bahcgelievler, Demetevler

Wealthy Employers

Ovegler 6.3 %(1) - i .

Wealthy Others

Eeor 6.3 %(1)

No domination of any status-income groups

Siteler-Onder 63 %(1) 63 %(1) | 6.3 %(1) -

No mobility 43.8 %(7)  50.0 %(8) | 37.5 %(6) 43.8 %(7)

Source: Field Research

Table above demonstrates the previous districts of households. It is important to note
here that our classification of those districts represents the residential differentiation on
the basis of status-income and it is derived from Murat Giiveng’s study that we have
mentioned previously. According to this classification, Sentepe represents the place
where salaried owner-occupiers, self-employed owner-occupiers and non-owners reside
in — second category from above. To note that, table does not demonstrate the mobility
within Sentepe. According to this, nearly half of the households experienced either no
mobility at all or mobility within Sentepe quarter after their marriage or migration to
Ankara. On the other hand, among the households who have changed their districts, it is
possible to observe that considerable part have resided in those districts which are

categorized in the same group with Sentepe.
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Table 4.33: The Reasons of Residing in Sentepe by Housing Groups”

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Reasons of Residing in Sentepe Tenant Ow"e.r Owne.r Tenant
Occupier | Occupier
Acquaintance with social environment 31.3% 18.8 % 37.5 % 43.8 %
Good neighborly relations 12.5 % 6.3 % 18.8 % 6.3 %
Contented with the social structure of district 125 % 12.5 % 6.3 % -
Having relatives in district 313 % 6.3 % 25.0 % 6.3 %
Security - 6.3 % - -
Being far from relatives - - 6.3 % -
/ Physical and geographical opportunities of the district™ 6.3 % - - 6.3 %
/ Economically reasonable 37.5 % - - 25.0 %
/ Content with the urban services served to district 6.3 % --- --- ---
/ Being owner-occupier --- 75.0 % 43.8 % ---
/ Nearness to working place --- -—- --- 12.5 %

:k Respondents could give more than one answer. All answers are counted.
Climate, neutral sources such as soil, water etc., topology etc.

Source: Field Research

Of course, there are certain reasons that explain why they prefer to reside in Sentepe.
Table 4.37 illustrates these reasons. It is possible to distinguish the set of community
related indicators from others (which is demonstrated by left alignment in table).
According to responses given by tenants, it is heavily the community-based motivations
such as being acquainted with social environment or kinship relations that constitute the
base of their preference to reside in Sentepe. For the majority of owner-occupiers,
however, the most important reason to reside in Sentepe is their possession of housing
property. Moreover, we also asked our respondents ‘what are the advantages of living
in Burg¢ District’. According to responses, the advantageous aspects of living in Burg
District for owner-occupiers are composed of mostly social or psychological factors
such as neighborly relations, kinship relations, loyalty to area, good morality, etc.
However, in the case of tenants material factors come to the fore and join them. For
example, for Mr. O. there are of course economically more reasonable places but there
are some differences when Burc District compared to other ones. With respect to this he

says that:

First, I can’t find a house like this, there are, there are houses, starting from 135
million 125 miilion, plus men requires 500 million deposit. Since I am not in a
position to give this 500 million deposit, I am compelled to reside in such a house.
Here, rent fits to me as well. If it doesn’t fit me I wouldn’t stay I mean. Yes, there are,
there are houses for 60 million [monthly rent TL]. But, when I sit in here, mouse are
greeting over there. We became friends, we know each other well, I mean ... Since I
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came to Ankara, except for one or one and half years, I mean it’s been fifteen years,
give up one year of it, [ have been here for fourteen years. I mean around Sentepe. I
prefer here around because places where I know.'>

To sum up, when the reasons of residing in Sentepe are considered with the
advantageous aspects of living in this place, it seems that although the community-
based reasons occupy the considerable place in the responses of both tenants and
owner-occupiers, there is still an apparent dissimilarity arising out of the differences of
housing situation. In this regard, it seems possible to say that while most of the owner-
occupiers continue to live in this place because of their property ties in addition to other
pulling factors, tenants prefer to live in Sentepe since it is also economically reasonable

from certain aspects.

Table 4.34: Housing Type Preferences by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
Gecekondu 56.3 % (9) 62.5 % (10) 56.3 % (9) 56.3 % (9)
Apartment 37.5 % (6) 37.5 % (6) 43.8 % (7) 31.3 % (5)
No matter; if it is mine 6.3 % (1) --- --- 12.5 % (2)
Total 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16)

Source: Field Research

When we focus on the preferences of housing type we see that more than half of the
residents in all housing groups prefers to live in gecekondu. However as we shall see a
little later, this should not be taken as the indicator of that all of residents consider the
living in gecekondu and apartment as the same. On the other side, both gecekondu
tenures and apartment ones who prefer living in gecekondu think that it is the
advantageous of residing in house in garden that renders gecekondu-housing type

attractive for them. It follows from this with small proportion that it is possible to

12 Boyle yer bulamadim bir; var, yer var, 135 milyon 125 milyondan bagliyo, arti1 adam 500 milyon
depozit istiyo. O 500 milyon depoziti verecek durumda olmadigim igin, mecbur boyle yerde
oturuyom. Buranin kirasi1 da uygun geliyo. Uygun gelmese oturmam yani. Ha, var, 60 milyona da
var ev. Ama ben burda otururkene fareler ordan selam verip selam geciyo. Arkadas olduk,
birbirimizi iyice tanidik yani... Ben, hemen hemen Ankara’ya geldim geleli bibuguk sene hari¢, yani
onbes sene oldu, bi senesini bos ver, ondort senedir ben buradayim. Sentepe civarindayim yani.
Bildigim tanidigim yer oldugu i¢in ben buralar1 segiyom.
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maintain good neighborhood relations and traditional life style around gecekondu social
environment and that is why they prefer it. On the other side, as it can be expecting the
most important reason of those who prefer living in apartment is the comfort

opportunities it has.

Table 4.35: The Reasons for Housing Type Preferences

Advantages of residing in house in garden (89.5 %), good
Gecekondu neighborhood relations (21.4 %), traditional life style (5.3 %),
economic reasons (5.3 %)

Gecekondu
Apartment Comfort opportunities (75.0 %), social reasons (25.0 %)
Advantages of residing in house in garden (83.3 %), traditional
Gecekondu . . .
life style (16.7 %), good neighborhood relations (11.1 %)
Apartment
Apartment Comfort opportunities (76.9 %), social reasons (16.7 %), security

(8.3 %)

Source: Field Research

Table below table demonstrates the perception of persons residing in different housing
types about what residents of other housing type think about them. According to
responses, considerable part of the gecekondu residents thinks that those residents
living in apartment look them down upon. When we turn to the apartment residents we
encounter similar picture in the sense that nearly half of the persons believes that
gecekondu tenures imitate them and this type of response seems to be asymmetric reply
of looking down upon. At that point, it is useful to give ear Erman. With respect to
moving to apartment housing which is considered the improvement of social positions,
she emphasizes that rest of them who could not move apartment feels insufficiency and
unpleasant. Those people living in gecekondu might desire to live in gecekondu, prefer
gecekondu living but still they feel themselves discontent and anxious when they

encounter their old neighbors who moved to apartment (Erman, 1998, p.322).
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Table 4.36: Gecekondu residents’ perception of the Table 4.37: Apartment residents’ perception of

way apartment tenures consider them the way gecekondu tenures consider them
Gecekondu Apartment
Valid Valid
Percentage Percentage
They do not disparage since they 15.6 % (5) We were living in gecekondu as 34.4% (11)
are from gecekondu as well well
They are imitating | 12.5 % (4) They are imitating | 40.6 % (13)
We can not know | 28.1 % (9) We can not know | 6.3 % (2)
They are looking down upon | 34.4 % (11) They say you are looking (L(;‘ZE 6.3 % (2)
. They say you are in better
They are helping us | 3.1 % (1) conditions 6.2 % (2)
There are ones both imitating :?nd 63 (2) They are sorry abf)ut us since we | 5 o )
disparaging do not have their opportunities
Total | 100 % (32) Total | 100 % (32)
Source: Field Research Source: Field Research

As we illustrated above, our findings are consistent with what Erman puts. On the other
hand, as it can be seen from the table, there are also different kinds of responses. For
example, a part of gecekondu residents believes that since they were living in the
gecekondu in near past as well apartment tenures do not disparage them. By the same
token, remarkable number of the apartment residents underlines the fact that they were

living in gecekondus too. To be illustrate, according to Mrs. A.:

Apartment and gecekondu are poles apart. Initially, neighborliness... Gecekondu and
here are not the same. It was better in terms of communication, neighborliness. Still
there is not much difference since they are my old neighbors. All living in here now
was actually the residents of gecekondu. All had houses, gave it to contractor, their
houses were made.

4.5.3.3 Formal and Informal Networks

As it is seen previously, for the purposes of this study it is assumed that each housing
groups has similar way of lives. This also implies that each housing group has
homogeneity and undifferentiated characteristic to a certain degree within itself. In this
framework, since the aim of this part is to examine community relations and ways of
life of residents, to address possible type of network relations that residents may have

developed constitutes the important ground for our analysis. In constructing our
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examination we follow Rex and Moore’s assumption regarding adaptation problem to
city life and socialization process in the sense that we assume that the degree of path
taken in adaptation process is reflected in the degree of participation to formal and
informal network relations. To put it in a different way, what we assumed here from the
point of housing classes approach is that passing from informal processes to formal
ones is the indicator over the success in adaptation to urban environment. However, it is
no doubt that these arguments are not peculiar to certain approaches; rather, they are
widely accepted, including Turkish gecekondu literature as well. To illustrate, as
Kongar underlines, in gecekondu studies performed in Turkey, ‘(a)s the Turkish rural
family is always thought to rely heavily on its kin, the process of adaptation as well as
the independence from the kin means that the gecekondu family has undergone a rapid

and drastic change’ (1976)".

One of the important aspects of our examination is the community structure that
typically occurs in the early stages of migration. As is known, contacts and helps with
accommodation and employment are necessary in the early stages of the migration. We
asked our respondents if they received any help or support in Ankara in the early stages
of their migration. Majority (64.1 percent) of heads of household said that they did not.
There are also heads of household who migrated when they were child and could not
remember how they migrate and if they got any help. As a result, there remain only 20
heads of household who got help in the early stage of their migration. 18 out of 20
heads of household received aid from their relatives in Ankara and other two from their

neighbors.

It is possible to state that in each housing group there are such households who more or
less received help in their early stage of migration. However, what is striking is that

apartment owner-occupiers have the greatest number in ratio with 43.8 percent when

13 http://www.kongar.org/aen_ge.php
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compared to other groups while only 25.0 percent of heads of household in apartment
tenants and gecekondu owner-occupiers mentioned about the help they took. With the
exception of gecekondu tenants, all housing groups took these supports especially from
their relatives. However, among gecekondu tenants 31.3 percent of heads of household
received help in their early stages from not only their relatives but also neighbors. The
responses given to the kind of help have also certain differences on the basis of housing
groups. Among the apartment tenures the helps taken by relatives are mostly the
staying in their houses for a time. However, gecekondu owner-occupiers in our sample
had been supported only for finding a work and accommodation by relatives.
Gecekondu tenants, on the other hand, were mostly supported with food, financial aid
and even with furniture not only by relatives but also by neighbors who did not have
any kinship tie. It seems that, in accordance with the fact that the migration process
gecekondu tenants experienced has different dimensions when compared to other

housing groups, types and sources of help they took display different features as well.

Table 4.38: Having Relatives in Sentepe by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
Ratio of Having Relatives 81.3 % (13) 75.0 % (12) 87.5 % (14) 68.8 % (11)
in Sentepe

Source: Field Research

Above table exhibits the relation of residents with their relatives. It should be noted
before interpreting that these findings represent only half of the story and they need to
be further elaborated to examine the problem of communal structure since their
networks including kinship relations may not be restricted with Sentepe. (For example
it is more likely that those born in Ankara have relatives and friends in Ankara beyond
Sentepe and their primary community life may be structured around these relatives.)
Keeping in this mind, indicators show that the majority of residents in each housing
group have relatives in Sentepe and there is no considerable difference among housing
groups in respect of having relatives in their neighborhood. We encountered only

fourteen respondents who had no kin in Sentepe outside their immediate household.
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When we turn to evaluate their relations with native land we come across a different
picture to an important extent. Proportion of the continuity of apartment tenants'
relations with their native land is the highest one. What is more, gecekondu owner-
occupier housing group neither gets help from nor supplies to their relatives in native
land. Although the lowest proportion is that of gecekondu tenant in respect of the
continuity of native land relations, both tenant housing groups have in common the
highest ratio of getting help from native land. On the other hand, the housing group that
supplies more help to its relatives in native land is the apartment owner-occupier one
although it represents the lowest ratio in respect of getting help. In spite of these
differences, it should be noted that the proportion of the getting help from and

supplying help to native land is not much more for all housing groups.

Table 4.39: Continuity of Relations with Native Land by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
Continuity of Native Land
Relations 62.5 % (10) 68.8 % (11) 87.5 % (14) 93.8 % (15)
Getting Help from Native 18.8 % (3) . 6.3 % (1) 18.8 % (3)
Land
Doing Helps to relatives in
Native Land 6.3 % (1) - 37.5 % (6) 18.8 % (3)
Frequency of  Visiting
Native Land
;j;f times ormore I | 37 5.4, (6) 18.8 % (3) 63 % (1) 31.3 % (5)
Once in a year 18.8 % (3) 43.8 % (7) 56.3 % (9) 50.0 % (8)
Once in two years 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1)
Once in three-five years --- --- 12.5 % (2) ---
Not visiting 37.5 % (6) 31.3 % (5) 18.8 % (3) 12.5 % (2)
Total 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16) 100 % (16)

Source: Field Research

Furthermore, except for gecekondu tenant housing group, nearly half of the all groups
visit their native land once in a year. A considerable part of the both tenant housing
groups makes this visit two times or more in a year. However, when above table seen in
general, it is obvious that apartment tenant housing group has more close relations with
their native land in respect of the frequency of visits. It can be said on the basis of both
frequency of visiting native land and getting help from there that tenants still keep on

relationships with their native land or, to be more precise, even though not much
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more in number, tenants’ relationships with their native land are still stronger than that

of other housing groups. The reason of that situation can be related with migration time

in terms of gecekondu tenants, because they are relatively new comers as compared to

others. Another reason of this, on the other hand, may be related with economic

difficulties, since they are in more disadvantaged position.

Below table demonstrates help seeking in the time of crises by households. It shows

that the majority of all housing groups demand helps first of all from their relatives.

However, this is the case for especially tenant housing groups. Moreover, the

households demanding help from their neighbors are composed of mostly gecekondu

tenures. This can be interpreted in a way that neighborhood relations are closer among

gecekondu tenures than apartment tenures.

Table 4.40: Source and Types of Helps that Households Receive by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier Owner Occupier Tenant
Relatives 62.5 % (10) 43.8 % (7) 50.0 % (8) 75.0 % (12)

Borrowing / going Financial aid (5), | Borrowing / going Borrowing / going
guarantor (7), Helps in ~ Borrowing / going | guarantor (7), Helps in  guarantor ),
times of marriage /  guarantor (4), Helps in | finding job (3), Financial aid (8),
death / illness (5), times of marriage / | Financial aid (3), Helps in times of
Financial aid (3), death / illness (3), | Helps in times of marriage / death /
Helps in finding job  Staying in relatives | marriage / death / illness (5), Staying in
(1), Helps in  houses (1), Helps in | illness (3), Staying in relatives houses (3),
repairments and  repairments and | relatives houses (2), Childcare (3), Helps in
restoring (1), Helps in  restoring (1), | Helps in housework repairments and
housework (1), Childcare (1), Fuel or | (1). restoring (2), Leaving
Household production  food aid (1). relatives as guard to
(1), Leaving relatives keep house when it is
as guard to keep house needed (2), Helps in
when it is needed (1), finding job (1),
Childcare (1), Fuel or Helps in learning
food aid (1). occupational skills (1),

Household production

(1).

Neighbors 18.8 % (3) 25.0 % (4) 6.3 % (1) 6.3 % (1)

Borrowing / going Helps in times of | Borrowing / going Financial aid (1),

guarantor (2), Helps in
times of marriage /
death / illness (2),
Financial aid (1),

marriage / death /
illness (2), Helps in
learning occupational
skills (1), Financial aid
(1), Borrowing / going
guarantor (1), Helps in

repairments and
restoring (1), Helps in
housework (D),

Household production
(1), Childcare (1).

guarantor (1).

Borrowing  /
guarantor (1).

going
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Table 4.40: (continued)

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier Owner Occupier Tenant

Fellow 6.3 % (1) --- --- ---
Countrymen Financial aid (1),

Borrowing /  going

guarantor (1), Helps in

marriage / death /

illness (1).
Friends --- 12.5 % (2) --- 6.3 % (1)

Financial aid (2). Borrowing /  going
guarantor (1).

Public 12.5 % (2) --- --- -
Organizations* Fuel or food aid (2).
Nobody 18.8 % (3) 18.8 % (3) 43.8 % (7) 18.8 % (3)

" Municipality, Head Office of District, Mukhtar

Source: Field Research

Moreover, another important result is that even though near to the ground in proportion

they are only gecekondu tenants who demand help from their fellow countrymen in the

crises time. As it can be seen through table again only gecekondu tenants seek help

from public organizations, such as municipality, Head Office of District and mukhtar.

Moreover, last indicator of the table denotes that there is a significant difference

between the apartment owner-occupiers and the other housing groups in respect of not

seeking any help. Nearly half of the apartment owner-occupiers do not need to seek

help. To sum up, it is possible to say that there are more self-sufficient households

among apartment owner-occupiers and there are no substantial differences between

housing groups in respect of social networks.

Table 4.41: Types of Help that Households Give by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant Owner Occupier Owner Occupier Tenant
56.3 % (9) 68.8 % (11) 75.0 % (12) 75.0 % (12)
Helps in housework (6), Helps in times of marriage / | Lending / going guarantor Helps in times of marriage /
Lending / going guarantor death / illness (6), Financial | (7), Helps in times of death / illness (10), Host in

(5), Helps in times of
marriage / death / illness
(5), Helps in learning
occupational  skills  (3),

Household production (3),
Childcare (3), Financial aid
(2), Host in home for stay
(2), Helps in repairments
and restoring (2), Guarding,
keeping house when it is
needed (2), Helps in finding
Job (1),

aid (4), Lending / going
guarantor (4), Helps in
housework (3), Host in
home for stay (2),
Household production (2),
Helps in finding job (1),
Helps in repairments and
restoring (1), Guarding,
keeping house when it is
needed (1), Childcare (1),

marriage / death / illness
(7), Financial aid (5), Helps
in housework (3), Helps in
finding job (1), Helps in
repairments and restoring
(1), Household production
(1), Guarding, keeping
house when it is needed (1),
Childcare (1),

home for stay (7), Lending /
going guarantor 5),
Financial aid (4), Helps in
repairments and restoring
(4), Helps in housework (4),
Household production (3),
Helps in finding job (2),
Guarding, keeping house
when it is needed (2), Helps
in learning occupational
skills (1), Childcare (1),

Source: Field Research
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It is generally assumed that the basic distinction between gecekondu and apartment
social environments is the coincidence of kinship relations with neighborhood relations
in the gecekondu community. Additionally, face-to-face relations and sense of
solidarity are said to be stronger in the gecekondu environment (see third chapter).
However, above table suggests that there are no significant differences between

different housing groups in respect of solidarity relations.

Table 4.42: Help Sought in Time of Crisis by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant 0wne.r 0wne.r Tenant
Occupier Occupier
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men ‘Women
Households Who do not seek 3 1 1 2 7 4 9 4
any help
People or Institutions help 35 44 28 51 29 35 16 32
sought from
Workfellowsip 5 - 1 - - - 3 5
Friends in Neighborhood 2 1 2 2 3 1 1 3
Relatives 27 31 13 29 16 21 10 9
Neighbors - 7 12 18 9 12 - 15
Public Organizations” / Officials 1 4 1 1 1 1
Solidarity Associations - 1 - - - - - -
Political Parties - — = 1 — — — —
Finance Organizations -—- -—- -—- --- -—- -—- 1 -—-
Living area resided by people
help sought from
Within Sentepe 486% | 591% | 929% @ 627 % | 793 % | 914 % | 25.0% | 563 %
Outside Sentepe 48.6% | 273 % 7.1 % 314% | 172 % 5.7 % 375% | 344 %
Outside Ankara - - - 2.0 % - - 25.0 % 6.3 %
Other”™ 2.9 % 13.6 % --- 3.9 % 3.4 % 2.9 % 12.5 % 3.1 %
Housing type resided by people
help sought from
Gecekondu 629% | 61.4% | 786 % @ 529 % | 27.6 % 8.6 % 313% | 37.5%
Apartment 343% | 250% | 21.4% 431% 700% | 88.6% @ 43.8% | 59.4 %
Other™ 2.9 % 13.6 % --- 3.9 % 3.4 % 2.9 % 12.5 % 3.1 %

" Municipality, Head Office of District, Mukhtar

**_Public and Other Organizations

*** Rural Housing or Public and Other Organizations

Source: Field Research

When above table considered in terms of people or institutions help sought from, it is
seen that there is no significant difference between housing groups in most cases. It is
only in the case of relatives that there is an apparent differentiation between housing
groups. Relations of the gecekondu tenures with their relatives are stronger than that of
apartment ones in terms of helping each other. However, it seems not possible to
observe similar types of closeness through other relations. On the other hand, it is

interesting to note that there is a significant difference between the owner-occupiers

138



and the tenants in terms of the residence area of those people from whom they demand
help in that most of the people whom owner-occupiers demand helps from reside within
Sentepe whereas people residing outside Sentepe constitute a considerable part of them
in the case of tenants. In addition to this, housing types of who help demanded from are
consistent with that of who demand it. Put differently, gecekondu tenures mostly

demand help from gecekondu people while apartment tenures from apartment people.

Table 4.43: Close Friends Help Sought In Time of Crisis by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment
Tenant 0wne.r 0wne.r Tenant
Occupier Occupier
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men ‘Women

First three close friends
Workfellowsip 7 1 2 2 2 1 6 1
Friends in Neighborhood 3 3 3 2 2 1 1 1
Relatives 2 5 1 2 2 4 - 3
Neighbors - 5 1 9 2 6 - 8
Friends from mosque - -- 1 - 1 -—- -- --
School Friends - - - -—- - - - -
Fellow countrymen - - = — 1 — — —
Friends in Political Party - -- -- 1 -- -—- -- --
No specific friendships 3 2 2 - 5 6 9 3
Place resided by first three
close friends

Within Sentepe 484 % | 553% | 90.0% @ 75.0% | 66.7% | 80.0% | 20.0% | 75.8%

Outside Sentepe 51.6% | 447 % | 100% @ 250% | 303% | 200% | 80.0% | 21.2%

Outside Ankara - - -—- -—- 3.0 % - -—- 3.0 %
Housing type resided by first
three close friends

Gecekondu 839% | 684% | 63.3% @ 625% | 333% | 200% @ 100% | 455 %

Apartment 16.1% | 31.6% | 36.6% @ 325% 66.7% | 80.0% @ 90.0% | 54.5%

Detached Houses - - - 5.0 % - - - -

Source: Field Research

In opposition to the hypotheses of urban studies which consider gecekondu social
environment under the concept of community, in our sample there is no apparent
differentiation between residents of apartment and that of gecekondu in respect of
friendship relations. As we have indicated in the third chapter, it is generally supposed
that the most important difference separating gecekondu environment from apartment
environment is overlapping of the neighborhood relations with traditional relations such
as kinship or fellowship. However, we find out that the basic difference is not between
gecekondu housing and apartment housing but between men and women. The above
table demonstrates friendship relations on the basis of gender in addition to hosing type

and housing ownership. In this respect, table points out that women’s friendships
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relations are restricted only with relatives and neighbors as compared to men’s
friendship relations. Also it is worthy saying in terms of the closest friends that many of

the apartment tenures do not express specific friendships.

Gecekondu social environment is generally considered as a district where face-to-face
and close relations are dominant, and which constitutes introverted social environment,
limited and closed space with regard to its relations with the other sides of city. In a
word, according to this view, gecekondu areas constitute limited, closed and segregate
social space. However, in our sample it is not possible to observe a distinction between
gecekondu and apartment but between tenants and owner-occupiers. As it can be seen
from the table owner-occupiers have closed and limited relationships, while tenants’
relations are not restricted with Sentepe. On the other hand, when we look at the
housing type of best friends, it is obvious that gecekondu tenures generally have
friendship relations with again gecekondu tenures and also apartment tenures meet
mostly with the other apartment tenures. Therefore, it can be deduced from this finding
that housing types have considerable effect on the formation of social relations

especially in terms of neighborhood relations.

There are also other indicators that exhibit the formal network relations. As we have put
at the beginning of this title, these relations are important in understanding the life
styles of households; or the degree of socialization, adaptation and change. On the basis
of housing hierarchy, it would be expected that the individuals who have privileged
position in this hierarchy would have less reliance upon traditional based relations such
as kinship, fellow citizenship etc. and have more advanced relations with formal
organizations, institutions and associations. When we consider below table
demonstrating the heads of household’s relation with formal organizations, we

encounter a picture consistent with these definitions.
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Table 4.44: Membership of Heads of Household to Associations by Housing Groups

Home Ownership

Gecekondu Apartment

Tenant Owner Occupier | Owner Occupier Tenant
Ratio of Membership to 12.5 % 31.3 % 31.3 % 56.3%
Associations
Fellow citizen Associations 6.3 % --- --- 25.0 %
Occupational Associations 6.3 % 6.3 % 12.5 % 18.8 %
Fan Clubs --- - 6.3 % ---
Solidarity Associations --- - --- 6.3 %
Political Party - 6.3 % 6.3 % 6.3 %
Trade Union --- 18.8 % 6.3 % 12.5 %

Source: Field Research

As it can be seen, the ratio of membership to associations is greater among apartment
tenures as compared to gecekondu tenures. In total, twenty people are member of
certain organizations. Seven heads of household have membership to occupational
organizations; one to Chamber of Agriculture Engineers who attends to meetings, one
to Police Solidarity Fund who is just member and monthly pays his contribution to fund
and other five to Chamber of Drivers. Drivers have to join to this chamber to do their
jobs; therefore three said they were members because it was obligatory and two said
that they attended to meetings. Three are members of the political party they voted, that
is Justice and Development Party. Among women two have membership to political
parties. One to Justice and Development Party whose husband is the mentioned active
in county organization of party and one to active member of Republican People's Party.
On the other hand, while twenty-eight heads of household said that there were trade
unions in their work places, only six are members of trade unions. They said they did
not need to be member of trade unions. Membership pattern is altered: for example,
among gecekondu owner-occupiers, three out of six are just member, two of them
compulsory member and only one of them is active member. Moreover, membership
duration of one of them is five years while others’ ranging between ten and eighteen
years. To sum up, when seen in respect of the distribution of ratio of membership to
associations among housing groups, it is obvious that there is a visible difference
between the gecekondu tenures and apartment tenures, moreover, gecekondu tenants

represent the housing group in which the ratio of membership is the lowest one.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

One of the most important tasks of urban sociology has been to develop a mode of
analysis that would be able to explain how the relation and interaction between social
and spatial aspects of stratification should be analyzed without either falling into spatial
fetishism or amnesia. Housing classes theory, developed by John Rex and Robert
Moore, constitutes one of the significant attempts in that direction. According to this
theory, type and location of housing constitutes an important aspect of spatial
stratification since it is a scarce resource to which market situation renders differential
access. To be more precise, Rex and Moore assert that life chances of individuals are
very restricted in the style and location of housing to which they could get access,
which in turn leads to the formation of distinct housing communities composed of
residents who share same life chances and value systems. On the basis of this, each
community is defined as a housing class. Briefly, for them, housing classes constitute
the basis of the articulation of spatial structure of the city with its social organization

and can be taken as a unit of analysis in studying the urban social structure.

Housing classes approach has roots in Weberian understanding of social stratification.
Weber defines classes with reference to social relations of exchange and specifies in
terms of the market situation whereas social status clarified on the basis of the
consumption patterns of social groupings in his model. In view of that, his distinction
between classes and status groups reflects the distinction between production and
consumption. Rex and Moore follow Max Weber in that classes arise not merely

around the use of the means of production, but around the control of domestic property
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as well. According to them, there will ‘be as many potential housing classes in the city
as there are kinds of access to the use of housing’ (Rex, 1973, p.274). This approach is
in a serious contradiction with Marxist understanding of social classes that defines
social classes with regard to social relations of production and specifies in terms of the
relations of production. From the Marxist point of view, cleavages among different
groups arising out of the ownership status in crucial means of consumption such as
housing reflect consumption pattern and correspond to status divisions in Weberian

sense.

However, Marxist reasoning is not alone in criticizing the housing classes approach.
Leaving aside other scholars who are not taken into consideration in this study directly,
there are two important figures who criticize Rex and Moore’s way of analysis for
different reasons though they can be classified in the same tradition with them, as well.
One of them is Raymond Pahl. Although Pahl agrees with Rex and Moore in
assumption that individuals’ life chances are determined not only by their relationship
to the means of production but also by their spatial location in the urban system, unlike
them, he gives primacy to access to housing in defining housing classes, which
sequentially brings about the turning of his identification principally around the
question of ownership and non-ownership. However, his way of analysis has been
found confusing since it does not allow studying individual’s present situation in the

means of housing.

Other figure is Peter Saunders. In his earlier woks, Saunders’ endeavor is similar with
that of Pahl in the sense that by adopting Weberian view that homeownership is to be
considered as a determinant of class structuration, he too tries to develop an analysis of
housing classes in terms of the question of ownership. However, afterwards, he
abandons taking housing tenure into account as the basis of a housing classes system
and turns to view it around the concept of consumption sector. For him, major
consumption sectors are constituted according to ownership situation of individuals in

consumption resources the same as in the case of fundamental class divisions. He
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considers consumption as a distinct sphere and asserts that it should not be treated in
terms of reproduction since it is not determined by production, quite the opposite; the
sphere of consumption has independent significance. When seen in terms of housing
tenure, it means that housing tenure is analytically distinct from the question of class
and it is no less important than class divisions in principle. On the other hand, with
respect to Rex and Moore’s approach, Saunders underlines the fact that their way of
analysis is not regarding housing classes actually but different groups within social
classes who experience greater difficulty in achieving access to certain types of housing

because of their disadvantaged status.

We can see the traces of Rex and Moore’s way of analysis to some extent in those
approaches that have constituted the base of Turkish gecekondu literature, as well. In
the gecekondu studies conducted in Turkey before 1980, gecekondu areas are
conspicuous through their unifying characteristics and treated as homogenous urban
areas. Moreover, gecekondu settlements are handled around the cultural, economic and
social integration problem. Therefore, common feature of the studies conducted in that
period is that gecekondu population is imaged as a population who is unable to
integrate with the city and constitutes an undifferentiated social section dominated by
the rural characteristic. As expected, the concepts such as community structure,
gecekondu social environment and traditional values on the one hand and urban values,
modern way of life and apartment culture on the other are prominent and noticeable
concepts of those studies. What is more, they reflect a way of thinking which is in
accordance with one of the main assumptions of housing classes approach: the people
residing in specific housing type would form a community and have in common a way

of life.

The unifying characteristic of the urban studies conducted after 1980 is, on the other
hand, the increasing recognition of the differentiation and segregation tendencies and
dynamics operating within gecekondu settlements themselves. Without a doubt, behind

this important shift lie the economic and social developments that have accelerated
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the urban transformation processes in the gecekondu areas of Turkey’s cities. To
illustrate, the commercialization of gecekondus and the social mobility opportunity
provided by this phenomenon to certain groups not only bring about speeding up of the
inner stratification tendencies among urban poor themselves but also make it difficult to
view gecekondu areas, where they live, as homogenous districts. In this framework, the
urban scholars of this period use the criterions such as ownership of durable
consumption goods and status differences arising from the housing or land ownership
to analyze the stratification trends within urban poors themselves. The important point
here is that this way of analysis displays similar characteristics with housing classes
approach in the sense that they both consider individuals’ life chances as being

restricted to their positions in the means of residence.

In case study, we have tried to answer two fundamental and related questions derived
from the main assumptions of housing classes theory. Put briefly, first one was whether
individuals’ life chances were very restricted in the housing to which they could get
access, while the second whether the groups who could get access to the specific house
resources would form a community. With regard to first one, findings enable us to say
that housing is an important resource that affects the life chances of individuals. We
find that in many cases owner-occupiers of both apartment and gecekondu housing
types are in more advantaged position as compared to tenants. These advantages
become visible when certain variables such as consumption patterns of different types
of household or education are considered. For example, as we have denoted in the
fourth chapter under the title of income level, owner-occupiers in both gecekondu and
apartment utilize their savings (resulting from not paying rent) in different kinds of
expenditure and especially the education category can be considered as one of the
important utilization domains. This finding is consistent with Saunders’ argument that
ownership of consumption resources enables individual to access to key determinants
of life chances such as cultural capital. However, it should be noted that when these two

owner-occupier groups compared within themselves, in most cases apartment owner-
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occupier group comes to the fore.

On the other hand, the most disadvantaged housing group appears as gecekondu tenant
group. For example, when education opportunities of children once more considered,
which renders possible to observe effects of housing situation on the individual’s life-
chances, it seems that the gecekondu tenants be the most handicapped group. There are
not only more children who do not attend to school in the gecekondu tenant families but
also main factors bringing about this outcome are the economic ones as well. Put again,
this finding regarding gecekondu tenants’ disadvantaged position is also valid for other
variables such as health, social security and employment status, as well. In brief, as we
have also stated through the part of life chance of case study, apartment owner-
occupiers can be considered as to be in the positively privileged position while the

tenants of gecekondu constitute the most disadvantaged housing group in many respect.

In view of these findings, it can be said that home ownership provides the opportunity
of a certain amount of accumulation to its owners, as Saunders states as well (see
chapter two). To illustrate, housing rents result with a considerable degree of
(approximately one forth of) decreases in the monthly income of both tenant housing
groups. However, as far as our findings considered in general it seems not possible to
support Saunders in his assertion that ownership of domestic property constitutes a
separate source of wealth accumulation. For the reason that when income levels of
residents considered, we reach similar findings in that the rank of housing groups from
advantaged one to disadvantaged one is in correspondence with the positions they
occupied in the rank of income level to an important extent. We come across with a
similar picture in terms of resident’s employment status, as well. For example, a
considerable part of the gecekondu tenants work as manual worker in informal sector
while among apartment owner-occupiers there is no one working in informal sector. By
the same token, there is an apparent difference between apartment owner-occupier
group and other housing groups in terms of average income per capita. Therefore, it is

not possible to assume substantial differentiation between different housing groups
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that is arising out of their housing situation. Rather, it seems to be reasonable to
recommend that home ownership provides the opportunity of a certain amount of
accumulation to its owners and, moreover, housing tenure intensifies the inequalities
among different social strata but not cut across them. In that case, Harvey’s
recommendation that residential differentiation should be interpreted in terms of the
reproduction of social relations within capitalist society seems to be appropriate and
should be taken into consideration when spatial stratification in capitalist cities is

studied.

The unequal positions of people in means of housing represent a consumption-based
cleavage and although it is not inconsistent with their employment status or their
positions in labor market, all the same it intensifies the inner stratification among them.
On this basis, it can be asserted that in contrary to Rex and Moore’s approach that
considers housing tenure within class terms, it is the concept of status that represents
the most proper conceptual instrument by which cleavages among different groups
stemming from the housing tenure should be treated in Weberian sense. As we have
seen, this evaluation is consistent with not only Marxist critique but also Saunders’
critique of housing classes approach. All of them imply that different types of housing
tenure are different modes of consumption of housing and these modes can be

evaluated on the basis of life-styles associated with them in a Weberian sense.

Second fundamental question of the case study addressed the issue of whether
gecekondu and apartment as different housing types constituted the basis of different
social environments beyond their physical differences. As we have discussed in
previous parts, it is generally assumed that the most fundamental aspect separating the
gecekondu environment from the apartment social environment is the coincidence of
hemseri-based traditional relations such as kinship with neighborhood relations in the
gecekondu community. Moreover, according to this view, gecekondu community is

conspicuous with its solidarity relations. In this regard, we compare gecekondu and
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apartment housing types in terms of solidarity relations, formal and informal networks,

residential mobility, etc.

First point which is to be underlined in understanding the community structure is
regarding the residential mobility. To begin with, we find out that owner-occupiers
have closed and limited relationships, while tenants’ relations are not restricted with
Sentepe. On the other hand, one of the main reasons for tenants to reside in Sentepe is
the community-based motivation such as being acquainted with social environment or
kinship relations. For the considerable part of the owner-occupiers, in contrast, is their
possession of housing property. In this respect, we can say that there is no considerable
distinction between gecekondu and apartment but between tenants and owner-occupiers
in our sample. This is not an unexpected finding in the sense that tenants are more
likely to be mobile since they do not have ties with their houses as owner-occupiers,
who are likely to have. It can be hardly said that these residential features and

tendencies operate through the formation of different community structures.

Second point that must be taken into consideration here is informal networks of
residents. Neighborhood is important in terms of constituting solidarity relations. We
find that the majority of residents in each housing group have relatives in Sentepe and
there is no considerable difference among them in respect of the ratio of having
relatives. The majority of all housing groups demand helps first of all from their
relatives and this is the case for especially tenant housing groups. However, relations of
the gecekondu tenures with their relatives are stronger than that of apartment ones in
terms of helping each other. On the other hand, the households demanding help from
their neighbors are composed of mostly gecekondu tenures and this demonstrates the
fact that neighborhood relations are closer among gecekondu tenures than apartment
tenures. Moreover, we also reach a general pattern that gecekondu tenures mostly
demand help from gecekondu people while apartment tenures from apartment people.
By the same token, in most cases, gecekondu tenures have friendship relations with

again gecekondu tenures and apartment tenures meet with the other apartment
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tenures, as well. Therefore, housing types have certain effect on the formation of social

relations especially in terms of neighborhood relations.

All the same, according to findings, when solidarity relations generally considered in
terms of not only their density but also their extensiveness among residents, there are
still no substantial differences between housing types. One of the main reasons behind
this is that both strength and comprehensiveness of solidarity network among
gecekondu people is far from our expectation. This may partly attributable to social
structure of the gecekondus where we conducted the case study in such a way that
gecekondu residents in that neighborhood were not representing the ones at the bottom
in social hierarchy. In other words, gecekondu people we interviewed in the case study
are not homogenous in themselves and not display the social characteristics of definite
social strata that can be regarded as urban poor in respect of their economic situation.
Therefore, picture arising from our findings — the relatively limited characteristics of
solidarity ties among gecekondu residents and no considerable differences between
apartment and gecekondu housing groups in terms of informal networks — should not be
dismissed as exceptional because the solidarity-based social networks are taking
precedence among urban poors in their endeavor to survive in urban area. As a result, in
the lights of our findings, we can say that although there are certain lines of separation
between gecekondu and apartment neighborhoods, it is not possible to assert following
Rex and Moore that the groups who could get access to the specific house resources
become segregated from one another and would form a community. However, it is
worthy reminding that we reach this concluding remark through our findings and,
therefore, it may not display generalizable characteristics. More comprehensive studies

are needed to analyze this problem adequately.

It should be also noted in this context that a mode of analysis based on the treatment of
gecekondu settlements as spatial equivalent of urban poverty as most of the gecekondu
studies have done seems not sufficient any longer to study neither urban poverty nor

gecekondu phenomenon properly. It is true that the gecekondu areas are the places
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where urban poverty intensifies. However, as we have denoted previously, not only
these areas are far from being homogenous in themselves but also certain groups living
in such areas are in highly advantaged positions. For example, the establisher and first
migrants have obtained an active position in job and housing markets through using all
kinds of networks. This heterogeneous structure is related with the development of
gecekondu phenomenon. As is known, in Turkey, it is not possible to talk about single
gecekonduzation process and gecekondu people. The gecekonduzation phenomenon in
Turkey appeared in 1950s as an outside-market solution developed by the immigrant
population to overcome their accommodation problems; afterwards, initially in 1970s
commercialization of gecekondu had begun with the distinction of occupier, constructor
and user in gecekondu production and especially from 1980s this process had
accelerated. As a result of these transformations, gecekondu has become an important
aspect of urban land market which has marketable potential. This development has also
accelerated the differentiation dynamics operating in gecekondu neighborhoods, where
is regarded as living places of urban poors. In this respect, at the same time as the term
gecekondu continues to indicate a different social section from rest of the city, it is not
possible any more to talk about single gecekondu type; rather, there are different
gecekondu types and gecekondu people in Turkish cities. All in all, it may be
misleading to suggest that the distinction of being gecekondu resident and being not
reflect main differentiation lines of social divisions, different sections of social

stratification system and different community structures in urban society.
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(B) HANEHALKININ SOSYO-EKONOMIiK

YAPISI

Anketoriin Dikkatine: Soru 1-52 hanede evhanimu,
ogrenci ve ¢aligmayan/galisamayan disindaki 16 yas
iistli hane tiyelerine sorulacaktir. Soru 1-52 hanere-
sine sorulacaktir

1.

Su an c¢alistigin isteki konumunuz asagi-
dakilerden hangisine uygundur? (Gelir
kaynagina gore uygun meslek kategorisini
isaretleyiniz.)

1 () Ucretli-maash olarak birisinin yanin-
da ya da bir kurulusta.......
............................... SORU 2’ye GEC
2( )Isveren............... SORU 10’a GEC
3 () Kendi hesabina, serbest................
............................. SORU 17’ye GEC

4 () EmekKli......couevenenn. SORU 19’a GEC
5 () Issiz, arasira is buldugunda calisi-
YOIttt SORU 31’e GEC

() Issiz, is aramiyor (Ev hanimr)
............................... SORU 31’e GEC

(UCRETLI - MAASLI CALISANLARA SORU-

NUZ)

2.

Ne is yapiyorsunuz? (Yaptig isi agikea ta-
nimlayarak yaziniz)

1 () Yonetici

2 () Memur

3 () Vasifsiz Tsci

4 () Vasifli Igci

5 () Uzman / Miihendis / Ogretmen

6 () Diger:

Nerede ¢alistyorsunuz?
1 ( ) Kamu kurulusunda
2 () Ozel Sektorde

Isyerinizde toplam kag kisi calisiyor?

Fazla mesaiye sayilmadan is saatleri disin-
da ve tatil giinleri ¢alistiginiz oluyor mu?
1( ) Evet

2 () Hayrr

Isyerinde faaliyet gosteren sendika var mi?
1 () Evet ise hangi sendika?
2 () Hayir............. SORU 38’e GEC

Siz sendikaya iiye misiniz?
1( )Evet
2 () Hayir ise neden iiye degilsiniz?

SORU 38’ GEC

Kag yildir sendikalisiniz?

Sendika tiyeliginiz asagida sayacaklarim-
dan hangisine uygundur?
1() Sadece liyeyim
2() Arasira  sendika
katiliyyorum.
Aktif olarak sendika faaliyetleri-
ne katiliyorum.

4() Yonetimde gorev aliyorum.

5(0) Zorunlu oldugu i¢in tiyeyim.

toplantilarina

30)

(ISVERENLERE SORUNUZ)

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Ne is yapiyorsunuz?

Is ortagimz var m?
1 ( ) Varsa kag ortagimz var?
2 () Yok

Yanimizda siirekli calisan kag kisi bulunu-
yor?

Bu calisanlar arasinda ailenizden kisiler
var m1?

1 ( ) Varsa kag kisi?
2 () Yok

Bu calisanlar arasinda iicretli ¢aligmayan
var m1?

1 () Varsa kag kisi?
2( ) Yok

Bu calisanlar arasinda akrabaniz, komsu-
nuz ya da hemseriniz olan kisiler var mi1?

1 () Varsa kag kisi?
2 () Yok

Genellikle isyerinizdeki ¢alisma bigiminiz
asagidakilerden hangisine uyuyor?

1() Yoneticiyim: Yalnizca isyerini
yonetmek ve isleri planlamakla
ugragtyorum. Uretim ve hizmeti
yanimdaki elemanlar gerceklesti-
riyor.

Hem yoneticiyim hem iiretici:
Hem isleri yonetiyorum hem de
elemanlarla birlikte iiretime ya
da hizmet sunumuna fiilen ben
de katiliyorum.

Diger:

20)

30)
SORU 38’¢ GEC

(KENDI
NUZ)

17.

18.

HESABINA CALISANLARA SORU-

Ne is yapiyorsunuz?

Yaptiginiz isle ilgili beceriyi nasil edindi-
niz?

1 ( ) Egitimile

2 () Geleneksel yollarla (¢iraklik, aile-
den, vb.)

3 ( ) Diger
GEC

SORU 38’e

156



(EMEKLILERE SORUNUZ)

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Hangi yilda emekli oldunuz?

Nereden emekli oldunuz?
1 () Kamu
2 () Ozel

Hangi sosyal giivenlik kurumundan emekli
oldunuz?

1 ( ) SSK (Normal emekli)

2 () SSK (Siiper emekli)

3 () Emekli Sandig1

4 () Bag-Kur

5 () Yurt dig1

6 () Diger

Emeklilik  durumunuz
hangisine uyuyor?

1 ( ) Disardan emeklilik
2 () Caligma siiresi bitiminde emeklilik

asagidakilerden

Elinize gecen emekli ikramiyesini nasil
kullandimiz?

1 () Is kurmak igin

2 () Gayrimenkul alimi igin

3 () Menkul Kiymet alimi igin

4 () Geleneksel harcamalar igin(diigiin
vb.)

5 () Bor¢ 6demek icin

6 () Emekli ikramiyesi almadi

7 () Diger:

Emekli olduktan sonra calisgtiniz mi?

1 () Evet, su an calistyorum

2 () Evet, calistim...... SORU 26’ya GEC
3 ( )Hayir...................SORU 28’e GEC

Ne is yapiyorsunuz?
Isin tanimi:

Emekli olduktan ne kadar zaman sonra
tekrar ¢caligmaya basladiniz?

1 ( ) Ara vermeden caligmaya basladi.

2 () Bir yil i¢inde ¢aligmaya basladi.

3 () ki — ii¢ y1l i¢inde calismaya bagladh.
4 () Diger:

Neden emekli olduktan sonra bir ise bas-
ladiniz?

1 ( ) Maddi nedenlerden

2 () Calismay1 sevdigi igin

3 () Diger:

29.

30.

Yeniden bir is bulmay: diisiiniiyorsaniz
nasil bir is istiyorsunuz?

Neden yeniden bir is bulmay: ya da her-
hangi bir is yapmay: diisiinityorsunuz?

1 () Gecim zorlugu nedeniyle

2 () Calismay1 sevdigi i¢in

3 () Diger: SORU 47’ye GEC

SU AN CALISIYORSA SORU 38’e GEC

28.

Yeniden is bulmayr ya da herhangi bir is
yapmay1 diistiniiyor musunuz?

1( )Evet

2 () Hayrr............. SORU 47’ye GEC

(issiz
NUZ)

31.

32.

33.

ve ISTEN CIKARILMISLARA SORU-

Su anda ge¢iminizi nasil sagliyorsunuz?
(Birden fazla secenek isaretlenebilir.)

1(0) Kendi hesabina diizensiz isler
yaparak: Isin tanimi:

Baskasimin yaninda gegici isler
yaparak

Cocugunun maas! ile

Cocugunun maddi yardimu ile
Esinin maasi

Akrabalarin maddi yardimu ile
Komsularin maddi yardimu ile
Belediyeden aldig1 yardimlar ile
Kira geliri ile

Eski birikimlerini harcayarak
Borglanarak

Diger:

(3]
—~
~

— = =0 000NN AW
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— = = = e e

—~ e~~~
~— — —

Ne zamandan beri igsizsiniz?

0 ( ) Hig ¢aligmada........ SORU 35’e GEC
1 () Son bir aydir

2 () Son alt1 aydir

3 () Son bir yildir

4 () iki-ti¢ yildir

5 () Bes yil ve daha fazla siiredir

6 () Diger:

Neden issizsiniz?

1(0) iflas nedeniyle

2() Meslegi yok \ is bulmakta zorla-
niyor

3() Sosyal giivencesi olan bir is bu-

lamadig1 i¢in

Isten atildig igin

Koydeki islerde caligmak icin
Ucreti iyi bir is bulamadig i¢in
Saglik problemleri nedeniyle

Is kazas1 nedeniyle sakat kaldig

[cBEN B NV I SN
~ e~~~ A~
— = =

igin
9() Yaslilik nedeniyle
10( )  Askere gidecegi icin
11 () Diger:

157



34.

1. Son c¢alistiginiz isteki konumunuz
asagidakilerden hangisine uygundur?
1 () Ucretli-maash
2 () Isveren
2.1 () 5 ve daha az kisi calisti-
ran
2.2 () 6 ve daha cok kisi ¢alisti-
ran
3 () Kendi hesabina, serbest
3.1. () Kigiik Esnaf
3.2. ( ) Diizenli enformal isler
3.3.( ) Diger:
4 () Arasira is buldugunda, diizensiz isler
2. Ne is yapiyordunuz? fsin tanim:

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

Ucretli-maash ¢alismak icin bir is ariyor
musunuz?

1 () Evet

2 () Hayir......coo... SORU 37’ye GEC

Ucretli maash calismak istiyorsaniz nasil

bir is artyorsunuz?

1 ( ) Memuriyet

2 () Her tiirlii is

3 () Kendi isini kurma girisimine faydali
bir i

4 () D1s iilkelerle is yapan bir firmada

5 () Meslek-zanaat 6gretecek bir i

6 () Geliri iyi bir is

7 () Sosyal giivencesi olan bir i

8 () Meslek ve zanaatina uygun bir is

9 () Fiziki kosullarina uygun bir is

10 ( ) Diger:

Diizensiz (gecici) de olsa, is imkan1 olsa
calisir mydimiz?

1()Evet..... SORU 51’e GEC

2 () Hayir....c..c.c..... SORU 51’e GEC

Su an calistigimz iste Hangi Sosyal Gii-

venlik kurumuna baglh olarak calisiyorsu-

nuz?

1()SSK

2 () Bag-Kur

3 () Emekli Sandig1

4 () Ozel Sigorta

5 () Sosyal giivenlik kurumuna baglh
degil.....ccccoouvines SORU 40’a GEC

Kag yildir sosyal giivenlik kurumuna bag-
lisiniz? (SSK+Bagkur+ Emekli Sandig1)

Isyerinizin niteligini tarif eder misiniz?
1 () Ofis

2 () Fabrika

3()Ev

4 () Diger:

Isyeriniz hangi semtte bulunuyor?

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

Kag yildir bu is yerinde ¢alistyorsunuz?

1. Ise gidis gelislerinizde hangi vasitay
kullaniyorsunuz? (ise gidiste kullamlan
tiim araglari isaretleyin).

1 () Isyerinin sagladig1 servis

2 () Belediye ve halk otobiisleri

3 () Dolmus

4 () Kendi arabasi

5 () Yiriiyerek

6 () Metro/Ankaray

6 () Diger:
2. Evinizden is yerine gidis ka¢ dakikada
siirtiyor?

Oniimiizdeki dort bes y1l icinde ¢alistiginiz
bu isten ayrilmak gibi bir disiinceniz var
mi1?

1(O)
20)

Evet ise neden?

Hayir.............. SORU 47’ye GEC

Ayrildiktan sonra gec¢iminizi nasil sagla-
may! diistiniiyorsunuz?

1() Ucretli-mash olarak daha iyi bir
para kazanabilecegim bir ise gi-
rerek. .....SORU 47’ye GEC

2() Kendim is kurarak.

3() Koye yerlesip orada toprakla

ugrasarak...SORU 47’ye GEC

4() Emekli olup emekli geliri ile
gecinerek....SORU 47’ye GEC.
50) Diger:

SORU 47’ye GEC

Kendi isginizi kurmak i¢in herhangi bir gi-
rigiminiz var mi1?

1() Evet ise nasil?

2() Hayir

47.

48.

Bugiine kadar is bulamadiginiz, issiz kal-
diginiz donemler oldu mu?

1( ) Evet

2 () Haymr.....cco.. SORU 51’e GEC

En son ne kadar zaman once issiz kaldi-
nz?

1 () Son bir yi1l i¢inde

2 () Son iki yil icinde

3 () 2002 -2000

4 () 2000 - 1996

5()1995-1991

6 () 1990 - 1986

7( ) 1985-1981

8 () 1980 ve oncesi
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49. Ne kadar siire igsiz kaldiniz? 55. Ek gelir saglamak icin bagka bir is yapi-
1 ( ) Bir sene ve daha az yorsaniz hangi siklikta yapiyorsunuz?
2()12yl (Birden fazla secenek isaretlenebilir.)
3()3yl 1() Belirli bir diizenliligi yok, firsat
4( )4yl buldukc¢a
5()5yl 2() Yillik iznimde ve tatillerde
6( )6yl 3() Hafta sonlarinda
7 ( )7y ve uistii 4() Mesai saatlerinden once ya da

sonra hemen hemen her giin

50. Issiz kaldigimz siirelerde gegiminizi nasil 5(0) Isyerinden uzun siireli (Srnegin
sagladinmiz? (Birden fazla segenek isaretle- bir hafta) izin alarak
nebilir.) 6() Diger:

1 ( ) Akrabalarim yardim etti

2 () Tamdiklarimdan borg aldim 56. Sizin ve ailenizin gecimi igin tiim giderle-
3 () Birikmig paramiz vardi rinizi diistindiigiiniizde aylik ortalama har-
4 () Evdeki bazi egyalar1 sattim camaniz kag liradir? milyon TL.
5 () Alun, ziynet esyas1 sattim

6 () Arsa, ev sattik 57. Hanenize giren ayhk gelir  ne-
7 () Esim ¢alisti dir milyon TL.

8 () Cocuklarim calist1

9 () Gegici islerde calistim 58. Sizin gibi bir ailenin, rahat yasayabilmesi
10 () Kira geliriyle ge¢indim i¢in ayda ortalama ne kadar para gerekli?
11 () Diger: milyon TL.

51. Daha once calistigiiz is ya da isleri ve bu 59. Asagida sayacagim esyalardan (galisir du-
isleri hangi donemde yaptigimizi geriye rumda) hangilerine sahipsiniz?
dogru siralayimz (Calisiyorsaniz su an ¢a- Sayisint beliriniz
listiginiz isten Oncekileri belirtiniz) 1 | Buzdolab1

Cahgugr Iy Tird) | Igin Tigkoatikli Siipiirge
(Ucret- 3 | Renkli TV
Bagslangic Bitis li,Isveren,Kendi 4 | Video
Ay | Yil | Ay | Yil | Hesabina,vb.) 5 | VCD/DVI) Player
6 | Normal Cgmasir Makinesi
7 | Otomatik Camasir Makinesi
8~ Bulagik Makinesi
9 | Radyo-Teyp
10| Miizik Set
11 | Telefon
12 | Cep Telefonu
13 | Bilgisayar
60. _Otomaobiliniz var m1?
1 () Epet
2() Haylr ................. SORU 63’e GEC

52. Su anda calistiginiz bu isin ya da meveut 61. Qtomobilinizin markas1 ve modeli/yil1 ne-
gelirinizin diginda ek gelir saglamak igin, dir?
ara sira da olsa, baska bir is yapiyor musu- L
nuz? 62. Otomobilinizi isinizde kullaniyor musu-
1()Evet nuz?

2 () Haylleocrns SORU 56'ya GEC 1 () Evet
2 () Hayrr
53. Kag tane ek iste ¢alistyorsunuz?
63. Kredi kartiniz var m1?
54. Ek olarak calistiginiz is / igler nelerdir? 1 () Evet
Calistigt Is Tiirii (Ucretli, 2 () [Evet, ama kullanmiyorum
Isveren, Kendi Hesabina Isin Tanim 2 () Hayr

,vb.)
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72.

4 () Diigiin, siinnet nedeniyle
5 ( ) Diger:

Kime borg¢landiniz?

1 ( ) Akrabalarima, tamdiklarima (faizsiz)
2 () Tefeciye (faizle borg veren sahsa)

3 ( ) Bankaya

4 () Calistigim isyerine, patrona

5 ( ) Diger:

64. Evlendiginizden bu yana, gecim sikintisi 73. Hanenizde 16 yas altinda calisan ¢ocuk
nedeniyle para bulmak i¢in taginir tasin- var m1?
maz herhangi bir miilkiiniizii sattiginiz ol- 1( ) Evet
du mu? 2 () Hayir....ccooneeeee SORU 75’e GEC
1 () Evet
2 () Hayrr............. SORU 66’ya GEC 74. Calisan ¢cocuk(lar);
Okula devam edi- Calistign Isin
65. Hangi yillarda ne sattiniz? (ev, arsa, tarla, yor mu? Tanim
araba, altin ...) 1
. cocuk
Yil Satilan Miilk 2. cocuk
; 3. ¢ocuk
3
4 75. Hanenizde okula gitmeyen (18 yas alt)
cocuk var m1?
66. Tasarruf yapabiliyor musunuz? (Herhangi 1( ) Evet
bir birikiminiz var m?) 2() Haylr ................. SORU 77’}/6 GEC
1( )Evet
2 () Haylif..oonnen. SORU 68’ ¢ GEC 76. 1. Okula gitmeyen erkek ¢ocuklart,
Okutmama nede- | Okutmama kara-
67. Tasarruf yapmak amaciyla asagida saya- niniz nedir? i kim verdi?
caklarimdan hangilerini aldiniz ya da han- 1. cocuk
gilerine yatirim yaptiniz?
1() Gayrimenkula yatirim (arsa, ev, 2. ¢ocuk
araba vb. almak) 2. Okula gitmeyen kiz cocuklari;
2()  Menkule yatirim ( banka hesabu, Okutmama nede- | Okutmama kara-
doviz, hisse senedi, ziynet esya- niniz nedir? rim kim verdi?
s1) 1 k
3() Diger: - gocu
2. cocuk
68. Menkul ya da gayrimenkullarinizdan elde
ettiginiz diizenli bir geliriniz var m1? (Kira
geliri, vb.) 77. Babamzin egitim durumu
1 () Evet; Bu gelir(ler)in ne oldugunu ve 1 () flkokul
ne kadar oldugunu belirtiniz: 2 () Ortaokul
Menkul/Gayrimenkul / Gelir 3( ) Lise
L / 4 () Universite
2. / 5( ) Diger:
2 () Hayir
) ) 78. Annenizin egitim durumu
69. Aylik taksit 6demeniz var mi? 1 () flkokul
1 ( ) Evet; Ne kadar? 2 () Ortaokul
2 ( ) Haylr 3 ( ) Lise
4 () Universite
70. Aylik taksit 6demeleriniz disinda bir bor- 5( ) Diger:
cunuz var mi?
1 (') Evet; Ne kadar? 79. Babamzin isi nedir/neydi?:
2 () Hayir....cocueeee. SORU 73’e GEC
80. Annenizin isi nedir/neydi?
71. Neden bor¢landiniz? 1 ( ) Evhanimi
1 () Ev aldim/yaptirdim, arsa aldim. 2()
2 () Is kurdugum icin
3 () Gegim sikintist nedeniyle 81. Kendinizi asagidaki siniflardan hangisin-

den sayarsiniz?

1.1 () Ust

1.2 () Ortanin iistii
1.3 () Orta

1.4 ( ) Ortanin alt1
1.5 () Alt Simuf
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82.

Gelecekte ailenizin ekonomik durumunun
ne yonde degisecegini diisiinityorsunuz?

1 ( ) Daha iyi

2 () Daha kotii

3()Aym

4 () Bilmiyorum

(C) HANE REIiSi ANKETI
1. Nerelisiniz?
1() Ankara
Merkez
SORU 6’ya GEC
20)

2. Aileniz, ebeveynleriniz ya da akrabalariniz
nedeniyle, memlekette iligkileriniz siiriiyor
mu?

1( ) Evet
2 () Hayir.....cueueee. SORU 6’ya GEC

3. Memleketinizdeki yakinlarimzdan para
yardimi ya da biitcenize katki saglayan er-
zak vb. yardim aliyor musunuz?

1 ( ) Evet, ise 3.2. Ne tiir?
3.3. Diizenli aliyor
musunuz?
2 () Hayrr

4. Memleketteki yakinlara para yardiminda
bulunuyor musunuz?
1( ) Evet
2 () Hayir

5. Memleketteki yakinlarimizi ziyaret ediyor
musunuz?

1 ( ) Evet; ne siklikta:
2 () Hayir

6. Dogum yeriniz:

1() Ankara
Merkez
20)

7. Babanizin dogum yeri

1() Ankara
Merkez
20)
8. Babamzin babasinin dogum yeri
1() Ankara
Merkez
20)
9. lk isinizi kimler aractligiyla buldunuz?__

(SORU 10 - 18’i ANKARA DISINDAN GELEN-
LERE SORUNUZ)

10. Ankara’ya ne zaman geldiniz? (y1l)

11. Ankara’ya neden geldiniz?

1()  Isbulduguicin

2() Is bulmay1 umdugu igin

3() Daha iyi yasamayi istedigi igin

4() Geldigi yerde gecinme sansi
kalmadig igin
Ankara’da yakinlar1 oldugu icin
Kan davasindan kactig1 i¢in
Diger:

~N N W
—~ e~~~
— — —

12. Ankara’ya nereden geldiniz?

13. Ankara’ya gelmeden once ge¢iminizi nasil
sagliyordunuz?

14. Ankara’da ilk olarak ¢alistiginiz is neydi?_

15. Ankara’da ilk isinizi kimler araciligiyla
buldunuz?

16. Ankara’ya ilk geldiginizde hangi mahalle-
ye yerlestiniz?

17. 1k oturdugunuz mahallede akraba ya da
hemserileriniz var miydi1?

1( )Evet
2 () Haywr
18. Ankara’ya ilk geldiginizde yardim gordii-
niiz mii?
1( ) Evetise Ne tiir?
Kimden?
2 () Hayrr

19. Su an oturdugunuz mahallede akraba ya da
hemserileriniz var mi1?
1 () Evet
2 () Hayir

20. 1. Zor durumda kaldiginizda kimlerden
yardim istiyorsunuz?
1(0) Akraba
2() Hemseri
3() Komsu (Akraba ya da hemseri
olmayan)
4() Diger:
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21.

22.

23.

2. Ne tiir yardimlar aliyorsunuz?

1() Is bulma

2() Mesleki beceri kazandirma

3() Para yardimi alma

4() Borg alma, kefil olma

5() Evinde kalma

6() Bakim, onarim vb.

7() Ev isleri, temizlik vb.

8() Ev ici tiretimde yardimlagma

9() Eve g6z kulak olma

10( ) Cocuk bakimi

11 () Evlilik, olim, hastalik vb.
yardimlagma

12( ) Diger:

Siz ne tiir yardimlarda bulunuyorsunuz?

1(0) Is bulma

2() Mesleki beceri kazandirma

3() Para yardim1 yapma

4() Borg alma, kefil olma

5() Evinde kalma

6() Bakim, onarim vb.

7() Ev isleri, temizlik vb.

8() Ev ici tiretimde yardimlagma

9() Eve g6z kulak olma

10( ) Cocuk bakim

11 () Evlilik, olim, hastalik vb.
yardimlagma

12( ) Diger:

Son  yillarda  akraba, komsu ve
hemserilerinizle aramizdaki yardimlagma
ve destek iliskilerinde nasil bir degisim ol-
du mu?

1 ( ) Olumlu /Artt1

2 () Ayni, degismedi

3 ( )Olumsuz/ Azaldi

1. Herhangi bir vakif/dernege iiye misiniz?
1 () Evet, ise Hangi vakif/derneklere?
1.1.
1.2.
1.3.
2 ( )Hayrr.............SORU 24’e GEC

2. Dernek/vakif iiyeliginiz asagida saya-
caklarimdan hangisine uygundur
1.Dernek/vakif igin;

1 ( ) Sadece iiyeyim

2 () Arasira toplantilara katiliyorum

3 () Aktif iiyeyim

4 () Diger:
2.Dernek/vakif igin;

1 () Sadece liyeyim

2 () Arasira toplantilara katiliyorum
3 () Aktif tiyeyim

4 () Diger:
3.Dernek/vakif igin;

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Herhangi bir cemaat ya da vakiftan ayni ya
da maddi yardim aliyor musunuz?
1( ) Evetise Ne tiir?

Hangi cemaat/vakif?__

2 () Hayir

Belediyenin yaptig1 yardimlardan hi¢ aldi-
niz mi?

1 ( ) Evet: Ne tiir:
2 () Hayir

Yurticinde baska bir yere yerlesmek gibi
bir planiniz var mi1?
1() Evet ise neden?

2() Hay1r
En son genel segimlerde oy verdiniz mi?
1 ( ) Evet ise Hangi partiye?
() Soylemek
istemiyorum
2 () Hayir ise Neden?

En son yerel secimlerde oy verdiniz mi?

Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi icin:
1 ( ) Evet ise Hangi partiye?
() Soylemek
istemiyorum
2 () Hayir ise Neden?

Iige (Yenimahalle)Belediyesi icin:
1 ( ) Evet ise Hangi partiye?
() Soylemek
istemiyorum
2 () Hayir ise Neden?

En son muhtarlik se¢iminde oy verdiniz
mi?
1 () Evetise Kime?
() Soylemek
istemiyorum
Neye gore verdiniz?
1 () siyasi gortisii
2 () sahsa
2 () Hayir ise Neden?

Oniimiizdeki genel secimlerde oy vermeyi
diisiiniiyor musunuz?
1 ( ) Evet ise Hangi partiye?
() Soylemek
istemiyorum
2 () Hayir ise Neden?
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31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Oy verdiginiz parti ile iyelik, delegelik
vb. iliskiniz var mi?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayrr

3 () Soylemek istemiyorum

Hangi nedenlerle oyunuzu tercih ettiginiz
partiye verdiniz?

1 () Partinin programini begenme

2 () Partinin uygulamalarini begenme

3 () Partinin liderini begenme

4 () Partiye geleneksel baglilik

5 () Partiye aligkanlikla baglhilik

6 () Kisisel nedenler

7 () Aile reisinin etkisi

8 () Gerekgesiz

9 () Diger partilerin basarisizlig

10 ( ) Diger:

Bir onceki (1999) genel se¢imlerde oy ver-
diniz mi?
1 () Evet ise Hangi partiye?
() Soylemek
istemiyorum
2 () Hayir ise Neden?

En basarili buldugunuz lider kimdir?

Eskiden (15-20 y1l once) en basarili bul-
dugunuz lider kimdi?

Gazete okuyabiliyor musunuz?
1 ( )Evetise
1.1. Hangi gazete(ler)?

1.2. Diizenli okuyabiliyor musu-
nuz?
1( ) Evet
2 () Hayir
2 () Hayir ise Neden?

Bos zamanlarimzi nasil degerlendiriyorsu-
nuz?

En son ne zaman sinemaya gittiniz?
1 () Bir kag giin 6nce

2 () Bir hafta 6nce

3 () Bir ay 6nce

4 () Bir y1l 6nce

5 () Hatirlamiyorum

6 () Hig gitmedim

7 ( ) Diger:

En son ne zaman tiyatroya gittiniz?
1 () Bir kag giin 6nce

2 () Bir hafta once

3 () Bir ay 6nce

4 () Bir y1l 6nce

5 () Hatirlamiyorum

6 () Hig gitmedim

7 () Diger:

40.

41.

42,

43.

44.

45.

En son ne zaman bir konsere gittiniz?
1 ( ) Bir kag giin 6nce

2 () Bir hafta dnce

3 () Bir ay once

4 () Bir yil 6nce

5 () Hatirlamiyorum

6 () Hig gitmedim

7 ( ) Diger:

En son ne zaman bir kiiltiirel aktiviteye
(sergi, konferans, festival, vb. )katildiniz?
(Hangi faaliyet oldugunu belirtiniz:

)

1 () Bir kag giin 6nce
2 () Bir hafta 6nce

3 ( ) Bir ay once

4 () Bir y1l 6nce

5 () Hatirlamiyorum
6 () Hig gitmedim

7 () Diger:

En son tatile ne zaman gittiniz? (Memleket
ziyaretleri haric)

1 () Bir kag giin 6nce

2 () Bir hafta 6nce

3 () Bir ay once

4 () Bir y1l 6nce

5 () Hatirlamiyorum

6 () Hig gitmedim

7 () Diger:

Televizyonda en ¢ok hangi kanallar1 sey-
rediyorsunuz?

1.

2.

3.

Televizyonda en ¢ok hangi programi sey-
rediyorsunuz?

1 ( ) Haber — Tartisma programlar1

2 () Film ve/veya diziler

3 () Yarisma programlar1

4 () Magazin/eglence programlari

Yanita gore program adini not ediniz:____

Ankara’nin is disinda en ¢ok hangi mer-
kezlerini kullaniyorsunuz? (6ncelik sirasi-
n1 yaziniz).

___ Kizilay

_ Ulus

__ Tunal

___ Cankaya

___Diger:
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46. 1. En son ne zaman is dis1 bir amagla bu 3. Oturdugunuz konutta:

merkeze gittiniz? 1. Kat sayis1:
1 () Bir kag giin 6nce
2 () Bir hafta 6nce 2. Salon disinda oda sayisi:
3 () Bir ay 6nce
4 () Bir yil once 5. Sicak suyu nasil temin ediyorsunuz?
5 () Hatirlamiyorum 1 ( ) Banyo kazani (odunlu)
6 () Hig gitmedim 2 () Ocakta 1sitiyorum
7 () Diger: 3 () Sofben
4 () Kombi
2. Ne amagla gittiniz? 5( ) Soba
1 ( ) Gezme, eglenme 6 ( ) Merkezi 1sitma
2 () Kiiltiirel faaliyetler (Sineme, tiyatro, 7 ( ) Diger:
konser, sergi, vb.)
3 () Alisveris 6. Evin 1sitmasini nasil sagliyorsunuz?
4 () Hastane 1 ( ) Soba (odun / kdmiir)
5 () Diger: 2 () Elektrikli soba

3 () Katalitik (dogal gaz / tiip)
4 () Kalorifer (Merkezi)

(D) KONUT ve MAHALLE ANKETI 5 () Kat kaloriferi (dogal gaz)
6 () Diger:
1. Oturdugunuz ev size mi ait?
1 ( ) Kira: 7. Dogal gaz: ()Var () Yok
1. Kira bedeli nedir? TL/ay
2. Ne zamandir bu evde oturu- 11. Elektrigi diizenli alabiliyor musunuz?
yorsunuz?(yil) ( ) Evet () Hayir
3. Eviniz kira bedeli sizce uygun
mu? 12. Suyu diizenli alabiliyor musunuz?
1 ( ) Hayur, fazla: ( ) Evet ( )Hayir
Ne kadar ol-
maltydi? 4. 1. Bahgeniz var m?
TL/ay 1( ) Evet
2 () Evet, uygun 2 () Hayir.....SORU 5’e GEC,
3 () Hayir, az: kirac1 ise SORU 8’e GEC
Ne kadar ol-
maliydi? 2. Bahgenizde ekim yapiyor musunuz?
TL/ay 1( )Evet
SORU 3’e GEC 2 ( ) Hayir.....SORU 5’e GEC,
2 () Kendime ait: kiract1 ise SORU 8’e GEC
1. Evinizi ne zaman edindiniz?
(y1l) 3. Ne zamandan bu yana ekim yapiyorsu-
2.Evinizi nasil edindiniz? nuz? (yil)
1 ( ) Satin aldim
2 () Kendim yaptim 4. Bahgedeki iiretimden gelir elde ediyor
3 () Yaptirdim musunuz?
4 () Ailemden kald1 1 ( ) Evet; Ne kadar? TL/ay
5 () Diger: 2 () Hayrr

3. Evinizi satin almak/yaptirmak | SORU 5-7'yi GECEKONDU MULK SAHIPLERI-
i¢in ne kadar para harcadimz? (O | NE ve AKRABA MULKIYETINDE OTURAN-

yilin fiyatlarina gore) LARA SORUNUZ
TL. 5. Gecekondunuzu edindiginizden (satin al-
4. Evinizin su anki degeri nedir? ma, yapma, yaptirma) bu yana;
TL. 1 () Kat ¢ciktim; eklenen kat sayis::___
3 () Diger: 2 () Oda ekledim; eklenen oda sayisi:___
3 () Mutfak ekledim
2. Tapunuz var mi? 4 () Banyo ekledim
1 ( ) Evet: ( ) Miistakil Tapu 5 ( ) Tuvalet ekledim
() Hisseli Tapu: 6 () Higbirini yapmadim.....................
Hisse paymmiz nedir? %____ | ... SORU 7’ye GEC
() Diger:
2 () Hayir
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6. Kat cikmanmizin / oda eklemenizin ne-
denleri nelerdir?

7. Konutunuzda yapmay: tasarladigimiz ek-
lemeler var m1?
1( )Evet
2 () Hayrr

HERKESE SORUNUZ

8. Su an oturdugunuz konutun herhangi bir
sorunu var mi1?
L.

2.

3.

9. Evinizin ingaat kalitesinden memnun mu-
sunuz?
1 ( )Evet
2 () Hayir, Neden?

10. Eviniz size yetecek genislikte mi?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir

Su an oturdugunuz konutu degistirmeyi
diistintiyor musunuz?

1 ( ) Evet; Neden?

11.

2 () Hayir
12. Ankara’ya geldiginizden / evlendiginizden
bu yana ne tiir konutlarda oturdunuz? (su
an oturdugu dahil)...Hareketlilik yoksa
SORU 16’ya GEC

13. Konut degistirmenizde etkili olan en 6-
nemli nedenler nelerdir?
1.

2.

3.

4.

14. Konut kalitesi agisindan, su anda oturmak-
ta oldugunuz konut daha 6nce oturdugu-
nuz konutlara gore daha mi iyi durumda?

1 ( ) Evet, daha iyi

2( ) Aym

2 () Hayir, daha kotii

15. 1. (Mahalle degistirdiyse), bu mahalle-
yi/mahalleleri en ¢cok hangi nedenlerle de-
gistirme karar1 verdiniz?

1.

2.

3.

2. (Mahalle degistirmeden konut degistir-
diyse) Mahalleyi degistirmeme nedenleri-
niz nelerdir?

1.

. Kendinize ait (baska bir) eviniz var mi1?
1( ) Evet

2 ( ) Hayr........... SORU 18’e GEC

Konuta Konut Tiirii | Miilkiyet Oturujan
Tasinilan (apartman (kendine semt | ma-
Yil dairesi, ait,  kira, | halle 17. 1. Diger evinizin/evlerinizin tiirii nedir?
gecekondu) | vb.) (gecekondu, apartman dairesi, vb.)
1.
2.
3.
2. Diger evinizin/evlerinizin nerede?
I /llce
/Semt-mahalle
1. /
/
2. /
/
3. /
/
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3. Diger eviniz/evlerinizden kira geliri elde
ediyor musunuz?
1 ( ) Evet; ise ne kadar?

1.
2.
3.

2 ( ) Hayrr ise Bu eviniz/evleriniz
kimler tarafindan kul-
laniliyor?

1.
2.
3.

22.

23.

Anlagsma yapmamanizin nedeni nedir?___
SORU 31’e GEC

Nasil bir anlagma yaptiniz?

1 ( ) Arsay1 miiteahhide devretme

2 () Daire karsilig1; Kag daire?

3 () Hissesini diger ortaklara devretme
4 () Diger:

18.

19.

20.

Konut edinme yolunda bir girisiminiz /

¢abaniz / planiniz/ karariniz var mi?

1( )Evet

2 () Hayir..Evsahibi ise SORU 21’e GEC
Kirac1 ise SORU 25’e GEC

Ne tiir bir konut edinme girisiminiz / ¢a-
baniz / planiniz/ karariniz var?

1() Arsa satin alip gecekondu yapma
/ yaptirma

Kentin bagka bir bolgesindeki ar-
sas1 lizerinde gecekondu yapma /
yaptirma

Su an oturmakta oldugum gece-
kondu arsasini miiteahhide ver-
me........... SORU 28’e GEC
Kentin bir baska bolgesindeki ar-
sami miiteahhide verme .........
.................. SORU 28’e GEC
Toplu konut araciligiyla konut
edinme
Kooperatif
edinme

) Daire satin alma
) Diger:

20)
30)
40)

50)

konut

6()

araciligiyla

7(
8 (

Bunun igin gerekli parayr nereden sagli-
yorsunuz / saglayacaksiniz?

1() Kendi birikimlerimden

2() Oturdugum evi satarak

3() Diger evimi/evlerimi satarak

4() Menkullerimi satarak (araba vb.)

5() Diger gayrimenkullarimi satarak
(tarla, arsa, vb.)

6() Borg alarak (aileden, akrabadan,
arkadastan, komsudan)

7(0) Banka kredisi kullanarak

8() Diger:

SORU 30’a GEC

KONUT EDINME GIRISIMI OLAN HERKESE
SORUNUZ

24.

Bu daire(yi)leri hangi amagla kullanmay1
diistiniiyorsunuz?

21.

SORU 21-23’ii EV SAHIBI ve AKRABA MULKI-
YETINDE OTURANLARA SORUNUZ

Gecekondunuz yerine / arsaniz iizerine a-
partman yaptirma konusunda miiteahhitle
mevcut bir anlagsmaniz var mi?

1 ()Evet.......... SORU 29’a GEC

2 () Hayir

HERKESE SORUNUZ

25.

26.

27.

28.

Icme suyu, elektrik, dogal gaz gibi kentsel
servisler arasinda komsularimizla ortak
kullandiginiz (ortak sayaciniz) var mi?
1 ( ) Evet: Hangileri?

( ) Igme Suyu

( ) Elektrik

() Diger:
2 () Hayr: Oturdugunuz evde da-
ha once hi¢ ortak kul-
landiniz mi1?
() Hi¢ Kullanmadim
() Evet kullandim:
Hangisi:

1. Su anki gelir durumunuzla baska bir ye-
re tasinmaniz gerekse Ankara’da bagka
hangi mahallelerde, ne tiir konutlarda otu-
rabilirsiniz?

Mahalle / Konut tiirii
1. /
2. /
3. /
2. Neden bu mahallede oturuyorsunuz?
1.
2.
3.

Geliriniz yeterli olsa Ankara’da hangi ma-
hallelerde, ne tiir konutlarda oturmak ister-
siniz?

Mabhalle / Konut tiirii
1. /
. /
3. /

Bu mahallede oturmanin ne tiir olanaklari/
avantajlart var?
1.

2.

3.
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29.

30.

31.

32.

Sizce mahallenizin en 6nemli sorunlar1 ne-
lerdir?
1.

2.

3.

Mahallenize sunulan kentsel hizmetlerin
kalitesinden memnun musunuz?
1()Evet
2 () Hayir: Neden?
1.

2.

3.

Mabhalle sakinleriyle bir araya gelip sorun-
larm tartistiginiz oluyor mu?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir: Neden?

___SORU 33’ GEC

1. Bu toplantilarda mahallenin en ¢ok han-
gi sorunlarini tartistyorsunuz?
1.

2.

3.

2. Bu toplantilarda mahallenin sorunlart
disinda baska hangi sorunlarmni tartigiyor-
sunuz?

L.
2.
3.
33. Mahallenizin sorunlarini ¢6zmek igin
nerelere  basvuruyorsunuz?  Kimlerin

34.

araciligin kullaniyorsunuz?

Sizce muhtarimiz segildiginden bu yana
gorevini iyi yaptyor mu?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir, Neden?

3 () Bilmiyor
4 () Tlgilenmiyor

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Sizce Yenimahalle belediye baskaniniz se-
cildiginden bu yana goérevini iyi yapiyor
mu?

1()Evet

2 () Hayir, Neden?

3 () Bilmiyor
4 () Tigilenmiyor

Mabhallenizin diger mahallerle arasinda
herhangi bir sorun ya da gerilim var mi?
1 ( ) Evet: Hangi mahalle ile?

Ne konuda?

2 () Hayrr.

Mahallenizde komsulariniz arasinda her-
hangi bir sorun ya da gerilim var m1?
1 ( ) Evet: Ne konuda?

2 () Hayur.

Daha 6nce oturdugunuz mahallelere ya da
gordiigiiniiz yerlere kiyasla bu mahallede
dostluk, arkadaslik, komsuluk nasil?

1 ( ) Daha iyi; Nasil?

2( ) Aym
3 () Daha kotii; Nasil?

Cevreye ve komsulara rahatsizlik verme-
mek icin nelere dikkat ediyorsunuz?

1.

2.

3.

Yan komsunuzun sizin huzurunuzu boza-
cak davranislarda bulundugu oluyor mu?
1 () Evet; Nasil davraniglar?

2 () Hayir

Apartmanda oturanlarin sizin huzurunuzu
bozacak davraniglarda bulundugu oluyor
mu?

1 () Evet; Nasil davraniglar?

2 () Hayrr

Yasadiginiz bu evde ve mahallede yeteri
kadar rahat davranabiliyor musunuz?

1( )Evet

2 () Hayir, Neden?

Komgsularmizdan ev esyalari, gida, vb. -
diing alip verir misiniz?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir
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44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

Tim komsularimizi tamisikliginiz, merha-
baniz var m1?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir

Yandaki / karsidaki komsunuzla en son ne
zaman konustunuz?

Tyi bir komsu diye diisiindiigiiniiz biri var
mi?

1 ( )Evet; Neden iyi bir komsu
oldugunu diistiniiyor-
sunuz?

Nerede oturuyor?

2 () Hayrr

Sevmediginiz, istemediginiz bir komsunuz
var mi1?

1 ( )Evet; Neden kotii bir komsu
oldugunu diisiiniiyor-
sunuz?

Nerede oturuyor:

2 () Hayir

Mabhallenizde hareketlerini, aile yasantisini
tasvip etmediginiz kisi/kisiler var m1?
1 ( ) Evet; Kim:
Nerede oturyor:
Konut tipi:
Neyi tasvip etmiyorsunuz?__

2 () Hayir

En ¢ok hangi arkadaslarimizla vakit geciri-
yorsunuz?

1 () Is arkadaslart

2 () Mahalle arkadaslar1

3 () Akrabalar

4 () Komsgular

5 () Okul arkadaslar1

6 () Diger:

En yakin ii¢ arkadasiniz nerede oturuyor?
Kim / Nerede oturuyor / Konut tipi

1. / /
2. / /
3. / /

Basimz sikistiginda yardim isteyeceginiz
ilk bes kisi ya da kurulus kimlerdir?
Kim / Nerede oturuyor / Konut tipi

./ /
2./ /
3./ /
4./ /
5. / /

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

Yeni insanlarla/arkadaslarla tanismak ho-
sunuza gider mi?

1( ) Evet

2 () Haywr

Arkadaslarinizla, komsularmizla politika /
siyaset iizerine sohbet edersiniz?
1 () Evet: Neler konusursunuz:

2 () Hayir;Neden:

Sizce mahallenizdekiler siyaset / politika
ile ne kadar ilgileniyorlardir?

Mabhallenizde dedikodu oluyor mu?
1 ( ) Evet; Neler konusuluyor:

2 () Hayir

Apartmanda oturanlarla aramzda bir tar-
tisma ya da ¢cekismeniz oldu mu?
1 ( ) Evet; Ne konuda:

2 () Hayrr

Mabhalleden biri ya da birileriyle bir tar-
tisma ya da ¢ekismeniz oldu mu?
1 ( ) Evet; Ne konuda:

2 () Haywr

Sizce yan apartmanda oturanlar size nasil
baktyordur?

Mabhallenizde kimlerin, hangi gruptan in-
sanlarin nerelerde oturdugunu anlatir mi-
siniz? (Anketoriin dikkatine: Memleket,
etnik koken, sosyal statii, siyasal tercih vb.
neye gore grupluyorsa not ediniz)

Siz bu gruplardan hangisine dahilsiniz?

Bahsettiginiz gruplardan hangilerinde go-
riistiigiiniiz, iyi anlastiginiz kisiler var?
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62.

63.

64.

Babhsettiginiz gruplardan anlagamadiginiz,

sevmediginiz var mi1?

1 () Evet; Hangisi:
Neyi tasvip etmiyorsunuz?__

2 () Hayir

Sizce; gecekonduda mu yoksa apartmanda
m1 yasamak daha iyi?
1. ( ) Gecekondu: Neden?

2 () Apartman: Neden?

Gecekondu  yikimlar1  hakkinda  ne
diisiintiyorsunuz? Sizce dogru mu yanlis
in(?) Dogru; Neden:

2 () Yanlis; Neden:

(E) KADIN ANKETI

1.

Ev disinda gelir getirici bir iste galistyor
musunuz?

() Eveta..enee.e. SORU 3’e GEC
() Hayir
( ) Emekli.............. SORU 3’e GEC

Disarida gelir getirici bir iste ¢aligmak is-
ter misiniz?
1 ( ) Evet ise Neden calismiyorsunuz?___

SORU 10’a GEC
2 () Hayir ise Neden?

SORU 10°a GEC

Isinizi kimler aracihigiyla buldunuz?

Calisiyor olmanin size sagladigi yararlar
var mt / var miyd1?
1(0) Evet ise Bu yararlar nelerdir?___

2() Hayir

Calisiyor olmanin yarattig1 sorunlar var m1
/ var miyd1?
1(0) Evet ise Bu sorunlar nelerdir?__

2() Hayir

Calisiyor olmaniz nedeniyle aile iiyelerin-
den ev islerine yardim eden oluyor mu /
oluyor muydu?

1 () Evet; Kimler?

2 () Hayir

7. Siz ¢alisirken ¢ocuklara kim bakiyor / ba-
kiyordu?
8. Calismaniza kars1 ¢ikan oldu mu?
1 ( ) Evet; Kimler?
Bu sorunu nasil astiniz?
2 () Hayir
9. Calismanmizi kim istedi?
10. Evde gelir getirici bir i yaptyor musunuz?
1(0) Evet
2() Hayir......ooooooiiiiiie
...Calisiyorsa SORU 18’e GEC
Caligmiyorsa SORU 22°ye GEC
11. Ne gibi isler?
12. Diizenli yapabiliyor musunuz?
1 () Evet, diizenli
2 () Hayur, diizensiz
13. Ne zamandan bu yana yapiyorsunuz?
14. Bunlarin hammaddesini / girdilerini nere-
den aliyorsunuz?
1 () Pesin olarak kendim satin aliyorum
2 () Bor¢lanarak kendim aliyorum
3 () Siparis veren veriyor
4 () Diger:
15. Bu isleri siparis iizerine mi yapryorsunuz?
1 ( ) Evet; Siparisi kim veriyor?
2 () Hayir
16. Bu iiriinleri kendiniz mi pazarliyorsunuz?
1()Evet
2 () Hayir
17. Yaptigimz isle ilgili sorunlarimz var mi?
1 () Evet, Ne tiir sorunlar?
2 () Hayir
SORU 18 - 2I'i TUM CALISAN KADINLARA
SORUNUZ
18. Ortalama aylik ne kadar kazaniyorsunuz?

milyon TL.
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19. Gelirinizi nerelere harciyorsunuz? (Birden 27. Daha 6nce diizenli olarak tiikettiginiz ama

fazla secenek isaretlenebilir.) maddi zorluklar yiiziinden alamadiginiz
1 ( ) Mutfak giderleri herhangi bir sey var m1?
2 () Temizlik malzemeleri 1 ( ) Evet; Neler?
3 () Giyim
4 () Cocuklarin egitimi 2 () Hayir
5 () Saglik harcamalar1
6 () Ev esyast 28. Evde konserve, salca, tarhana, tursu, recel,
7 () Kisisel ihtiyaglarim vb. yiyecek maddeleri yapiyor musunuz?
8 () Diger: 1 ( ) Evet, Ne amagla?
( ) Kendi tiikketimleri
20. Para biriktirebiliyor musunuz? () Pazarlama
1( ) Evet; Bu paray1 ne i¢in birik- 2 () Hayir; Neden yapmiyorsunuz?
tiriyorsunuz?____ SORU 31’e GEC
2 () Hayir 29. Asagidaki yiyecek maddelerinden hangisi-
ni yapiyorsunuz?
21. Geliriniz yeterli olsa ¢aligmaya devam et- 1 ( ) Konserve — kurutma - salamura
mek ister misiniz? 2 () Salga
1 ( ) Evet; Neden? 3 () Tursu
4 () Recgel
1 ( ) Hayir; Neden? 5 () Tarhana-eriste
6 ( ) Ekmek
7 ( ) Diger:
TUM KADINLARA SORUNUZ
22. Bu eve ayda ortalama kag lira giriyor? 30. Ne zamandan bu yana yapiyorsunuz?____
milyonTL. |
31. Esinizle asagidaki ev islerini nasil boliisii-
23. Bu para nerelere harcaniyor? yorsunuz?
Sabit harcamalar .
(kira, elek., su, tel.): milyon TL. §
Yiyecek : milyon TL. E E
Temizlik : milyon TL. - ~
Yol : milyon TL. £ |54 2 E | g
Eglence :_______milyon TL. 51 o 0 g 3
Yakat : milyon TL. M S © 5 X
Konut aidat1 : milyon TL. 1. Alisveris, Pazar
Saglik : milyon TL.
Egitim : milyon TL.

2. Haftasonu kahval-

Diger: : milyon TL. tiy1 hazirlama

24. Gegim sikintisina diistiigiiniizde oncelikle ||3- Camasir, bulasik
nelerden vazgecersiniz?

() Tatil 4. Evin temizligi
() Eglence

() Egitim
() Giyim
() Yiyecek

5. Evdeki arag gereg-
lerin tamiri

6. Cocuklarin egitim
sorunlartyla ilgilen-
me

25. Bu eve aylik ortalama ne kadar et (kirmizi,
beyaz, tavuk, balik, kiyma) giriyor?

7. Cocuklarin diger

kg./a
&4y sorunlartyla ilgilen-
26. Eve giren et miktar1 son yillarda artti mu, me _ _
azaldi m1? 8. Evin biitgesini
() Artta diizenleme
() Aym 9. Faturalar1 6deme
() Azaldi
10. Diger:
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32.

. Saglik sorunlariyla karsilagtiginizda he-

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Kocanizin evin islerini paylagmasi sizi
mutlu eder mi?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir, Neden?

men doktora gider misiniz?
1( ) Evet
2 () Hayir

Saglik sorununuza iliskin doktor haricinde
cevrenizdeki insanlardan yardim aliyor
musunuz?

1 ( ) Evet; Kimlerden?:

2 () Hayir

Saglik sorunlariniz oldugunda hangi saglik
kuruluslarina gidersiniz?

1.

2.

3.

Hanenizde ciddi bir hastaligi ya da sakat-
1§81 olan var m1?
1 ( ) Evet, Kimde ve Ne tiir?

() Kendisi

() Esi

() Cocuklar1

) :
2 ( ) Hayrr...............SORU 38’e GEC

Sakatlik ya da yoksulluk yardimi aliyor
musunuz?
1 ( )Evetise Ne tiir?
Nereden?

2 () Hayir

1.Cocugunuzun kag ¢ocugu olmasini ister-
siniz?
2. Neden?

Kag kez hamile kaldiniz?
1() kez hamile kaldim
2()Hig covvrvnnnnn... SORU 50’ye GEC

1. Dogum kontrol yontemlerini biliyor
musunuz?

1( )Evet

2 () Hayir
2. Dogum kontrol yontemlerini kullaniyor
musunuz?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir
Kag canli dogum yaptiniz?

Bir yasindan 6nce 6len ¢ocugunuz var mi?
1 ( ) Var, Sayist:
2 () Yok

Kag tanesi hayatta?

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

. En ¢ok hangi arkadaslarinizla vakit geciri-

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

Hig kiirtaj yaptirdiniz mi?
1 () Evet; Kiirtaj sayist:
2 () Hayir

Hig isteyerek diisiik yaptiniz mi1?
1 ( ) Evet; Kag defa:
2 () Hayir

Neden isteyerek diisiik yaptiniz ya da kiir-
taj yaptirdiniz?

Hic kendiliginden diisiik oldu mu?
1 ( ) Evet; Kag defa:
2 () Haywr

Son hamileliginizde hastane, saglik ocagi
ya da doktora kontrole gittiniz mi?

1( )Evet

2 () Hayrr

. Son dogumunuzu nerede yaptiniz?

yorsunuz?
1 () Is arkadaslar

2 () Mahalle arkadaslar1
3 () Akrabalar

4 () Komsular

5 () Okul arkadaglar1

6 ( ) Diger:

En yakin ti¢ arkadasiniz nerede oturuyor
Kim / Nerede oturuyor / Konut tipi

1. / /
. / /
3. / /

Basiniz sikistiginda yardim isteyeceginiz
ilk bes kisi ya da kurulus kimlerdir?
Kim / Nerede oturuyor / Konut tipi

./ /
2. [/ /
3./ /
4./ /
5. / /

Yeni insanlarla/arkadaslarla tanismak ho-
sunuza gider mi?

1( ) Evet

2 () Haywr

Hangi ihtiyaglarimiz i¢in (ne tiir durumda)
cevrenizden yardim istersiniz?

En ¢ok kimlerden yardim istersiniz?

Bos zamanmiz oldugunda nasil degerlen-
diriyorsunuz? (Tim isler bittikten son-
ra)
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57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

Kadinlar kendi aranizda toplanti yapar mi-
siniz?

1( ) Evet, Ne tiir toplantilar?

Hangi siklikta?

2 () Hayir

Arkadagslarimizla, akrabalarinizla ev disin-
da bulusup bir seyler yapar misiniz?
1 ( ) Evet, Neler yaparsiniz?

Hangi siklikta?

2 () Hayir

1. Sehirde hangi merkezlere gidersiniz?
() Kizilay

() Ulus

() Tunali

() Cankaya

() Yenimahalle

() Diger:
2. Ne siklikta gidersiniz?

Komsularinizdan ev esyalari, gida, vb. 6-
diing alip verir misiniz?

1 ( ) Evet; Ne siklikta:

2 () Hayir

Tim komsularimizi tamisikliginiz, merha-
baniz var mi1?

1 ( )Evet

2 () Hayir

Yandaki / karsidaki komsunuzla en son ne
zaman Konustunuz?

Iyi bir komsu diye diisiindiigiiniiz biri var
m?

1( ) Evet; Neden iyi bir komsu
oldugunu diisiiniiyor-
sunuz?

Nerede oturuyor ( +
Konut tipi):
2 () Hayrr

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

Sevmediginiz, istemediginiz bir komsunuz
var m1?

1( ) Evet; Neden kotii bir komsu
oldugunu diisiiniiyor-
sunuz?

Nerede oturuyor
(Konut tipi):
2 () Hayir

Komsulariniza misafirlige gelip gider mi-
siniz?

1 ( ) Evet; Ne siklikta:

2 ( )Hayr.......... SORU 67’ye GEC

Yan apartmanda misafirlige gelip gittigi-
niz kisiler var mi?

1 ( ) Evet; Ne siklikta:

2 () Hayrr

Yan apartmanda nasil kisiler, kimler otu-
ruyor?

Mabhallenizde hareketlerini, aile yasantisini
tasvip etmediginiz kisi/kisiler var m?
1()Evet; Kim:

Nerede oturyor:

Konut tipi:

Neyi tasvip etmiyorsunuz?__

2 () Hayrr

Mabhallenizde dedikodu oluyor mu?
1 () Evet; Neler konusuluyor:

2 () Hayrr

Mabhallenizde kimlerin, hangi gruptan in-
sanlarin nerelerde oturdugunu anlatir mi-
sinz? (Anketoriin dikkatine: Memleket,
etnik koken, sosyal statii, siyasal tercih vb.
neye gore grupluyorsa not ediniz)

Siz bu gruplardan hangisine dahilsiniz?

Bahsettiginiz gruplardan hangilerinde go-
riistiigiiniiz, iyi anlastiginiz kisiler var?
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73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

Babhsettiginiz gruplardan anlagamadiginiz,

sevmediginiz var mi1?

1 () Evet; Hangisi:
Neyi tasvip etmiyorsunuz?__

Apartmanda oturanlarla aramizda bir tar-
tisma ya da ¢ekigmeniz oldu mu?
1 ( ) Evet; Ne konuda:

2 () Hayir

Mabhalleden biri ya da birileriyle bir tar-
tisma ya da ¢ekigmeniz oldu mu?
1 ( ) Evet; Ne konuda:

2 () Hayir

Sizce; gecekonduda mu yoksa apartmanda
m1 yasamak daha iyi?
1. ( ) Gecekondu: Neden?

2 () Apartman: Neden?

En son genel se¢imlerde oy verdiniz mi?
1 () Evet ise Hangi partiye?
() Soylemek
istemiyorum
2 () Hayir ise Neden?

En son yerel secimlerde oy verdiniz mi?

Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi icin:
1 () Evet ise Hangi partiye?
() Soylemek
istemiyorum
2 () Hayir ise Neden?

Iice (Yenimahalle)Belediyesi icin:
1 () Evet ise Hangi partiye?
() Soylemek
istemiyorum
2 () Hayir ise Neden?

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

En son muhtarlik seciminde oy verdiniz
mi?
1 ( ) Evetise Kime?
() Soylemek
istemiyorum
Neye gore verdiniz?
1 () siyasi goriisii
2 () sahsa
2 () Hayir ise Neden?

Oniimiizdeki genel segimlerde oy vermeyi
diisiiniiyor musunuz?
1 ( ) Evet ise Hangi partiye?
() Soylemek
istemiyorum
2 () Hayir ise Neden?

Oy verdiginiz parti ile iiyelik, delegelik
vb. iligkiniz var mi1?

1( )Evet

2 () Hayrr

3 () Soylemek istemiyorum

En basarili buldugunuz lider kimdir?

Eskiden (15-20 y1l 6nce) en basarili bul-
dugunuz lider kimdi?

Gazete okuyabiliyor musunuz?
1( ) Evetise
1.1. Hangi gazete(ler)?

1.2. Diizenli okuyabiliyor musunuz?
1( )Evet
2 () Hayrr
2 () Hayir ise Neden?

En son ne zaman sinemaya gittiniz?
1 ( ) Bir kag giin 6nce

2 () Bir hafta dnce

3 () Bir ay once

4 () Bir y1l 6nce

5 () Hatirlamiyorum

6 () Hig gitmedim

7 () Diger:

En son ne zaman tiyatroya gittiniz?
1 ( ) Bir kag giin 6nce

2 () Bir hafta 6nce

3 () Bir ay once

4 () Bir y1l 6nce

5 () Hatirlamiyorum

6 () Hig gitmedim

7 ( ) Diger:
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87.

88.

89.

En son ne zaman bir konsere gittiniz?
1 () Bir kag giin 6nce

2 () Bir hafta once

3 () Bir ay 6nce

4 () Bir y1l 6nce

5 () Hatirlamiyorum

6 () Hig gitmedim

7 () Diger:

En son ne zaman bir kiiltiirel aktiviteye
(sergi, konferans, festival, vb. )katildiniz?
(Hangi faaliyet oldugunu belirtiniz:

)

1 () Bir kag giin 6nce
2 () Bir hafta 6nce

3 () Bir ay 6nce

4 () Bir y1l 6nce

5 () Hatirlamiyorum
6 () Hig gitmedim

7 ( ) Diger:

Televizyonda en ¢ok hangi kanallar1 sey-
rediyorsunuz?

L.

2.

3.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

Televizyonda en ¢ok hangi programi sey-
rediyorsunuz?

1 ( ) Haber — Tartisma programlari
2 () Film ve/veya diziler

3 () Yarisma programlari

4 () Magazin/eglence programlari
Yanmita gore program adini not
niz:

Hanenizde c¢ocuklar1 okuturken kiz-erkek
ayrimi yapiyor musunuz?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir....ooeneee. SORU 94’e GEC

edi-

Kizimiz1 okutmama nedeniniz nedir?

Kizinizi okutmama kararma katilryor mu-
sunuz?

1( )Evet

2 () Hayir

Gelecekte ailenizin ekonomik durumunun
ne yonde degisecegini diisiiniiyorsunuz?

1 ( ) Daha iyi

2 () Daha koti

3()Aym

4 () Bilmiyorum

Diger bilgileri not ediniz:
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APPENDIX B

QUESTIONNAIRE FORM OF APARTMENT HOUSING TYPE (PART D)

(D) KONUT ve MAHALLE ANKETI

65. Oturdugunuz ev size mi ait?
1 ( ) Kira:
1. Kira bedeli nedir TL/ay
2. Ne zamandir bu evde oturu-
yorsunuz?(y1l)
3. Eviniz kira bedeli sizce uygun
mu?
1 () Hayur, fazla:
Ne kadar olmaliyd1?
TL/ay
2 () Evet, uygun
3 ( ) Hayr, az:
Ne kadar olmaliyd1?
TL/ay
SORU 3’e GEC
2 () Kendime ait:
1. Evinizi ne zaman edindiniz?
(yil)
2.Evinizi nasil edindiniz?
1 ( ) Satin aldim
2 () Kendim yaptim
3 () Yaptirdim
4 () Ailemden kald1
5 () Arsa sahipligin-
den dairemi elde ettim
6( ) Diger:

3. Evinizi satin almak/yaptirmak
icin ne kadar para harcadimz? (O

yilin fiyatlarina gore)
TL.

4. Evinizin su anki degeri nedir?
TL.

3 () Diger:

2. Tapunuz var mi?
1 ( ) Evet: () Miistakil Tapu
() Hisseli Tapu:
Hisse paymiz nedir? %____
2 () Hayrr

3. Oturdugunuz konutta:
2. Salon disinda oda sayisi:

5. Sicak suyu nasil temin ediyorsunuz?
1 ( ) Banyo kazani (odunlu)
2 () Ocakta 1s1tiyorum
3 () Sofben
4 () Kombi
5( ) Soba
6 () Merkezi 1sitma
7 ( ) Diger:

6. Evin 1sitmasini nasil sagliyorsunuz?
1 ( ) Soba (odun / kdmiir)
2 () Elektrikli soba
3 () Katalitik (dogal gaz / tiip)
4 () Kalorifer (Merkezi)
5 () Kat kaloriferi (dogal gaz)
6 () Diger:

7. Dogal gaz: ()Var () Yok
11. Elektrigi diizenli alabiliyor musunuz?
( )Evet () Hayrr

12. Suyu diizenli alabiliyor musunuz?
( ) Evet () Hayir
SORU 13’ii ARSA SAHIPLIGINDEN KO-
NUTUNU ELDE EDENLERE SORUNUZ!
7. 2. Arsaniz karsiliginda nasil bir anlagma
yaptimz?
1 () Daire karsiligi arsayr miiteahhide
devretme; Kag daire?
2 () Hissesini diger ortaklara devretme
3 () Diger:

8. Su an oturdugunuz konutun herhangi bir
sorunu var mi?
1.

2.

3.
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10.

11.

Evinizin insaat kalitesinden memnun mu-
sunuz?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir, Neden?

Eviniz size yetecek genislikte mi?
1( ) Evet
2 () Hayrr

Su an oturdugunuz konutu degistirmeyi
diistintiyor musunuz?

15.

1. (Mahalle degistirdiyse), bu mahalle-
yi/mahalleleri en ¢ok hangi nedenlerle de-

gistirme karar1 verdiniz?
1.

2.

3.

2. (Mahalle degistirmeden konut degistir-
diyse) Mahalleyi degistirmeme nedenleri-
niz nelerdir?

1 ( ) Evet; Neden? 1.
2 () Hayrr 2.
12. Ankara’ya geldiginizden / evlendiginizden 3.
bu yana ne tiir konutlarda oturdunuz? (su
an oturdugu dahil)....... ...... Hareketlilik 16. Kendinize ait (baska bir) eviniz var mi?
yoksa SORU 16’ya GEC 1 () Evet
Konuta Tagi- | Konut Tiirti | Miilkiyet Oturulan 2it) Hayir............. SORU 18’e¢ GEC
nilan Y1l (apartman (kendine ait, | / mahalle
dairesi, gece- | kira, vb.) 17. 1. Djger evinizin/evlerinizin tiirii nedir?
kondu) (gecekondu, apartman dairesi, vb.)
L.
B.
2. Diger evinizin/evlerinizin nerede?
Vi /lce
/Semt-mahalle
/
/
/
/
/
/I
3. Diger eviniz/evlerinizden kira geliri elde
ediyor musunuz?
T () Evet; ise ne kadar?
13. Konut degistirmenizde etkili olan en o- S
nemli nedenler nelerdir? (sirasiyla tiim de- 2.
gisimler i¢in) 3.
1. 2( )Hayrrise  Bu eviniz/evleriniz
kimler tarafindan kul-
2. laniliyor?
1.
3. 2
3.
4.

14.

Konut kalitesi agisindan, su anda oturmak-
ta oldugunuz konut daha 6nce oturdugu-
nuz konutlara gore daha m1 iyi durumda?

1 ( ) Evet, daha iyi

2()Aym

2 () Hayir, daha kotii

18.

Konut edinme yolunda bir girisiminiz /
¢abaniz / planimiz/ kararimz var m?

1( )Evet

2 () Haymr............. SORU 25’e GEC

176



19.

20.

Ne tiir bir konut edinme girisiminiz / ¢a-
baniz / planiniz/ karariniz var?

1() Arsa satin alip gecekondu yapma
/ yaptirma

2() Kentin bagka bir bolgesindeki ar-
sas1 lizerinde gecekondu yapma /
yaptirma

4() Kentin bir baska bolgesindeki
arsasinit  miiteahhide  verme
.................. SORU 21’e GEC

5() Toplu konut araciligtyla konut
edinme

6() Kooperatif —araciligiyla konut
edinme

T7() Daire satin alma

8() Diger:

Bunun igin gerekli parayr nereden sagli-
yorsunuz / saglayacaksiniz?
1() Kendi birikimlerimden

2() Oturdugum evi satarak

3() Diger evimi/evlerimi satarak

4() Menkullerimi satarak (araba vb.)

5() Diger gayrimenkullarim satarak
(tarla, arsa, vb.)

6() Borg alarak (aileden, akrabadan,
arkadastan, komsudan)

7(0) Banka kredisi kullanarak

8() Diger:

SORU 24’ GEC

SORU 21-23’it MUTEAHHITLE ANLASMA TA-
SARISI OLANLARA SORUNUZ

21.

22.

Gecekondunuz yerine / arsaniz iizerine a-
partman yaptirma konusunda miiteahhitle
mevcut bir anlagsmaniz var mi?

1 () Evet......... SORU 23’e GEC

2 () Hayir

Anlagma yapmamanizin nedeni nedir?

SORU 24’¢ GEC

Nasil bir anlagma yaptiniz?

1 () Arsay1 miiteahhide devretme

2 () Daire karsilig1; Kag daire?

3 () Hissesini diger ortaklara devretme
4 () Diger:

KONUT EDINME GIRISIMi OLAN HERKESE
SORUNUZ

24.

Bu daire(yi)leri hangi amagla kullanmay1
diigtiniiyorsunuz?

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Icme suyu, elektrik, dogal gaz gibi kentsel
servisler arasinda komsularinizla ortak
kullandiginiz (ortak sayaciniz) var mi?
1 ( ) Evet: Hangileri?

( ) Igme Suyu

() Elektrik

() Diger:
2 () Hayir: Oturdugunuz evde da-
ha once hi¢ ortak kul-
landiniz m1?
() Hi¢ Kullanmadim
() Evet kullandim:
Hangisi:

1. Su anki gelir durumunuzla baska bir ye-
re taginmaniz gerekse Ankara’da bagka
hangi mahallelerde, ne tiir konutlarda otu-
rabilirsiniz?

Mabhalle / Konut tiirii

1. /

. /
3. /
2. Neden bu mahallede oturuyorsunuz?

1.
2.
3.

Geliriniz yeterli olsa Ankara’da hangi ma-
hallelerde, ne tiir konutlarda oturmak ister-
siniz?

Mahalle / Konut tiirii
1. /
2. /
3. /

Bu mahallede oturmanin ne tiir olanaklari/
avantajlart var?
1.

2.

3.

Sizce mahallenizin en 6nemli sorunlari ne-
lerdir?
1.

2.

3.
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30.

31.

32.

Mahallenize sunulan kentsel hizmetlerin
kalitesinden memnun musunuz?
1( ) Evet
2 () Hayir: Neden?
1.

2.

3.

Mabhalle sakinleriyle bir araya gelip sorun-
larin1 tartistiginiz oluyor mu?

1 () Evet

2 () Hayir Neden?

SORU 33’ GEC

1. Bu toplantilarda mahallenin en ¢ok han-
gi sorunlarini tartistyorsunuz?
L.

2.

3.

2. Bu toplantilarda mahallenin sorunlar1
disinda baska hangi sorunlarimi tartisiyor-
sunuz?

1.
2.
3.
33. Mabhallenizin sorunlarmnt ¢6zmek icin
nerelere  basvuruyorsunuz?  Kimlerin

34.

35.

araciligin kullaniyorsunuz?

Sizce muhtarmiz secildiginden bu yana
gorevini iyi yaptyor mu?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir, Neden?

3 () Bilmiyor

4 () Ilgilenmiyor
Sizce Yenimahalle belediye baskaniniz se-
cildiginden bu yana gorevini iyi yapiyor
mu?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir, Neden?

3 () Bilmiyor
4 () Ilgilenmiyor

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

43.

44.

Mabhallenizin diger mahallerle arasinda
herhangi bir sorun ya da gerilim var mi?
1 ( ) Evet: Hangi mahalle ile?

Ne konuda?

2 () Hayur.

Mahallenizde komsulariniz arasinda her-
hangi bir sorun ya da gerilim var m?
1 ( ) Evet: Ne konuda?

2 () Hayrr.

Daha 6nce oturdugunuz mahallelere ya da
gordiigiiniiz yerlere kiyasla bu mahallede
dostluk, arkadaslik, komsuluk nasil?

1 ( ) Daha iyi; Nasil?

2()Aym
3 () Daha kotii; Nasil?

Cevreye ve komsulara rahatsizlik verme-
mek icin nelere dikkat ediyorsunuz?

1.

2.

3.

Yan komsunuzun sizin huzurunuzu boza-
cak davraniglarda bulundugu oluyor mu?
1 () Evet; Nasil davraniglar?

2 () Hayrr

Gecekonduda oturanlarin sizin huzurunuzu
bozacak davraniglarda bulundugu oluyor
mu?

1 () Evet; Nasil davraniglar?

2 () Hayrr

Yasadiginiz bu evde ve mahallede yeteri
kadar rahat davranabiliyor musunuz?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir, Neden?

Komgsularmizdan ev esyalari, gida, vb. -
diing alip verir misiniz?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir

Tiim komsularmizi tanisikliginiz, merha-
baniz var m1?

1()Evet

2 () Haywr
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45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

Yandaki / karsidaki komsunuzla en son ne
zaman konustunuz?

Tyi bir komsu diye diisiindiigiiniiz biri var
mi?

1( ) Evet; Neden iyi bir komsu
oldugunu diisiiniiyor-
sunuz?

Nerede oturuyor:

2 () Hayir

Sevmediginiz, istemediginiz bir komsunuz
var mi1?

1( ) Evet; Neden kotii bir komsu
oldugunu diisiiniiyor-
sunuz?

Nerede oturuyor:
2 () Hayir

Mabhallenizde hareketlerini, aile yasantisini
tasvip etmediginiz kisi/kisiler var m1?
1 ( ) Evet; Kim:
Nerede oturyor:
Konut tipi:
Neyi tasvip etmiyorsunuz?__

2 () Hayir

En ¢ok hangi arkadaslarinizla vakit geciri-
yorsunuz?

1 () Is arkadaslart

2 () Mahalle arkadaslar

3 ( ) Akrabalar

4 () Komsular

5 () Okul arkadaslar1

6 () Diger:

En yakin ii¢ arkadasiniz nerede oturuyor?
Kim / Nerede oturuyor / Konut tipi

1. / /
. / /
3. / /

Basiniz sikistiginda yardim isteyeceginiz
ilk bes kisi ya da kurulus kimlerdir?
Kim / Nerede oturuyor / Konut tipi

1 / /
2 / /
3 / /
4 / /
5 / /

Yeni insanlarla/arkadaslarla tanismak ho-
sunuza gider mi?

1( ) Evet

2 () Hayir

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

Arkadaslarinizla, komsularimizla politika /
siyaset iizerine sohbet edersiniz?
1 ( ) Evet: Neler konusursunuz:

2 () Hayir;Neden:

Sizce mahallenizdekiler siyaset / politika
ile ne kadar ilgileniyorlardir?

Mabhallenizde dedikodu oluyor mu?
1 ( ) Evet; Neler konusuluyor:

2 () Hayrr

Gecekondularda oturanlarla aranizda bir
tartisma ya da ¢ekismeniz oldu mu?
1 ( ) Evet; Ne konuda:

2 () Haywr

Mabhalleden biri ya da birileriyle bir tar-
tisma ya da ¢cekismeniz oldu mu?
1 ( ) Evet; Ne konuda:

2 () Haywr

Sizce yan gecekondularda oturanlar size
nasil bakiyordur?

Mabhallenizde kimlerin, hangi gruptan in-
sanlarin nerelerde oturdugunu anlatir mi-
siniz? (Anketoriin dikkatine: Memleket,
etnik koken, sosyal statii, siyasal tercih vb.
neye gore grupluyorsa not ediniz)

Siz bu gruplardan hangisine dahilsiniz?

Bahsettiginiz gruplardan hangilerinde go-
riistligiiniiz, iyi anlastiginiz kisiler var?
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62. Babhsettiginiz gruplardan anlasamadiginiz, 64. Gecekondu yikimlari hakkinda ne diisiinii-
sevmediginiz var mi1? yorsunuz? Sizce dogru mu yanlis mi1?

1 () Evet; Hangisi: 1 ( ) Dogru; Neden:

Neyi tasvip etmiyorsunuz?__

2 () Hayir 2 () Yanlis; Neden:

63. Sizce; gecekonduda mi yoksa apartmanda
m1 yasamak daha iyi?
1. ( ) Gecekondu: Neden?

2 () Apartman:  Neden?
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APPENDIX C

IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS

In-Depth Interview I

Mr O.

35 years old, born in
Yozgat Sorgun,
tenant in gecekondu,
married, having one
child and waged-
manual worker.

Pinar: Kendinizi tanitir misiniz? Nerde, ne zaman
dogdunuz? Ne zaman Ankara’ya geldiniz?
O.: Tlkokuldan ¢iktim Ankara’ya geldim, isin ag1g1.

Anladin m? Ondan sonra kaportacida c¢aligtim.
Ondan sonra kaportacida c¢alistim, isim giizeldi,
hirsizlik oldu. Ondan sonra hirsizlik olunca biz
mecbur kaldik baskasinin yaninda ¢aligmaya. Bi bes
sene birinin yaninda ¢alistik m1. Orda ¢alisinca adam
bizim bibuguk sene sigortayi yatirmayinca, maasi da
diisiik verince biz ordan ayrildik. Simdi bu bibuguk
senedir de bu Ozdemir Sanayi’de ¢alisiyoz bakalim,
eger nasip kismet olursa.

Pinar: Ankara’ya ne zaman geldiniz?

0.: Ankara’ya geleli onbes sene bitti.

Pinar: Geldiginizde buraya mi oturdunuz?

0.: Yok. Iskitler’e gittim.

Pinar: Akraba mi vardi orda?

O.: Ablan vardi.

Pinar: Nasil geldiniz? Tek basina mi, aileyle mi
yoksa?

0.: Yo, ben once, evi getirmeden Once, ablamin
yaninda ben kendim bekar kaliyordum (Kizim bi
dur!) Ondan sonra, ablamin binadan bi bos yer
bulduk, yaninda bina vardi. Ben oray: tuttum, boya
badana yaptim. Ondan sonra, telefon ettim, kamyon
tuttum, evi aldim buraya getirdim.

Pinar: Bekardiniz o zaman?

O.: Nisanliydim.

Pinar: Daha sonra evlenip oraya yerlestiniz...

O.: Evet, evlendikten sonra ilk evim oraydi.

Pinar: Sonra buraya

0.: Yok ondan sonra, Kizilcthamamli Mustafa Amca
var. Oraya gectik

Pinar: Bur¢ Mahalesine mi

O.: Hi, asag1 ... bunun bi alt tarafina. Orada Burg,
burada Burg oluyo da. Orada oturduk.

Pinar: Akraba miydi Mustafa Amca?

0.: Yo, o da swradan bi komsu iste. Yani tanidik.
Usaklarin1 tanidik, ondan sonra baba. Bizim ev
kiralik var dedi, geldi buraya. Onun sayesinde
yerlestik.

Pinar: Peki, neden ev almay: diisiinmediniz simdiye
kadar?

O.: Tmkamm olmadigindan.

Pinar: Buranin kiralar1 nasil?

0.: Valla ben buraya 115 veriyorum.

Pinar: Daha uygun yer var mi1?

0.: Daha uygun yer var ama boyle yer yok.

Pinar: Niye burada oturuyorsunuz?

0.: Boyle yer bulamadim bir; var, yer var, 135
milyon 125 milyondan basliyo, artt adam 500 milyon
depozit istiyo. O 500 milyon depoziti verecek
durumda olmadigim igin, mecbur bdyle yerde
oturuyom. Buranin kiras1 da uygun geliyo. Uygun
gelmese oturmam yani. Ha, var, 60 milyona da var
ev. Ama ben burda otururkene fareler ordan selam
verip selam gegiyo. Arkadas olduk, birbirimizi iyice
tanidik yani.

Pinar: Daha temiz mahalleler yok mudur mesela
Ankara’da?

O.: Ya, vardir da, ben, hemen hemen Ankara’ya
geldim geleli bibuguk sene hari¢, yani onbes sene
oldu, bi senesini bos ver, ondort senedir ben
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buradayim. Sentepe civarindayim yani. Bildigim
tanidigim yer oldugu i¢in ben buralar se¢iyom.
Pinar:  Peki, kimler oturuyo bu Sentepe
mahallesinde?

0.: Abimgil var. Yaridan cogu Yozgathilar ¢cok bizim
burda. Corumlu hemsehrilerimiz ¢ok. Yaridan ¢ogu
zaten Yozgatliylan Corum, Koghisar. Karisik geliyo.
Pinar: Peki, kim kurmus bu mahalleyi? Nasil
olusmus biliyo musunuz?

0.: Valla onu bilmiyom, yalan séylemeyim.

Pinar: Siz geldiginizde nasild1 peki?

0.: Ayn1 boyleydi.

Pinar: Apartmanlar var mrydi?

0.: Ayn1 boyleydi. Aym apartman gene bdyle
dikiliydi.

Pinar: Kag senesinde gelmistiniz bu mahalleye?

O.: Bu sene ikinci senem iste. Ikinci seneye girecem,
bibuguk sene bitti.

Pinar: Yeni yapilan apartmanlarda var di mi?

0.: Var, orda iki tane.

Pinar: Orda kimler oturuyo biliyo musunuz?

O.: Bitmedi daha.

Pinar: Bu yeni yapilan apartmanlarda, ya da
yakinimzdaki apartmanlarda ...

0O.: Burda komple iki tanesi, iste bu bizim ev
sahibinin iki tanesi oglu var, bir de kendi var iigc.
Ondan sonra geri yannisi komple kira

Pinar: Daha once gecekondu
sahibimiymis.

O.: Buralarin sahibiymisti.
Pinar: Nasil insanlar peki
onlar?

0.: Ya, insanlif1 nas1 diyim,
insanlig1 iyi de, iste birazcik
tabi ufak tefek hatalar1 oluyo,
yani hatalar1 derken yani
anlamiyo. Onun ig¢in ufak
tefek seylere biz katlaniyoz.
Pinar: Ev sahibiniz de mi
orda [yan  apartmanda]
oturuyo?

0.: Ev sahibimiz en st katta oturuyo.

Pinar: Onla nasil iliskiniz?

0.: Suyuna gidersek, senin dedigin olsun, tamam
dedigimiz zaman ¢ok iyiyiz. Ama onunla da birazcik
birlikte benim dedigim olsun dedigin zaman da
anlasamiyoz.

Pinar: Kira bedeli nasil, uygun mu sizce buranin.

0.: Uygun degil baga, isine kalirsa.

Pinar: Bu evin degeri?

0.: Bu evin degeri 90 milyon 80 milyon.

Pinar: Siz ne kadar veriyodunuz?

0.: 115 veriyoz. 80 milyonluk evi 100’e verdi. 110
milyon olan, 110 milyon olacagmna, yani 100’e bi
oturacagimiza 115’e oturduk. Burdan uygun bi ev de
bulamadigimiz i¢cin mecbur kaldik burda oturmaya.
Isin ag1g1 boyle yani.

Pinar: Peki bu yoksul kesim diyelim ya da dar gelirli
kesim i¢in, ne yapilmali ki, hani bdyle konut
sorunlar1 olmasin, rahat ev bulabilsinler?

0.: Rahat ev bulabilmesi i¢in yiiksek maasin olacak.
En az 600 milyon maas, 500 milyon 600 milyon
maag alman lazim.

Ad. (yan komsunun oglu): Ya da konut yapilacak.
0.: 600 milyon da maas alsan, okula giden ¢ocugun
olsa bu sartlar altinda gecim yapamazsin. Bak 350
milyon lira ben maas aliyom. 300 — 350 milyon lira
yani, normal asgari iicretten de, isimiz agir oldugu
icin 315 alacagimiza 350 aliyoz. Zam var dedi
mesela, iki sene oldu daha hala zam yapacak. Onun
igin, para yiiksek maas olmasi lazimkine bizde daha
iyi yerlerde oturalim.

Ad.: Tabi.

Pinar: Paraniz daha yiiksek olsa ev almay1 diistiniir
miiydiiniiz?

O.: Diisiiniirdiim tabi niye olmasin.

Pinar: Ev almak ne kazandirir size? Yani bi eviniz
olsa ...

0.: Cok sey kazandirir. Ne kazandircak mesela,
durumum iyi olur, halim vaktim yerinde olur,
istedigim zaman istedigim seyi alirim, ne biliyim
ben, hastalanayim, mesela ben simdi 6zele gitmem
gerekirken sigortaya gittim. Sigortaya gittigim halde
ayagim boyle sisti. Eger 6zele gitseydim bu olmazdi
bak.

Demet: Ama iistiine basmamak lazim heralde fazla.
0.: Ustiine fazla basmamak ama mecbur kaliyom.
Mecbur  kalmasam  zaten
basmam. Mecbur kaldigim
igin basiyom.

Pinar: Yeteri geliriniz olsa
alir mydiniz bi ev?

0.: Alirim.

Pinar: Apartman dairesi mi
alirsiniz yoksa ...

0.: Yok, fazla yiiksegi de
istemem. Bi gecekondum
olsun yeter. Apartman
istemiyom. Mesela soyle
miistakil, elektrigi, suyu
kendi basina iki oda bi salon bi gecekondum olsun,
baska bi sey istemiyom.

Pinar: Gecekondu nesi giizel, nesi cazip oluyo?

O.: Gecekondunun komsular1 giizel olur. Ondan
sonra nebilim elektrigi suyu tek basina olur. Kapryin
onii rahat olur. Bina da olsan onu yapamiyosun bak.
Binada otururum ben, merdivenlerden mesela isim
acele oldugu zaman hizli ¢ikinca hemen adam niye
hizli ¢iktin, sen beni rahatsiz etiin diyo.

Ad.: Tepemde hoplama der.

0.: Ondan sonra bunun kapici parasi ¢ikiyo, elektrik
parasi ¢ikiyo, su parasi ¢ikiyo, ¢opgil parasi cikiyo,
bisiirrii hikaye. Ama gecekonduda bu sorunum yok.
Pinar: Peki komsulariniz kimler? Yani nasil insanlar
komsulariniz?

0.: Valla bizim burda iki tane komgumuz var. Su yan
tarafinan kiis idik, iste iki giindiir baristik. Simdi baci
kardas gibi olduk.

Pinar: Neden kiistiiniiz?

O.: Kiistiigiimiiziin sebebi, mesela ne diyim, simdi,
burda yan tarafimizda oturan bi Dondii Abla
diye biri vardi. Sen onlan konusmayacan da
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benle konuscan dedi. Onlan konusursan benle kiis
olursun dedi. E simdi, demek ki bizim hanimin
kafasina da o yattr. Yani onu iyi gordii ki onlan
konustu, bunlan konusmak istemedi, konusmadilar.
Sen onlan konusuyon da benlen konusmuyon diye
bizlen kiistii.

Pinar: Komsularinizi anlataryodunuz bi de, kimler
var diye, onu yarida ketsimde ben, baska kimler var
komsular?

O.: Nasil kimler var? [Ad.’1 gosteriyor] Ha bunun
babasi var iste, bunlar var. Ondan sonra bunlarin
obiir tarafinda Adalet Abla diye biri var. Ondan
sonra...

Pinar: Yani, genelde nasil insanlar?

0.: lyi

Pinar: Memurlar m1 yoksa ...

0O.: Eger burda oturduklarina mecbur, mesela bu
adamlarin durumu da ayni benim gibi. Annesi de
duisiik, asgari iicret, mesela babasi asgari iicretlen
calistyor. Asgari {icretten de az. 300 milyon para
aliyo adam bak. Annesi de 315 milyon lira da annesi
aliyo. Mesela babasinin maas1 durumu iyi olmus olsa
haniminmi ¢alistirmaz bence, ben Oyle diyom yani.
Simdi benim, aslinda ben, hanima git ¢a... diyo bana
bende diyo c¢alisiyim ama ben c¢alistirmak
istemedigim i¢in [esi ¢ay ikram ediyor] onun icin
mecbur kaliyoz. Simdi bu adam mecbur ki burda
oturuyo. Mecbur olmasa bunlar gelmezdi bak
buraya. Aha, kendi de oglu da
burada. Sorabilirsin yani. Oturur
musun senin durumun iyi olsa?
Oturmaz.

Ad.: Hayatta oturmam.

0.: Bak bi ev tuttular mesela, iki
oda bi salon olarak tuttu adam.
iki odasimin kullaniyo, salonun
biri, odamin birini kullanmiyo.
Niye? Rurubet bol bir, catisi
kotii, sag taraft koti, fareler
oluyo, bociik oluyo. Adam odanin birini saapmiyo,
kullanmiyo ha bunlar. Kullanmiyo. Kullanmiyo.
Sadece oraya ise yaramayan iki {i¢ tane malzeme
koydu, hepsi o kadar.

Pinar: Siz kiracilar gidip ev sahibine bunu anlatiyo
musunuz? Anlatabiliyo musunuz?

O.: Anlatiyom tabi.

Pinar: Ne diyo?

0.: Adam, benim su digkapi, ben birgiin, Ramazan

Bayrami’na memlekete gittim geldim, adam
anaktarlan benim kapinin anaktarini oynamis.
Bozulmus yani. Resmen iceri girmek igin.

Acamamus, iceri girememis. Biz de agamadik. Adam,
kapinin kasast kotii mesela bak. Kapimin kasasi
degismesi lazim. Diinya kadar da kira aliyo. Allah
daha cok versin, goziimiiz yok ama, simdi ben o
kapiyr  degistirmek  zorundayim.  Simdi o
degistirmezse ben degistirecem, seyim olsa, giiciim
olsa, ben onu hi¢ sdylemem. Kafama gore takarim,
kafama gore kilit alirim, hi¢ ona da gostermem o
kilidi, kendim kullanirim. Simdi burayr yapalim
diyom, yap diyo bana. La para yok. E ben napim
diyo. Ulan sen yap, bu ev senin kardasim. Kiradan

kes. Diyom ki ben tamam o zaman iki ay bi ay
vermeyim saga kiramu veyahutta yar1 yariya
boliiselim, 115’in yarisin1 alma, yarisini birlikte
yapalim, ona da gelmiyo, simdi bu kapiy1 boyle idare
ederiz. Aksam yatarkene mesela adam hafif omzuyla
itse valla acilacak. Aha kak gosterteyim.

Pinar: Kag evi var evsahibiniz, biliyor musunuz?

0O.: Abla, 8 tane orda var, 9 tane hatta altiylan
birlikte. Dokuz. On. Ben onbir. Oniki. Onii¢. Ondort
tane. Onbes tane evi var, bi de orda gecekondusu var.
Pinar: Peki, dogru buluyo musunuz bunu mesela, bi
kisi de bu kadar ¢ok ev olmasini?

Ad.: Adam kazanmis yapmus.

0.: Simdi isin agigina bakarsan bana bakarsan bu
normal alin teriylen kazaniyim dedigin zaman bu bu
bu bu olmaz bence. Ha benim aklima ne geliyo. Hig
bi sey gelmiyo. Niye hi¢ bi sey gelmiyo. Kazanmista
calismis geliyo. Duydugumuz bu. Bizim de
sOyledigimiz bu. Ger¢i adamin onbes tane evi var
mesela, arti, demin de dedim ya Allah daha g¢ok
versin, gercekten zerre kadar goziim yok, varsa
goziim ¢iksin. Simdi taksisi var iki tane, magzasi var,
ne biliyim ben buna benzer; caligmis, kazanmis,
almis. Buna ragmen varipta bir kiracinin en ufak bir
ihtiyacint gérmiiyo. Aslinda gormesi lazim. Ciinkii
mesela su evlerin hi¢ birinde, bu gecekondularin hi¢
birinde toprak hatti yok. Eger en ufak mesela bi
sigorta atmasa da, kuvvetli sigorta olsa da atmasa da,
hata verse, komple yanariz bu

evde. Ciinkii neden komple
yanariz; catilarimiz  komple
bitisik.  Simdi o taraftan

basladigin zaman 100 metre ta
buraya kadar tikir tikir tikir
kopekler icerde doluyo zaten.
Aha canli sahit, gecende sakir
sakir sesler geldi. La kardasim, o
tarafin ontinii keselim kopekler
girmesin diyom, ¢ik kendin yap
diyo bana. Ya benim yapacak guciim olsa ben zaten
yapicam, saga soylemicem diyom ona. Simdi, dedim
ya iste kira uygun gelmiyo. Aslinda gene de gelmiyo
yani. SOyle baga, 100’4 veriyom 15 verirkene
zorlantyom bak, yalan yok. Gercekten zorlaniyom.
Onu da nast veriyom o onbesi biliyon mu?
Sabahleyin saat sekizbucuk isbasi yapacagima
buradan yiiriiyerek gidiyom, sekizbugukta anca
oluyom. Dolmusla varsam rahat vartyom ama altida
kalkarsam yoriiye yorilye anca gidiyom. Yol
parasindan kesiyom, onbesin {istiinii tamamliyom
buraya Odiiyom yiizonbesi. Dolmuslan gittigim
zaman Yyiizonbesi veremiyom bak mesela; niye?
Elektrik, su geldigi zaman veremiyom, isin agigi bu.
Yoriiyerek gidip geliyom. Aksam saat sekizbuguk
dokuza kadar calisigim da oluyo, onikiye kadar
calisigim da oluyo, zabahin altisina kadar
calistigimda oluyo. Ha bedava ¢aligmiyom, mesaisi
baz1 yerlerde sirketten sirkete fark ediyo. Kimisi

ticmilyonikiyiizelliden  veriyo  mesaini, kimisi
ikimilyonikiyiizelliden veriyo, kimisi
bimilyonyediyiizelliden veriyo; biz

bimilyonyediyiizelliden aliyoz. O paraya ben
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aslinda calismam ama muhtag oldugum igin
calistyom. Niye? Ya bi bebelik hanim olsun bebek
olsun birine varipta bi bisi istemesin. Yani gozii
kalmasin. Ya, su da su bizimde su olmasin, olsaydi
daha iyi olurdu demesin diye ¢alistyom isin aslinda.
Ya param, maddi manevim iyi olmus olsa, olur.
Pinar: Siz hanimi ¢alistirmam demistiniz di mi?

0.: Calistirmam ben.

Pinar: Neden?

0.: Ya, sevmiyom.

Pinar: Calismaz m1 hanimlar?

0.: Calisir, calistyim diyo, ben ¢alistirmiyom.
Demet: Sen niye istemiyosun yani?

0.: Ya, benim istemedigim mesela, ben kiskancim
simdi isin agig1 koyarsan. Simdi o oraya varipta bi
mesela bu i yapsa ya bulasik yikayacak, bulasiker
olacak ya cay demleyecek. Simdi bizim orda calisan
kadin var mesela. Durumunu goriityom, patrondan
diinya kadar firca yiyo kadin. Mesela arkasindan
kot lafta konusturuyo oraya, benim zoruma gidiyo
bak. Ya aynis1 benimkine de olur icabindan; bi de
benim hani o adama o an ¢ay vermesi benim zoruma
gidiyo. Anlatabildim mi? Telefona baksa, telefonda
diizgiin konusacak ben onu yanlis anliyom. Yani
kiskang bi herif oldugum ig¢in, yani ¢alismasini o
yonden istemiyom isin ac¢igi. Ha ne zaman c¢alisir
biliyon mu; Allah kimsenin basina vermesin de kotii
olurum, ya hi¢ ¢alijamam, elim
ayagim dutmaz, anca o zaman
belki, calisirsaaa kardaslarim
ona biz besleriz tamam ben
bakarim ayagma onu da
demezse mecbur calisacak. Ona
da ben bisey diyemem =zaten,
¢iinkii o hale dustiikten sonra
caligmasini istersin heralde di
mi? Ben istemiyom aslinda,
istemem de, mecbur kaldiginda
kendisi ¢alisir; ama su anda calistirmak istemem.
Besyiizmilyon degel bimilyar maas da verseler ben
calistirmam. Valla calistirmam billaha caligtirmam
bak.

Pinar: Peki, hi¢ bu belediyenin yardimindan ya da
bagka bir yardimindan almis muydimiz simdiye
kadar?

0.: Valla almiyoz.

Pinar: Hi¢ almadiniz m1?

0.: Valla, serefsizim almyom. Hig, kurus para. Ya,
bi kere Yenimahalle Belediyesi’'nden yardim
aliyolardi. Orda bizim Bayram Abi diye birisi var.
Onun sayesinde bi kere aldik. Oraya vardim bak,
ister inan ister inanma, bi yardim almaya on kere
gidilir mi? Bi yardim almaya; veriyolar, ben igeri
girip o yardimi elime alip disar1 ¢ikmaya valla
utandigim i¢in gidemedim, en sonunda dedimkine
buna, ya dedim benim ayagima dedim bakiyolar,
ayakkabima neyin bakiyolar, benim bi eski ayakkabi
var. ... bi eski ywtik purtuk ... bi yirtik murtik
ayakkabi ver de onlan gideyim, bi utanarak bi ondan
aldim. Sonradan da dedik O. senin sigortan g¢ikiyo.
Senin sigortan varmug, senin yardimni dediler
kesiyoz, ordan da kestiler. Bi kere aldim. Adam

mersedesiylen geliyo, 115 kasa mersedesiylen
geliyo, kapinin oniinden belediyenin oniinden aliyo,
ordan aligveris ¢ekini koyuyo cebine, gidiyo ordan
Begendikten artik nerdense aligverisini yapiyo,
gidiyo, biz gitmeye utaniyoz. Ben valla gitmeye
utantyom bak. Ama gelse iyi olur bence, niye iyi
olur? Su gelse bence iyi olur, yiyecek gida
istemiyom pek; bana versinler bi komiir bi odun
baska bisey istemiyom.

Pinar: Hi¢ almadimiz m1 simdiye kadar?

O.: Valla almadim. Bi yerden aliyoz; sade tek bi
yerden; o da nerden A.? Etlik’ten mi?

A. (0.’1n egi): Bilmiyom ki.

O.: Etlik’ten; bi iste bu yardimsever bi adam mi
varmig artik kim varsa, ben bilmiyom da, su komsu
var bizim, Adalet Abla, onun sayesinde, o dedi,
onunlan birlikte bi birlikte gittik, oraya yazildik. Bi
iste fakirlik ilmuhaber kagidi aldik, onunlan bi her
sene onbes cuval komiir geliyo. Her sene. Bu senede
gelirse gelir, gelir diyolar, gelir heralde. Bagka da
ordan bagka da birisindan aliyosam da zehir zikkim
olsun.

Pinar: Peki, bu yeni belediye nasil? Eskiden galiba
CHP’deydi Yenimahalle Belediyesi.

0.: Simdi ben yardimini gormedigim igin ne iyi
diyebilirim ne koti diyebilirim. Ben yardim
gormiiyorum

Pwnar: Peki, hiikiimeti nasil
buluyosun simdi?

O.: Erdogan’1t m1?

Pinar: Hi hi.

0O.: Valla Erdogan, Ecevit’in
zamanin da olsun obiirlerinin
zamanin da olsun baga iyi gibi
geliyo. Onun icin 6nceden Gyle

degildi mesela bak. Onun
zamaninda ekmek iigytizelli
\A;;_, dortyiiz besyiizbin liraya

ciktiydi mesela di mi? Aksam niyetine eve
geliyodum, ii¢yiizmiyon lira maas aliyodum, haydaa
bi tiip degistirmeye gidiyodum, tiip firlamis. Tiip
ticmiyonaltiyiizbin  lira  oluyodu, kiicik tip.
Dortmilyon lira oldu, besmilyon lira oldu, altimilyon
lira oldu. Aksam niyetine eve gelince yatiyodum,
sabah kalkiyodum, zam. Gunliik hani, bu adam 6yle
bisi yapmadig: icin baga iyi geliyo yani. Yine oy
vermis olsam yine o adama veririm.

Pinar: Ona verdin son segimde de

0.: Verdim, ona verdim.

Pinar: Daha oncekinde kime vermistin?

0.: Daha oncesinde de, olmaz bulunmaz olsun,
Ecevit’e verdim. Siidiikliigi dursun diyecem ama
durur da yani.

Pinar: Peki neye gore veriyosun? Yani sey mi?
Uygulamalarini m1 yoksa ....

O.: Uygulamalar1 hosuma, 1, isime geliyo, zam
yapmayisi isime geliyo. Ya, besmilyonluk benzinle
ben burda mesela bi arkadasin arabasimi aliyodum,
diyodumkine ya ben bu pazar diikkana gidip
gelecem. Hani meslegim kaportact ya, gidiyim ufak
tefek is yapayim, iyi kotii yolumu buluyim. Bes
milyonla gidip geliyodum, o Ecevit’in
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zamaninda gidip gelemiyodum, bak simdi gidip
geliyom. Ama O’nun zamaninda gidip gelemiyodum.
Ugyiizellibin liraya ekmek aliyodum yav. Ama simdi
ylizyirmibesbinden yiizellibin liraya aliyom. Niye
ben bu adami istemeyim.

Pinar: Peki, bu hiikiimetten sizin gibi yoksul
insanlara ya da kirada oturan insanlara ne tiir
politikalar gelistirmesini beklersiniz? N’apsinlar
yani?

O.: Ne mi yapsinlar?

Pinar: Hi 1

0.: Valla ben de bilemiyom ne yapacaklarini.

Pinar: Yani, devletten bi sey umuyo musunuz?

A.: Elimize gelip de para tutusturacak degiller de, en
azindan kolaylik saglasinlar.

Pinar: Neyde mesela?

0.: Kirada.

0.: Kirada bi standart koymasi lazim. Simdi mesela
bi normal kaynak¢i en fazla en fazla maas alan
adamin maasi, bizim, ben bildigim cevrede, hemen
hemen alti senedir de Ostimdeyim, doértyiizmilyon
lirayr gecmiyo. E simdi ge¢medi, onda standart
koymuslar.

Pinar: Sigortali m1 o ¢alisanlar?

O.: He, sigortali. Ama adam isine geldigi zaman
girdi ¢ikti gosteriyo, senin bes senelik sigortani
indiriyo ii¢ seneye, o da vicdanina kalmus, indirirse.
Bak benimkini ta bibuguk
seneye diigiirmiisiidii bes sene
once. Hokiimet buna da bi sey
koysun mesela. Adimi sen
getir, yardim yapmak istiyosa,
guzellik  yapmak istiyosa,
kiralar yiizde on artsin mesela.
Yiizmilyona oturan adam, kira
arttig1 zaman on milyon artsin.
Niye onbesmilyon? Veremiyo

adam, ya ben veremiyom
sahsen ya. Ha su yan
tarafimizdaki yiizellimilyona

oturuyomus, ben bilmiyom, dyle soyliiyo. Ama onun
iki tene kiz1 ¢alisiyo bak, iki de oglu calisiyo, bi de
kendin kocasi calisiyo, bes kisi. Ikiyiizer milyon
almug olsa aylik bir milyar eve para girer. Ikiyiizden
fazla aliyolar da, en diisiigii igytizmilyon lira hesap
et, bes kisinin maasi nerden baksan bimilyarikiyiiz
yapar. O adam ge¢imini yapar di mi? Ama ben
yapamiyom, yapiyom da isime gore, sokaktayim.
Pinar: Sizin ne kadar geliriniz?

0.: Ugyiizellimilyon, benimki.

Pinar: Kira ne kadard1?

O.: Yiizonbes

Pinar: Maasn tigte biri oraya mi1 gidiyo?

O.: Elektriginle su, ligte biri gidiyo. Yani temiz
elimize elektrigi, suyu, kirayi, telefonu verdigimz
zaman elimizde seksenbesmilyon para kaliyo.
Zeytin, peynir almay1 birak bi kenara, onu soyle bi
kenara koy, gordiigiimiiz yok. Nass1 bi rengi var,
bilmiyoz isin aslina bakarsan. Yani bilmiyoz derkene
yani o kadar yani her ay alamiyoz yani, ayda yilda bi
alabilirsek aliyoz bi kilo zeytinle bi kilo peynir.
Onlarida aldigimiz zaman elimizde ya ister inan ya

onbesmilyon kaliyo ya yirmimilyon kaliyo. Onla ay
basini getir bakayim nasi getireceksen.

A.: Taksitler ¢ok.

O.: Ha mesela taksit durumu. Aha benim belimde
platin var. Doktur bana ortopedik yatak Onerdi.
Adam en diisik senin taksitini  yapsam
kirkmilyondan yapabilirim diyo. Alabilir misin
kirkmilyona?

Pinar: Cok pahali.

0.: Tabi camim. En diisiik, o da tamdik. Kefil de
istemiyom senden diyo, madem diyo, sen diyo,
Ferhat Ali’nin evinde oturuyomussun, biz onu
tantyoz, kirkmilyon taksit yapabilirim kardesim
baska yapamam.

Pwnar: Peki, simdi biz burda da konustuk,
apartmandakilerle gecekondudakilerle. Bi de son
secimlerde de bilyoruz, zengini de AKP’ye verdi,
fakiri de AKP’ye verdi.

O.: Ee?

Pinar: Siz AKP’yi begeniyorum dediniz ya,
siyasetin bi 6nemi var mi, yani zenginde fakirde aynm
kisiye veriyosa? Siyaset ne ise yarar sizce?

0.: Ya, ben onu nasil cevaplayim bilmiyom ki. Sen
cevap ver.

A.: Siyaset olmasa zaten ortamda diizen diye bir sey
olmaz. Siyaset olmazsa, herkes zengin fakiri hor
goriir, fakirin kotiisii zengine zarar verir. Benim
diisiincem o.

O.: Bizi goriiyolar mesela,
adam binadaki oturan adam
bizi hor goriiyo. Mesela gecen
giin soylemesi ayip masada
disarida  oturuyoz  surda,
arkadasla. Kadin ordan
¢ocugunun altin1 degistirmis,
ordan  posete  cocugunun
altinin bezini koymus, sallad:
sallad1 kaldird1 buraya bi atti,
pat burnumuzun dibine diistii.
Ya buraya niye atiyon diyom.
Pinar: Aparmandan m1?

O.: He. Sende diyo onu kaldir da diyo ¢ope at n’olur
diyo bana. Konustugu lafa bak yav.

Pinar: Hor goriiyolar yani.

O.: Tabi canim ya, iste en basitinden bu. Obiir tarafta
¢Op bidonu var oraya at, veyahutta in de at. Yani bu
senin ¢ocugunu seyi pisligi degil mi? Gotiir at.
Benim bu tarafa niye atiyon veyahutta ordan atip da
millet rahatsiz etmeye ne gerek var. Onun i¢in biz,
yani hor gormeseler, bizi gormemezlik de yapsalar,
biz halinden anlamasak da onlarin 6yle bir tavr var,
isin agig1.

Pinar: Pek, mahallede onun disinda boyle bir kavga
giiriiltii huzursuzluk falan var m1?

0.: Yok. Arada bir oluyo.

Pinar: Ne tizerine oluyo mesela?

O.: Ya mesela adam ordan, gecen giin en basitinden
adam haddinden fazla boyle asir1 derecede
doviigmiis, birbirlerini mi bigaklamislar bilmiyom,
dort tene trafik arabasi trafik polisi geldi buraya, dort
tane araba, biri orda, biri orda, biri orda. Eee,
buranin, Samanyolu Caddesi iste ne bileyim
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nerde, bizim buranin adresi, yirmidokuzda kavga
varmis buraya geldi, ekip arabasindan ¢ikmis gelmis.
Bazis1 gergek oluyo, bazisi... Iste bi bi gercek olan
o dugiinii olan adam var ya onun bi zamanlar
ogluylan iste bi Oyle olay oldu, bi de yanlis adres
vermisler heralde, veya isletmisler mi artik n’omus
bi de 0yle geldi. Ondan sonra da gelmedi.

Pinar: Orda n’olmus ogluyla?

0.: Ya,oda ...

A.: Oglu degil, kardas.

0.: Kardas1 mi, artik kiz1 m1? Onun o evlendigi kiz
kagtiydi da simdi geldi, simdi tekrar diigiin ediyolar
simdi. Artik onun kardasiylan m1 kizinin nu arasinda
bi tartisma sorun mu ¢ikti n’oldu, ondan bi kavga
olduydu. Gotiirmiislerdi gece saat onda onbirde.
Pinar: Boyle mabhalleliler siyasi goriisiine gore
ayrilir mi1 burda?

A.: Ayrilirlar tabi.

O.: Ayrilirlar tabi, niye ayrilmasinlar.

Pinar: Nasil mesela?

A.: Mesela, alevilerle siinniler var ya. Alevilerin
genelde seyi CHP, bizimki de Akparti.

0.: Alevilerin yaridan ¢cogu Deniz Baykal’a veriyo
mesela bak. Ister kazansn ister kazanmasin.

A.: Mesela oturup bir sohbet etmis olmus olsan ¢ok
sinirleniyorlar.

Mahir: Siz ne diisiiniiyosunuz sol partiler hakkinda,
onlarin se¢menleri, siyasi tercihleri hakkinda? Nasil
degerlendiriyosunuz yani?

O.: Yaben ...

A.: O pek bilmez yani.

O.: ...herkesin goriisii ayridir derim ben yani, sen
saapmadigim icin. Bende alevilik yok siinnilik de
yok. Deniz Baykal’in da alevi oldugunu bildigim i¢in
ben ona kesseler de vermem. Biz iste bu adama
verdik, bakalim bu da nassi gidecek. Deniz Baykal’a
miimkiinat1 yok vermem. Ama Ecevit’e verdiydik, bi
zamanlarin iste kurtcu murctu ayagr vardi ya, onun
icin verdik. Ondan da, onun da kazigin1 yedik, ondan
sonra aklimiz basimiza geldi, simdi bu bu nasil
¢ikacak. Simdiki hali iyi de, bu diizenle giderse iyi.
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In-Depth Interview I1

Mrs. H.
41 years old, born in
Ankara Camlidere,
tenant in gecekondu,
married, having two
children, housiwife

Pinar: Kendinizi tanitir misimz? Nerede dogdunuz
ve ne zaman Ankara’ya geldiniz?

Mrs. H. : 1963’te Camlidere Pegenek kdoyiinde
dogdum. 3. sinifa kadar kdyde yasadik. Ondan sonra
tekrar buraya goc ettik. Babam ev yapmis buraya ev
yapmis buraya, gelip bize siirpriz yapti. Bi baktik ki
bi gece babam gelmis, biz Ankara’ya bi ev yaptim,
nasil olur biz koyiimiizden ayrilamayiz, gidemeyiz
dedik. Babam dedi iste s0yle giizel boyle giizel, bizi
artik 6zendiriyor ya buraya. Biz dedik olmaz hayatta,
koyti ¢ok seviyoruz, kdye de daha yeni ev yapti
falan. Bi buraya geldik ki Allahh, bizi ikna etti ama,
aylar sonra, okul tatil oldu buraya goc ettik, hadi
karne giinti geldik Ankara’ya..bi geldik ki camurr,
hi¢ buralarda ev yok, 1ssiz, tenha bi ev, distan
merdiveni yok, basip gidiyosun taslari goymus
babam yapmus bi gecede. Allahim biz sok olduk,
hayal kirikligimna ugradik, agladik agladik, bi sene
boyu agladik. Babam da bana hi¢ kiyamazdi,
annesinin ismiymisim. Ondan sonra alisana kadar
seneler gecti. Yani kdyden kopup gelmek bile |,
camurr, burda bu kadar teknoloji nerde, su yok, 1s1k
yok, lambayla.. o zamanda Ecevit zamani, savas
donemi falan vardi ya, ¢cok boyle battaniyeleri falan
kapatir otururduk, ¢ok boyle degisik karamsar bi
hayatin i¢cindeydik. Canim 5-10 sene gegene kadar ,
alisana kadar akla karay1 sectik yani biz.

Pinar : Babaniz niye gelmis buraya?

H.: Babam iste sey satiyodu, carsafcilik yaparmisti,
Cankaya’da omzunda boylr bohgayla, gece giindiiz
calisirmisti. Bi buraya yapmus ev, kdye yapti ev.
Tekrar iste askerden geldikten sonra tekrar iste
Cankaya’da bohgacilik yaparken yaparken buray:

diyolar, bura bos bi alan, herkes yer kapiyo, arsa
kapiyo, git oraya ev yapalim, arkadasi ikna ediyo,
yapiyorlar yikiyolar, yapiyolar yikiyolar. Yedi defa
yikmiglar sonunda yapacam illaki demis kararini
vermis, yapmis babam, yani sonunda yapmis evi,
dikmis..carsafcilik yapa yapa sonra Cankaya’da bi
diikkan agmis kendine, ortak bi arkadas vardi.

Pinar : Ne diikkan1?

H.: Ceyiz iizerine, havlu, ¢arsaf marsaf, yatak ortiisii
falan filan iste.

Pinar : Buralar nasil gelismis sonra?

H.: Buralar sonradan iste

Pinar : Hatirliyo musunuz?

H.: Hatrhiyorum. Boyle adim adim, karis karis.
Asfaltlandi, su geldi iste. Taa biz 2 km uzaga su
tagimaya giderdik, ilerde vardi 1 km yol, ordan su
tagirdik. Sonra babm bize kiyamadi, bi ay sonra
bisey tuttu, sucu, ordan su tasirdi bi bayan vardi,
affedersin esegin sirtinda tenekelerle. Dort teneke
hergiin bize birakirdi. igme suyu olarak, artik ayda bi
ordan tasirdik motorlar gelirdi, doldururduk biitiin
bidonlar: falan. Kis zaten ona keza eziyet. Taa ileri
asfalt ana caddeye komiir dokiiliirdii biz kovalarla
aglayarak ayakkabimiz kalirdi, corabimiz kalirdi, o
camura yapisirdi. Ne rezillik, ne aglardik, ne cile
cekerdik. Simdi ¢ok modern, hayat giizel yani
bence..

Pinar : okula devam edemediniz siz o donemde di
mi?

H.: Evet devam edemedik. Evet bi sene gittik, ordan
terk ettik. Taa burda doluymus kayitlar, almadilar
bizi burda, okutamayiz falan filan diye taa tepedeki
SU ... okuluna gittik. Ablam burda bitirdi bir seneyi.
Zaten ilkokulu bitirdin mi tamam. Babam tek oglu
vardi, onu okutacam dedi o da aksine okumadi, o
kadar zenginligi variyeti vardi ama. Kizlar zekiydi
ama kizlar1 da okutmad yani.

Pinar : Siz ister miydiniz okumay1?

H.: Isterdim tabii. Kim istemez de mi?

Pinar : Oyle

H.: Ablam da o0yle c¢ok basariliydi, kiiciik
kizkardesim de Oyle c¢ok basariliydi, okul
ogretmenleri derdi, bi resimler falan ¢izer, her okula
gideni tabloya asar Ogretmen. Yani o kadar sey,
giizel cizer yani, resimleri falan. Iste o da gitmedi,
hicbiri okumadi.

Pinar : Babaniz buray: satin almistt di mi? Arsayi
satin almus.

H.: Satin almug, arsay1 birinden

Pinar : Daha sonra etrafta satin alanlar oldu?

H.: FEtrafta satanlar oldu. Ik ev buraya babam
yapmus, ilk ev. Buralar kiragti, bombostu, biz
karsilar1 istedigimiz gibi seyrederdik, kosardik
oynardik, araba maraba, bi patika yol gidiyodu
surdan, sadece ordan vardi. Affedersin koyunlar
falan gegiyordu su Oniimiizden. Burasi daha uzundu
bu kadar daha 6nde vardi bizim arsa. Sonra 5-10 yil
gectikten sonra yola yikim yaptilar. Biiyiik
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buyiik agaclarimiz vardi, seftali, kiraz.. meyveler
olurdu sebzeler yetistirdi annem bie de aliskin ya
koyden, artik burda yetistirirdi herseyi.

Pinar : Sonra akrabalardan gelen oldu mu buraya?
H.: Akrabalardan gelen oldu.

Pinar : Sizden goriip falan?

H.: Bizden goriip gelenler oldu. Suraya ablamin
kayinpederi geldi iste kiraci olarak, buraya ev
yapmislar, kiraci olarak. Su yan tarafi satin aldilar,
komsular ev yaptilar, karsiya yaptilara, karsiya
yapmuslardi. Sade bi ev vardi, bi de bizim burda
vardi, otelin sahipleriymis karsikiler, bi de bizim bu
vardi, bura ooo.. bura dig falan basip taslara oyle
giriyoduk. Bura ne bi¢im ya, bizim koydeki evimiz
¢ok giizeldi, dubleks iizerine yapilmisti, ¢ok
harikayd: ora yani. Buraya geldik ki Ankara’ya ev
yaptim sOyle yaptim. Ben de sorardim babama, baba
dedim, su 6gretmenin evi gibi mi giizel derdim, bura
derdim, hani lojmanlar1 var ya. Bizi de ¢ok severlerdi
dgretmenimiz sagolsun. iki arkadas goriisiirdiik orda,
koyde yalmiz ya Ogretmenler. Annemiz bisey
gonderirdi, siittii, yamurtayd: derken onlara gittikge
aksama kadar kalirdik Ozenti ya bi de koyde
gormiiyorsun ya o seyleri.Bize ilgi gosterirdi o da
kahve yapardi, kahvaltilik biseyler hazirlardi,
hosumuza giderdi. Ben de sorardim, orda gordiim ya,
hi¢ sehirde ev falan gormedim. Baba dedim su
Ogretmenin evi kadar giizelse giderim derdim..¢ok
giizel ordan da giizel, meger
bizi heveslendirmek icin, bi de
geldik ki agladik, bura ne
bicim, gotiir bizi baba. Cok sey
oldu yani perisan bi haldeydik,
annem hasta oldu, alisgamadi bi
tirlii, ameliyatlar gecirdi, biz
kiictigiiz boyle. Cok perisan bi

¢ocukluk  yasantimiz  oldu
yani...

Pinar : Sonra ka¢ yasinda
evlendiniz?

H.: Ben mi? 19

Pinar : Goriicii usulii mii yoksa isteyerek?

H.: Goriicti usulii

Pinar : Akrabayla mi evlendiniz?

H.: Yok uzaktan akrabaymis annelerimiz

Pinar : Hemsehri?

H.: Hu..hemsehri, ayn koyliiyiiz

Pinar : Isteyerek mi peki?

H.: Pek isteyerek olmadi

Pinar : Siz mi istemiyordunuz?

H.: Daha sonra

Pinar : Neden?

H.: Burda gelen kisilere de hayir dedim, ne biliyim
pek olumlu bakmazdim, evlenecegim kisi soyle ¢ok
goziim yiikseklerdeydi. Oyle kisilerle ben evlenmem
baba derdim.. ne diyosun diye babam gene de sorardi
bana, verelim kizim seni bu gence, o da gelirdi falan
filan, yok baba derdim ben istemiyom. Hayir dedim,
buna da hayir dedim ama kismetmis, yuziigi falan
attim falan. Allahim neler olmad ki o anlarda, boyle
olur s6z verdik de falanda filanda, eski batillardan.

Sonra alistik birbirimize, o da beni istedi, ben de
onu, anlastik gitti yani..

Pinar : Peki evlenince ayn evde mi kaldiniz yoksa
ayr1 eve mi ¢iktiniz?

H.: Kaynanamgille ayn1 evde kaldik, bir sene boyu
ondan da huzursuz olduk aslinda. Onlar koyde
oturuyordu, baktim benim hizmetlerim cok giizel
geldi, yemekler dort dortliik. Koyde hi¢ gérmemis o
yemekleri o adam, c¢ocuklara diyorum ellerinizi
yikayin, ben biraz da titiz kisiyim biliyo musun?
Sofraya otururken ellerini yikamadan oturdular.
Allahim bunlarla yemem falan yemekte, artik sey
yaparlardi. Gitti be ne bi¢im karin var kocasini,
kayinpeder beni sikayet ederdi. Bayaa bi huzur
bozulurdu yani. Artik dedim istemiyom ben, boyle
hayat olmaz, ben boyle evlilik de istemem bdyle sey
de istemem. Sonra ev sahibi de bunlardan ¢ok sikint
oldu, bizim hatirimiz i¢in babamin hatir1 i¢in verdiler
bize, gecekondu kiraladik kiraci olarak.

Pinar : Burda m1 kiraladimiz?

H.: Burda kiraladik. 200 metre uzaktaydi soyle, gelin
oldugum evde. Ondan sonra badana yaptik, temizlik
yaptik, alistik derken, kaymnpeder dedi ben iki hafta
kalip duigiinii yapip gitcem, oglumlar1 da senin
yaninda ise koyup gidiyim. O zamanlar meshurdu ya
kalmak gelinin yaninda, ondan sonra gidince..

Pinar Anlamadim. Nasil birilerinin yaninda
kalmak?

H.: Yani gelinin yaninda illaki
birinin  birakirlardi,  kayin,
kayinlardan, onlar senin
yaninda ise girsin, ilkokulu
bitirdi mi gelip birakir
giderlerdi.

Pwmar : Siz de
zorundasiniz?

H.: Hu.bakmak zorundayim,
mecburen. Ben dedi sizin
yaniniza bunu birakip gidecem
kizzim. Anam adam bi yerlesti,
koye gittikce bi yatak getiriyo, koye gittikce bi
yorgan getiriyo. Esgyalar1 tek tek tasidi bizim
yanimiza. Dedim bu boyle, bunlar gitmeyecek mi
diyorum esime, heralde gitmeyecekler diyor ben de
senin gibiyim H.nerden biliyim diyo... Artik
iyiceleyin ikmizin huzuru bozulurdu, beraber pek
yemek falan yemezdim dogrusu. Kayinpederim biraz
da titiz degildi. Artik ben de titizligi seven bi
insamim. Kayinlarim daha 3 yasinda biri 6 yasinda
birisiydi. Hep ben banyo yapardim, kaynanam hig
ilgilenmezdi, bakmazdi onlara, affedersin tirnaklarini
keserdim temiz olsunlar diye. Simdi ben
yengeleriyim, ben utanirim derdim onlarin halinden
goriintiisiinden.  Napabilirim temiz bakmaliyim
onlara derdim artik sey yapardim. Iste boyle boyle
bir sene doldu, huzursuzluk basladi bizde. Artik
kayinpederim bir tane gitti ev buldu, dedi bir tane ev
tane ev buldum ama Necati H.begenmedi evi dedi.
Artik esimi de ben 6giitlemis gibi H.begenmediyse
baba ben hi¢ begenmem dedi. Tamam orda olay bitti.
Gece esyalarini aldi gittiler o eve onlar. Biz
yalniz kaldik ikimiz...sonunda istedigimiz oldu
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dedik onlar gitti biz tek bagimiza kaldik. Artik ev

sahibinden de huzursuz olduk onlar giderdin
gitmezdin, onlar ¢ikti diye biz de bi ev bulduk
kiraladik, biz de gittik ordan, ayrilmamamizin

sebebi.

Pinar : Ev sahibinin ne huzursuzlugu oldu?

H.: Iste ev sahibi. Tavuklar getirdi, o da titiz bi
insandi. Beyim titiz diye verdi adam evini, giivendi.
Tamidik bi aileden, i¢i dis1 ¢cok yakin bi insand: o da
iste babamin arkadasi. Bakti horoz tavuk herseyi
doldurdu koyden, o da titiz bi adam. Geliyosun
affedersin kapinin niine, bahgeye tavuklar pisletiyo,
giriyo, cikiyo. Gilriiltiiler de ¢ok, ¢ocuklar da ¢ok.
Koydeki hareketleri istiyo ¢cocuklar da burdaki seye
uymuyo, mesela kurallara dedi. O yiizden ¢ikartti iste
ev sahibi, kizdi, bizde o yiizden ¢iktik. Babama boyle
boyle yapti, biz de artik yiiz yiize bakamayiz. Biz de
en iyisi mi ev tutup gidelim ¢ikalim. Ciktik baska bi
eve, kiraladik, kizima da,aynm1 mahalleden, biiyiik
kizima da hamileyim o zaman. O dogdu falan, bayaa
kirginliklar oldu. Bize gelmediler, kiistiiler torununu
bakmaya gelmediler, dogdu 2-3 aylik oldu biiyiik
kizim daha sonra gormeye geldiler. Kaympederimin
kizkardesleri zoruyla. Olmaz, ilk torunun falan filan
senin, boyledir soyledir. Artik onu Oyle getirdiler
baristik, aradaki sogukluk diizeldi yani. Ondan beri
de iste ayni yasiyoruz, simdi mesafe var aramizda
ama iyi, diyaloglar giizel.

Pinar : Bu eve mi geldiniz en
son?

H.: En son buraya geldik.
Pinar Kac sene
gelmistiniz?

H.: Kag sene once, tasina tagina
m?

Pwnar : H1 1

H.: 4-5 ev gectikten sonra
Pinar Bu mahallede mi
tagindiginiz eski evler?

H.: Buralara yakin

Pinar : Hep kiradaydimiz?

H.: Hep kiradatdik. Besinci ev burasi.

Pinar : Ev sahibi tamdik miyd1?

H.: Hi 1

Pinar : Yani bu ¢evreden mi?

H.: Hepsi tanidikdz, h1 h1 bu ¢evredendi.

Pinar : Hemseri falan m?

H.: Hi h1 hemseriydi

Punar : Oyle mi?

H.: Hemseriydi ¢cogu. Cogu rahatsiz ederdi iste bizi.
O yiizden ¢ikardik. Cogu kirayr ¢ok fazla arttirdigt
icin ¢iktik. Bizim ekonomik gii¢, esim isten ¢ikt1 bir
sene boyu, Oyle issizlik, cocuklar kiiciik..derken
neler gecti, neler gecti iste boyle...

Pinar : En son buraya geldiniz?

H.: En buraya geldik, besinci ev tagina tasina. Daha
once su karsidaydik buraya tasinmadan Once, arada
bi beyaz ev var, ordaydik. Cocuklar kiigiikken
tagindik buraya. Agliyolar anne bizim ev degil mi bu
ev niye gidiyoruz biz burdan diye. O kadar alistilar
yani eve.

Pinar : Burasi sizin bi de akrabalarin evi degil mi?

once

H.: H1 h1 babamin evi

Pinar : Burasi hisseli, sizin de hisseniz var?

H.: Hi hi kizkardeslere de kira veriyoz biz, ii¢ kiza
babam vasiyet ettigi icin iste kiralarda dolasip
durmayin oraya oturun bi de 6biir kizkardeslerim de
kiract ya onlara da pay edersiniz, kiray: verirsiniz,
fazla arttirma derdi de olmazdi. Hep boyle kiralar
arttikca ben aglardim babama biliyo musun? Cok
iiziiliirdii o da igine verirdi. Iste artik buraya oturduk
babam da oliince hastayken vasiyet etti artik
gecekonduyu alin yaptirin, daire olunca da insallah
birer tane diiser dedi.

Pinar : Insallah

H.: Ingallah.. biraz zor ama nasip..

Pinar : Simdi durduruldu galiba?

H.: Durduruldu

Pinar : Vermeyi diisiiniiyor muydunuz miiteahhide?
H.: Diisiiniiyorduk

Pinar : Kag daire veriyorlardi?

H.: Valla iki tane, dort kisiye iki tane de, yarimsar
mu diisecek artik, hi¢ de iimiidiimiiz de yok da iste.
Pinar : Siz apartmanda mi oturmak isterdiniz,
gecekonduda m1?

H.: Apartmanda isterim

Pinar : Neden

H.: Ciinkii bikmusim ya gecekondunun pisliginden
falan, titiz..

Necati : Ben memnunum yani

H.: Ben biraz temizlige 6nem
veren biriyim. Boyle siipiire
siiptire  biktim  yani temiz
olmasina Onem veriyom o
yiizden daire olsa daha iyi
benim igin. Daha diizen li bir
hayatin olur, disarda
goriismezsin fazla.

Pimar : $Su anda va m
apartmanda boyle tenidiklariniz,
goriistiikleriniz?

—

H.: Valla hepsi apartmanda. Bi biz gecekonduda

kaldik. Kizkardeslerim,
hapsi apartmandalar.
Punar : Onlar da arsa sahipliliginden mi?

H.: Kaympedergil arsa sahipleriydi, iki dairesi vardi.
Iste satt1 ticari aldilar ya. Simdi kiraya gegtiler, onlar
da akraba evindeler. Annemgilde iste diikkani
sattilar, daireyi, kiraya gectiler, onlarin da evi vard:
onlarda satti.

Pinar : Bu yakindaki apartmanlarda genelde kimler
oturuyor? Hep bdyle sey mi eskiden beri konut
sahibi olanlar m1?

H.: Hi hi evet.

Pinar : Onun disinda var m1? Farkli?

H.: Hi h1 var kiracilar var, her tiir insan var.

Pinar : Sizden boyle ¢ok farkli insanlar m1 onlar?
H.: Farkli da var, farksizi da var. Her cesit var.
Pinar : Farklilar nasil mesela?

H.: Farklilar mesela seninle konusmayr tercih
etmeyenler. Kendi halinde..

Pinar : Tercih etmeyenler neden tercih etmiyorlar?
H.: Ne biliyim dishiyolar seni bayaa

Pinar : Neden?

annemgil, kaympedergil
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H.: Kendi hallerinde.

Pinar : Dislamalar1 neden olabilir?

H.: Yaa degisik cevrelerden gelmis, mesela
affedersin 1rklar1 falan ayri, mesela dinleri ayri,
dilleri ayr1. Pek konugmaya gelmezler onlar.

Pinar : Kimler onlar?

H.: Mesela Cerkezler diyelim pek konusmaz,
Tiurksiiniiz siz diye. Pek insanlara sirlarini vermezler.
Sadece meraba meraba derler, baska hi¢c obiir
sirlarini agmazlar, konugmazlar. Yani ¢ok samimi
olmazlar senle. O kadar 2-3 yil samimi olacak ondan
sonra tek tek acarlar 6zel iliskilerini falan, ayrildilar
mi, nast bi durumda olduklarini, birden girmezler
yani. Boyle gecekondudakiler mesela hemen senle
samimi, dobra dobra, her seyi senle acik acgik
konusurlar, burdakiler hi¢ gizli sakl1 olmaz.

Pinar : Cerkezler genelde apartmanda m1 oturuyor?
H.: Apartmanda da var, gecekonduda var, burda da
var.

Pinar : Bu gecekondularda, bu muhitte genelde
kimler oturuyor?

H.: Kimler, Kochisarli ¢ik, Yozgath cok,
Camlidereli ¢ok, asiri, bizim buralilar c¢ok yani,
hemseriler cok.

Pinar : Trki farkli dediginiz insanlardan var mu
gecekondularda?

H.: Var, gecekonduda var

Pinar : Komsularimizdan var mi?

H.: Var

Pinar : Nasil onlarla araniz?

H.: lyi, giizel. Ben herkesle iyi anlasirim yani
genelde. Anlasamadigim pek yoktur.

Pinar : Bu mahalle rahat m1?

H.: Rahat, cok rahat. Bi de cocuklugum burda
gectigi  icin, hi¢ yabanciik ¢ekmem yani,
dogdugum..

Pinar : Taniyor musunuz herkesi?

H.: Taniyorum genelde. Tamdiklarim da cok gelip
gitti kirac1 olarak ama, herkes satti. Bura hep ev
sahibiydi, herkes satip dairelere gittiler, kimi Incirli
kimi Etlik kimisi mesela Pursaklar, sura bura
Aydinlik herkes tasindi. Herkesin birer ikiser evi var,
burdakiler kendi evleri herkesin, kiradalar hapsi
kiraya verip gittiler. Onceki tanidigim ev sahipleri
hep gittiler benim ¢ocuklugumda.

Pinar : Sizin sey var miydi boyle altin giinii yada
cay toplantisi falan yapiyor musunuz kadinlarla?

H.: Yok yapmiyoruz. Onceden yapiyoduk ama simdi
yapmiyoruz. Ekonomik durumlardan dolayi, c¢ok
teklif ediyolarda..

Pinar : Giin olmasa bile arada bir..

H.: Giin olmasa bile geliyoruz toplanti, konusma,
¢ayd1 otururuz, konusma.

Pinar : Kimler mesela, genelde yakin ¢evreden mi?
H.: Yakin cevre gelir. Arkadaslarim benim, bayan
arkadagslarim, burda oturup tasinanlar tekrar gelirler,
esimin arkadaslar1 ile arkadas olduk, bayanlarla,
onlar gelir gideriz. Birbirimizle diyaloglarimiz iyidir
yani..

Pinar : Esinizin is arkadaglar1 bagska mahallelerden
degil mi?

H.: Ha.. baska mahalleden. Biri Giizelevler’de biri
Yenimalle’de dyle yani.

Punar : Siz peki bos zamanlarimzda ne yapryorsunuz
daha ¢ok?

H.: Bos zamanlarda Oyle otururum esime hizmet
ederim. Hig el isi yapmay! sevmez de yaptirmaz da
bana, kitap okurum, miizik dinlerim, spor yaparim,
yiiritylise severim ben.

Pinar : Kizilay ya da Ulus’a gezmeye falan gider
misiniz?

H.: Bazen ara sira, genelde sikildigimda.

Pinar : En ¢ok hangisine gidiyorsunuz?

H.: Genelde Ulus’a giderim, Genglik Parki’na falan
cocuklari bi gotiiriiriiz ara sira, ugrariz geliriz. Bunlar
bi agilsin falan diye, daha yakin oldugu icin.

Pinar : Hep ailecek mi yapiyorsunuz bunu?

H.: Bazen ailecek, bazen kizlarla, genelde kizlarla
giderim ben, esim disar1 hayatin1 pek sevmez,
aksama kadar trafik yogunlugu ya, sevmez. Evi eve
atar siz gidin der bize, ben zaten o trafikten
bikmisim, sehir hayatindan der. O evde dinlenir biz

gideriz.
Pinar : Peki mahalledeki kadinlar nasil, onlar mesela
evden c¢ikmayan, kocasinin evden ¢ikmasini

yasakladigi kadinlar var m1?

H.: Hepsi cok gezer, bi benden bagka. Bi ben evi
beklerim, hepsi acayip fazla gezer.

Pinar : Bazilar1 hani boyle tutucu kocalar olur?

H.: Hi evet gondermeyenler olur, sikici

Pinar : Var m1 buralarda?

H.: Hepsi gezer, bi ben beklerim. Herkes gezmeye
gider bi ben evde olurum genelde.

Pinar : Ne yapryorlar genelde kadinlar?

H.: Giderler, gezerler. Islerini hemen bitirirler. Acele
yemek ya yapilir ya yapilmaz hemen sokaga. Cok
sever bizim buranin kadinlar bayilir gezmeye,
oturmaya.

Punar : Siz hi¢ calismadiniz degil mi simdiye kadar?
H.: Yok hi¢ ¢alismadim.

Punar : Ister miydiniz?

H.: Isterdim.

Pinar : Neden hi¢ ¢alismadiniz simdiye kadar?

H.: Esim izin vermedigi i¢in, hi¢ vermez izin.
Kiskangtir biraz da, napacan der. Ben kendime bir
katkida olur, sana bi katkida olur derim, ¢ocuklarin
gelecegine harcarim derim, egitimine harcarim
derim. Cok isterim yani {ist bas almak isterim, aahh
sirekli  tartistigimiz da  bi  konu, calisacam
caligacam...

Pinar : Caligsaniz ne tiir bir is istersiniz mesela?

H.: Bana ne sey olursa. Ilkokul mezunlarini pek sey
vermiyolar, mesela is vermiyolar. Mesela asgilik
olabilir, caycilik olabilir. O tiir seyleri ¢ok iyi
yaparim ben, ben yemek tiiriinden iyi anlarim yani.
Anca benim yapacam Oyle seyler yani. Tekstil isi de
olabilir, dikis nakis gibi biseyler olabilir.
Caligsaydim o islerden olurdu anca. Baska neye
alacaklar, memuriyete, iiniversiteliler is bulamiyor
degil mi?

Pinar : Evet oyle..Peki ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz.
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In-Depth Interview I11

Mrs. A.

48 years old, born in
Ankara,
owner-occupier of
apartment housing,
married, having three
children, housiwife

Pinar: Once sizden kendinizi tanitmamzi isteyecez.
Nerde dogdunuz, ne zaman Ankara’ya geldiniz?
Mrs. A.: Biz Ankara’da dogduk kizim.

Pinar: Merkezde mi?

Mrs. A.: Hi hi.

Pinar: Aileniz hep burada miydi, bagka yerlerden mi
geldiniz yoksa?

Mrs. A.: Kuk senedir ailemle birlikte Ankara’da
yastyoruz kizim.

Pinar: Esiniz de bural...?

Mrs. A.: Hi hi. O da buralt

Pinar: Asil memleketiniz neresi?

Mrs. A.: Yozgatliyim.

Pinar: Esiniz de mi?

Mrs. A.: O da Yozgath.

Pinar: Peki, esinizle akrabalik var mi1?

Mrs. A.: Akraba degiliz.

Pinar: Peki, siz dogdugunuzdan beri burada mi
yastyorsunuz? [Oturdugu ev soruluyor.]

Mrs. A.: Yok, hayr.

Pinar: Apartmana ne zaman tasindiniz?

Mrs. A.: Buraya bes-alt1 ay bisey oldu.

Pinar: Peki, bu daire gecekondudan mu...?

Mrs. A.: Gecekondudan yapild.

Pinar: Gecekondu sizin miydi?

Mrs. A.: Yok hayir, esim emekli olunca burayi aldik.
Gecekonduydu, daha yeni aldik.

Pinar: Eskiden buralar nasildi?

Mrs. A.: Evler hep vard. [...]

Pinar: Hepsinin tapusu var miydi?

Mrs. A.: Hi hi.

Pinar: Peki, dedeleriniz burada nasil ev elde etmisler
biliyor musunuz? Kendileri mi yapmuslar?

Mrs. A.: Tabi camm, gecekondulu diye bosa
koymamuslar, gece gece yapmuslar. Tiim Tirkiye
boyle.

Pinar: Peki, alti aydir buradaysaniz daha 6nce nerde
oturuyordunuz?

Mrs. A.: Daha once gecekondudaydim, hemen
ilerdeydi.

Pinar: Peki, apartmanda yasamakla gecekonduda
yasamak arasinda ne fark var?

Mrs. A.: Apartmanla gecekondu arasinda daglar
kadar fark var. En basta komsuluk. Gecekonduyla
bura bir degil. Tletisim olsun, komsuluk olsun daha
iyiydi. Gene de eski komsularim oldugu i¢in pek fark
yok. Zaten simdi burda oturanlarin  hepsi

gecekondulu. Hepsinin evi miiteahhite
vermis, yaptirmis.

Pinar: Peki siz nerde yasamayi tercih ederdiniz ?
Gecekonduda m1 yoksa apartmanda m1 ?

Mrs. A.: Gecekondu. Evin giizel olacak gecekonduda
oturacaksin.

Pinar: Gecekondunun cazip yanlar neler ?

Mrs. A.: Cazip yanlar: ... bilmem. Kiigiikliikten beri
gecekonduda yetistik.
Pinar: Peki, burada
yapabildiginiz neler vardi?
Mrs. A.: Yemegi bahcede yersin, ordan karsida
komsuyu goriirsiin, selam verirsin, davet edersin.
Kahvaltiya gidebiliyordun komsuya. Tek basinaydin.
Pinar: Burada komsularla iliskileriniz nasil?

Mrs. A.: Tliskilerim iyi ama gecekondudaki gibi
degil.

Pinar: Komsular hemseleriniz mi?

Mrs. A.: Yok, degil.

Pinar: Kiraci ev sahibi durumu nasil bu apartmanda?
Mrs. A.: Kiraci yok burasi hep ev sahibi.

Pinar: Ortak m1 alinmis, satin m1 alinmis yoksa?
Mrs. A.: Benim iistekilerinin arsasiydi, miiteahhite
verdi, 3 daire ald1 iste.

Pinar: Yozgatin neresindensiniz siz?

Mrs. A.: Sorgun.

Pinar: Alevilik var nu?

Mrs. A.: Evet Aleviyiz.

Pinar: Biz asag tarafla da goriistiik burayla da
konustuk, mahallede pek Alevi yok herhalde. Alevi
oldugunuz igin...

Mrs. A.: Herkes kimin ne oldugunu biliyor. Alevi
Aleviyi tantyor. Siinni Siinniyi taniyor.

Pinar: Hi¢ konu oldu mu?

Mrs. A.: Simdi nasil diyim. Benim Alevi oldugumu
burada herkes bilir. Yumusak basl biri de degilim.
Fazla din din etmezler.

Pinar: Sizin akrabalar da burada olduguna gore
kalabalik bir grup var burada herhalde.

Mrs. A.: Akrabalar, kayinpedergil var. Kendi ailem
var.

Pinar: Basmiz sikistiginizda ilk kimden yardim
istiyorsunuz?

Mps. A.: Once herhalde, Thsan 6nce komsulara gider.
Ondan yardim goremezsen akrabalara gidersin.
Pinar: Mahallede sorun oluyo mu? Belediye hizmeti
konusunda ya da baska konularda.

Mrs. A.: Yook (cik) hi¢ olmuyo, dyle sorunlarla
karsilagmadik.

Pinar: Olsa nereye giderdiniz?

Mrs. A.: Muhtara giderler herhalde, oyle bir sey
olmadigi i¢in bilmiyorum.

Pinar: Peki. Siz secilen muhtara mi oy verdiniz,
secilmeyene mi?

Mrs. A.: Secilmeyene.

Pinar: Su anki muhtardan memnun musunuz?

Mrs. A.: Buraya tasiminca muhtar haliyle degisti.
Buraninki. Tyi ki 20 yildir seciliyor.

varmis,

yapamayip gecekonduda
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Pinar: Daha 6nce nerde oturuyodunuz?
Mrs. A.: Tlerideydi, Baristepe.

Pinar: Genel secimlerde oy verdiniz mi?
Mrs. A.: Tabi.

Pmnar:Kime oy vermistiniz peki, sOylemek
istemiyorsaniz...
Mrs. A.: Valla soylemeyim de, bilinir ama

bagkalarinca agikca bilinir ama sdylemeyeyim.
Pinar: Soylemek istemiyorum diyorsunuz.
komsularla ayni ¢izgide mi yoksa farkli mi?
Mrs. A.: Bagskalari, hi¢c kimse de su partiye verdim
demez.

Pinar: Peki kadmlar bir araya gelip giin falan
yaptiginiz oluyor mu?

Mrs. A.: Arasira, cok degil.

Pinar: Sohbet ya da ¢ay toplantilari falan. ..

Mrs. A.: Sohbet toplantilart mesela.

Pinar: Ne siklikta?

Mrs. A.: Haftada bir, onbes giinde bir toplanirik.
Pinar: Neler konusuyorsunuz?

Mrs. A.: Kadinlar mi neyden konusur, dedikodu,
ondan sundan.

Pinar: Siyaset konusulur mu bu toplantilarda?

Mrs. A.: Valla pek siyasete girmem.

Pinar: Mahallede siyaset ile aktif olarak ilgilenen
kadinlar var nmu1?

Mrs. A.: Tabi camim var. Hemen hemen hepsi
tutarlardi, sey yaparlardi. Ben pek ilgilenmem.
Pinar: Peki, asil sormak istedigim, apartmanda
oturmanin avantajlar1 neler, gecekonduya kiyasla,
hem maddi hem diger bakimlardan.

Mrs. A.: Simdi, dedigim gibi, ben kiiciikliikten beri
gecekonduda biiylidiim. Sirf temizligi, baska bir
avantaji yok. Yoksa apartmanin komsulugu yok.
Falanin evi giizel diyorlar.

Pinar: Peki apartmanda oturmanin ayricaliklt bir
yan1 oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?

Mrs. A.: Haywr, distinmiyorum. Temizligine,
giizelligine iste apartmanda oturuyoruz.

Pinar: Siz ayricalikli olmadigmni diisiinyorsunuz.
Peki gecekonduda oturanlar nasil bakiyorlar acaba
mesela siz eskiden gecekonduda otururken...

Mrs. A.: Valla, gecekonduda iste dedigim gibi, yer
beton, surasi beton, cocukarin odasi yok. En azindan
simdi ¢ocuklarin odasi var. Apartmanin avantaji bu
sadece.

Pinar: Cocuklar agisindan bir sey degisti mi?

Mrs. A.: Onlarin acisindan valla hi¢ degistigini
sanmiyorum. Hi¢ daha demezler yani.

Peki

Pinar:  Gecekondu  yikimlari  hakkinda  ne
diistintiyorsunuz?

Mrs. A.: Yiktiklarinin yerine ev veriyorlarsa dogru
buluyorum.

Pinar: Neden?

Mrs. A.: Dogru bulmamin sebebi, adamin evi yok,
ne yapacak, yikilsin daha giizel evler yapilsin.

Pinar: Ne tiir evler yapilsin, mesela apartman tiirii
mii yoksa gecekonduya aliskinlar diye gecekondu
tiirii mii?

Mrs. A.: Valla bilmiyorum ki.

Pinar: Konut sorununu ¢dzmek igin hiikiimet ne
yapmal1?

Mrs. A.: Simdi, televizyon yayin veriyor, Oyakbank
yaymn veriyor, kira oder gibi evsahibi ol diyorlar,
ayda bilmem ka¢ Euro’ya... Ulan bu Euro’yu kim
verecek sana. Ben Oyaktan orda simdi nasil evsahibi
olacam. Bir memurun eline geceni diisiinmiiyorlar
m1? 650 milyon kira m1 6diiyor memur? Yap 250
milyon devletsen.

Pinar: Siz hi¢ caligtiniz m1?

Mrs. A.: Yok ¢alismadim.

Pinar: Neden?

Mrs. A.: Simdiye kadar g¢ocuklar vardi. Cocuk
okuyor simdi. Birisi liseye, biri de ortaokula gidiyor.
Pinar: Peki ¢alismak ister miydiniz?

Mrs. A.: Isterdim tabi.

Pinar: Bir kadinin ¢caligmasinin avantajlari neler?
Mrs. A.: Ekonomik giiciin olur en azindan.

Pinar: Peki siz calismak isteyip de sizi engelleyenler
oldu mu? Mesela esiniz ne diisiindii?

Mrs. A.: Tabi once esim razi olmadi, sonra bunlar
biiyiidii, gencken yapilanlar, belli bir yastan sonra
insanin cani istemiyor.

Pinar: Peki hig is aradiniz m1?

Mrs. A.: Yok.

Pinar: Bu ev size aitti degil mi?

Mrs. A.: Evet.

Pinar: Peki baska bir ev edinmek i¢in bir girisiminiz
var mu1?

Mrs. A.: Yok. 300 milyon maasla ne evi
edinebilirsin... Sen yaz, asil bunlar1 yaz. Bir
gecekonduda bir cocuk bir Yenimahalle’ye, bir
Etlik’e kayit olamuyor; gidip giizel bir okula
gidemiyor.

Pinar: Neden, ikametgah mu istiyorlar?

Mrs. A.: Ikametgah degil. Gecekonduda oturan bir
cocuk Etlik’e Yenimahalle’ye gidemiyor. Benim bir
kiicik var. Onu yazdirmak istiyorum. Bu sene
bitiriyor. Onu oralara yazdircam.
Pinar: Mahalleniz  gecekondu
bilindigi icin mi bu sorun yasaniyor?
Mrs. A.: Esek degiliz anliyoruz tabi. Gecekondunun
¢ocugunu almiyor.

Pinar: Maddi giictiniiz yeterli olsaydi, peki, nerede
oturmak isterdiniz?

Mrs. A.: Tabi bu cocuklarin daha iyi okuyabilmesi
i¢in, daha iyi bir semtte oturabilirdim. Bir Incirli’de,
Etlik’te.

Pinar: Gecekonduda mu yoksa apartmanda m
oturmak isterdiniz?

Mrs. A.: Hic¢ farketmez. Benim icin farketmez.
Bagkalarim bilemem... Giizel bir semtteki ¢ocuk
parkiyla buradaki park arasinda daglar kadar fark
var. Ya valla genelde burda gordiigiin parklarin hepsi
bdyle. Madem yapiyon, iki tane de sey koy lan. Bir
git Etlik’e ¢aymi da i¢, yemedigini de ye. Bunlar bu
vatanin ¢ocuklar1 degil mi? Buraya da yap.

Pinar: Neden sizce oradaki parklar iyi buradakiler
kotii?

Mrs. A.: Bimiyorum, orasi daha iyi semt oldugu icin
bdyle oluyor. Oradakilerin hepsi mithendis, doktor.
Pinar:Peki, evsahibi olmamin size kazandirdigi
avantajlar var nmu?

mahallesi  diye
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Mrs. A.: Tabi olmaz m1. Nerden baksan bura olmasa
ben 200 milyon kira verecektim.

Pinar:Evsahibi olmak birikim olanag sagliyor mu?
Bir kenara ii¢ bes kurus koyabiliyor musunuz?

Mrs. A.: Yok, ne biriktirecem. Zaten aldigi ne ki,
400 milyonu buluyor. 100 milyon kiza yol parasi,
100 de elektrik, su, ben bununla nasil okutacam.
Pinar: Bu eviniz olmasaydi, nerde, ne tiir bir evde
yasayabilirdiniz?

Mrs. A.: Gene burda yasardik. Kiract olurduk.
Pinar:Buraya giiciiniiz yetmeseydi, baska nerde
oturabilirdiniz?

Mrs. A.: Gene de baska yerlere bakarak burda kira
normal gibi bir sey. Belki kalirdik. Sentepe de ucuz
degil, gecekondu semtlerinde otururduk. Buralarda
oturmak, kiraya oturmak... Bir giris kat1 bile 250
milyon.

Pinar: Mahallenizde kimler oturur, yapisi nasil?
Mrs. A.: Hep buranin insanlari.

Pinar:Herkes birbirini tanir m1?

Mrs. A.: Tabi tabi. Hep birbirini tanirlar.

Pinar: Peki, gecekondudan tagindiktan sonra
aliskanlikla gidilen yerlerde bir degisiklik oluyor

mu? Mesela aligveris yapilan market ya da bunun
gibi seyler.

Mrs. A.: Baska markete falan, ya sey yapilyorlar
ama, bi apartmanda oturmak, benim igin gecerli
degil, ama bazi hareketlerden falan anlagiliyor. Ama
genelde ¢ok farkli olmuyor. Baska baska yerlerden
gelmis olsalar belki farkli olurdu, baska yerlerde ben
birbirlerinin evine rahatca giremediklerini duydum.
Ama burda pek yok oyle seyler.

Pinar: Peki biz tesekkiir ediyoruz zaman ayirdiginiz
icin.
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In-Depth Interview IV

Mubkhtar of Burg
District for twenty
years,
owner-occupier of
gecekondu housing,

Pinar: Mahalleniz hakkinda bilgi verebilir misiniz?
Ne zaman kurulmus, ilk yerlesenler ne zaman
yerlesmis?

Mubhtar: Simdi mahallemiz 1960’11, 1967, 1968’1
yllarda kurulmus. Ik defa buraya bir devlet
biiyiigtiniin gelmesiyle yani mahallemiz Sentepe,
yani mahallemiz senlendi, dolayisiyla buranin ismi
de Sentepe olsun demisler. Yani o devlet biiyiigtiniin
gelmesiyle mahallemizin ismi Sentepe olmus.
Sentepe dokuz mahalleden olusuyor, yaklasik 130
bin niifusu var. Simdi bugiine kadar gercekten oyle
olmasina ragmen, Ankara’nln en biiyiik gecekondu
bolgesi, dolayisiyla en Cok fakiri olan bir mahalle.
Dolayisiyla bizim burdaki en biiyiik sikintimiz
mesela anayasamiz emreder ki , der ki, niifusu 2000
den fazla olan yerlerde Ana ve Cocuk sagligi
olusturulur denir, 130 bin niifuslu Sentepe’de iki tane
ana Cocuk sagligi var. Ayrica bir de en biiyiik
sikintimiz, mahallemizin geri kalmis olmasinin
sebeplerinden biri de, efendim Suna bagliyorum
Biiyiiksehir ~ belediyesinin ~ ayr1 ~ Yenimahalle
belediyesinin  ayr1  partiden  olup, onlarin
zitlasmalarinin cezasini biz ¢ektik.

Pinar: Neden mesela? Var ml akllnlzda olan?
Muhtar: Simdi Ornegin bir asfalt calismasi
yapiliyor, 6rnegin ana caddenin Biiyiiksehir’e ait ara
sokaklar Yenimahalle’ye ait dolayisiyla Suradaki
caddeye asfalt atilirken, ara sokakta ufak bir tahribat

var orayt yaptiramiyoruz. Simdi, yani sirf
Biiyiiksehir  yipransin  veyahut ta birbirlerini
yipratmak icin de hizmet, dolayisiyla hizmet,

hizmette vermediler bizim mahallemize.

Pinar: Peki 68’de kurulmus dediniz bizim
mahallemiz dolayisiyla 68’den Once go¢ almaya
bagliyor herhalde degil mi?

Muhtar: Evet

Pinar: Bu da daha sonra kagak yapilasma mi
olugmaya baslamis?

Muhtar: Evet

Pinar: Burasi aslen hazine arazisi mi?

Mubhtar: Buras: bir sahsa aitti. Miinevver Aktopuk
diye bir Sahsa aitti. Asag1 yukar1 110 bin hektarlik
tapuluydu burasi. Burayr Yenimahalle belediyesi
kamulastirdi ve bizlere ticret

karsilig satti.

Pinar: Buradaki biitiin evler, sizin Bur¢ mahallesini
kapsayan biitiin evler o kapsamda miyd1?

Mubhtar: Evet, evet. Miinevver Aktopuk diye bir
avukatinmis.

Pinar: Dolayisiyla arsa iizerinde istimlak diye bisey
yok, dyle mi?

Muhtar: Evet

Pinar: Ama yapilar gecekondu seklinde?

Muhtar: Gecekondu Seklinde evet.

Pinar: Peki ne zaman en Cok goc almis Sentepe?
Muhtar: Simdi bu Cevre ilgeler mesela Ankara’ya
yakin, Sentepe’ye yakin, Yenimahalle’ye yakin
Cevre ilceler, mesela, Kazan, Ayas, Camlidere,
Beypazari yani genelde oralardan daha ¢ok var bizim
bu Sentepe’de.

Pinar: 60’11 yillarda bashyor diyorsunuz bu gogler.
Peki hala devam ediyor mu gocler?

Muhtar: Su anda go¢ durdu. Buralardaki mahalle
sakinleri de gecekondularini kiraya verdiler, baska
yerlere gidiyorlar. Simdi, su anda da gecekondu
sahipleri oturmuyor, veya Cogu miiteahhide veriyor;
su anda insaatlar, daire karsilig1 veriyor ¢ogu.

Pinar: Apartmanlagsma da olmaya baslad: degil mi?
Yiizde kag¢1 apartmanlasti biliyor musunuz?

Muhtar: Bizim buranin Su anda yilizde 20’yi
gecmez.

Pinar: Arsa sahipliliginden konut elde ediyorlar
degil mi? Genelde arsaya kag daire veriyorlar?
Muhtar: Simdi yiizdeyle Calisiyorlar bunlar.
Ornegin mesela %35, mesela %35’le verilen yerler
var, %40’la verilen yerler var, en fazla %40.

Pinar: Peki Simdi bi de Yenimahalle belediyesinin
bir projesi varmis galiba, Tiim Bur¢ mahallesini
kapstyor mu?

Muhtar: H1 h1

Pinar: Peki ne olacak biliyor musunuz?

Muhtar: Sitelesme caligmalari ile ilgili bir ¢caligma
oldugunu  ben biliyorum. O da bu ay
sonuclanacakmis, yani Yenimahalle belediyesine
sunulacakmus bu sitelesme, plan degisikligini. Simdi
bu calismalarin  zannediyorum iyi olacagim
diisiiniiyorum ben mahalle muhtarl olarak.

Punar: Size bilgi vermediler mi bu konuda?

Muhtar: Verdiler bilgi verdiler de, iyi olacagini da
sOyediler. iz de iyi olacagiyla ilgili yani ikna olduk.
Ciinkii Ornek gosterdiler, mesela Dikmen’de bir
dairenin 150 milyar ettigini bizim burda da mesela
50 milyardan fazla satilamadigini falan, yani o
konuda tabii. Diger taraflardan miiteahhitler de diyor
ki mesela Biiyiiksehir belediyesi kendisine, kendi
ingaat firmalarina rant saglamak icin boyle sitelesme
caligmalarin1 yapiyor deniyor. Tabii biz bu konuda,
Yenimahalle belediyesine arz ettik, soyledik, dedik
ki bu sitelesme ¢alismasinda,  Biiyiiksehir
yandaglarma  falan filan  kuruluslarina  rant
saglanmasi. Yok dediler oyle sey degil. Diger biitiin
ihalelere diger baska bilyiikk firmalar da girecek
dediler ihalelere.

Pinar: Oturanlar ne diyor? Evlerin hepsi yikilacak
sanirim degil mi?

Muhtar: Simdi burda oturanlarin pek yani
seylerle, pek aciklik olmadigi igin, pek
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bilmedikleri i¢in, mesela 50 metreyle bir daire, 300
metresi olana da bir daire falan diyorlar. Halbuki
Oyle olmadigini anlatiyoruz, soOyliiyoruz, hatta
sOyliiyorlar, yiizdeye gore verilecegini, mesela
herkes Simdi mesela miiteahhitten ben iste su birinci
kattan iste giiney cephesindeki dairesini alirim
diyorlar. Ama sitelesmede Oyle bisey olmayacagini
soyliiyorlar. Mesela Dikmen’de Gyle yapiyorlarmus,
kura ¢ekiyorlarmis, ayni kooperatiflerde oldugu gibi.
Mesela kacinct katta c¢ikti, 5. katta c¢ikti, Obiiriine
yapiyor ondan sonra Serefiye parasiyla veyahut da
degistirebiliyormugsun.  Birinci  kattaki  besinci
kattakiyle falan veyahut da Serefiye parasi
veriyormus. Mesela besinci kattaki zemin kattakine
bir miktar para falan o sekilde.

Pinar: Arsa biiyiikliigii 6nemli degil miymis yani?
Muhtar Hayir arsa biiyiikliigii, ona gore mesela
diyelim yarim daire.

Pinar: Mahallenin gelisimini konusuyorduk yarim
kaldi. Kagak yapilagmanin durdugu tarih ne zaman?
Mubhtar: Iste imar affi ¢ikti, ondan sonra durdu.
1987’de durdu.

Pinar: Herkesin su an elinde tapusu var degil mi?
Mubhtar: Evet Su anda tapusu var.

Pinar: Peki daha ¢ok Ankara’nin ¢evre ilgelerinden
goc aldigindan bahsettiniz. Peki bunun disinda bagka
hangi illerden go¢ aldi?

Muhtar: Genelde Cankiri, Yozgat, I¢ Anadolu’dan,
Cankiri,

Yozgat, Kirsehir.

Pinar: Mahallede baska herhangi bir ayrigma var
ml? Memleket iizerinden olabilir ya da basgka
konularda olabilir?

Muhtar: Yok fevkalade giizel bir kaynasma var,
fevkalade giizel bir dayamisma var Dbizim
mahallemizde. Mesela diger, Sentepe’nin bazi
mahallerinde bdyle bir boliinmeler oldu.

Pinar: Hangi donemlerde mesela?

Mubhtar: 80’li yillar oncesinde oldu. Ama bizim
Bur¢ Mabhallesi, Baristepe Mahallesi’nde yani bu
merkez mahallelerde pek olmadi. Bizim burda
fevkalade giizel dayanmisma, kaynasma var. Zaten bu
kaynagmayi, dayanigmayr saglamak igin de
Kizilcahamamlilarin oturdugu yerlerde, mesela bizim
burast Sorgun sokak, neden? Yozgat’in bir ilgesi.
Yani onum igin dyle bir sey olusturur, yani Su anda
dayanisma, kaynagma fevkaladedir.

Pinar: Yoksulluk da ¢ok fazla diyorsunuz...

Muhtar: Evet, yok, Cok fazla.

Pinar: Genelde bu mahallenin yerlileri mi yoksa
yoksullar m1 bu mahalleyi daha ¢ok tercih ediyorlar?
Mubhtar: $imdi esas gecekondu sahipleri degil, burda
kirada oturanlar, kiracilar da ¢ok yoksul. Yani
gecekondu  sahiplerinden yok mu? Aslinda
gecekondu sahiplerinden de var. Simdi mesela bir
gecekondusunu verdigi zaman, arsasini verdigi
zaman ii¢ daire alacak ama simdi agliktan Glen
gecekondu sahipleri var.
Pinar:  Mabhallenizdeki
genelde siz mi
diizenliyorsunuz?

yoksulluk  yardimlarini

Muhtar: Simdi, yok. Yoksullukla ilgili, yardimlarla
ilgili, vatandas gelir, fakir oldugunu, fakirlik
ilmiihaberi talep eder, biz fakirlik ilmiihaberini
veririz. O da gerekli yerlere gotiiriir, verirler,
verdikleri yerden de gelip arastiriyorlar, yani onlarin
sosyal durum Seylerini, yardima muhtag olup
olmadiklarin1 arastirtyorlar, ondan sonra ona gore
yardima uygunsa veriyorlar.

Pinar: Size ugrayan dernek falan oluyor mu?
Muhtar: Mesela sahislardan ugrayanlar, mesela
hayir sahipleri, mesela az 6nce geldiler. Onun gibi
mesela diyor ki, ne diyor gida dagitmak istiyoruz,
fitre, zekat dagitmak istiyorum diyor mesela.
Burdaki gergekten 10 milyarin iizerinde para dagitan
bir hayirsever olmustur. Kendi goziiyle goriip kendi
eliyle veriyor.

Pinar: Dernekler falan, Deniz Feneri gelmis bir ara
galiba, biriyle konugmustuk...

Muhtar: Sosyal Yardimlasma Vakfinin yardimiyla
geneli, Biiyiiksehir Belediyesinin yaptigi yardimlar
var. Ayrica Yenimahalle belediyemizin yaptigi
yardimlar var, bi de sahislarin, hayir sahiplerinin,
zengin hayirsever is adamlarimizin yaptigi yardimlar
var. Yani onun i¢in sahislar1 gordiigiiniiz gibi bizler
yonlendiriyoruz, mahalle mubhtarlari, gozleriyle
goriip, elleriyle veriyorlar. Ama obiir tirli de
Biiyiiksehir olsun, Yenimahalle olsun, ayrica sosyal
yardimlar olsun, yardimlagma vakfi olsun onlar
kendileri arastiriyorlar, oraya miiracaat ediyorlar.
Ayrica Deniz Feneri

Vakf1 var, oraya daha ¢ok talep var, Deniz Feneri
Vakfi var. Bizim Yenimahalle belediyemizin Yeni
Ay diye daha once Giindem 21°di heralde onu Yeni
Ay olarak degistirdiler, Su anda Yeni Ay diye bir
dernek kurdular, o yardim yapiyor.
Pinar: Siz  ka¢ doénemdir bu
mubhtarisiniz?

Muhtar: Ben 20 yildan beri mahallemizin
muhtariyim, yani 86’dan beri mahallemizin
muhtartyim.

Pinar: Neler degisti 20 yilda, ilk goreve geldiginizde
nasildi, simdi nasil?

Muhtar:  Esas tabii, gecekondu, camurdan
gecilmiyordu sokaklarimiz, mahallemiz,
kanalizasyonumuz yoktu, dogru diiriist elektrigimiz
yoktu Simdi tabii bunlar1 astik. Bunlarin yaninda
Simdi artik yesil alanlar istiyoruz. Yani ayrica bir
banka subesi olsun istiyoruz biz  burda.
yaglilarimizin, dul, yetimlerimizin  ayliklarinm
alabilecegi, efendim bir banka subesi olsun istiyoruz.
Ana ve Cocuk Sagligi olsun istiyoruz. gergekten ¢ok
ihtiyacimiz var. Hizmet agisindan yesil alanimiz yok.
Simdi gidiyoruz baska mahallelere, bizim Kegioren’e
bagli, yani gercekten ¢ok kiskaniyoruz Kecioren’i
diger mahallelerle.

Pinar: Diger muhtarlar da burasi gecekondu bolgesi
oldugu i¢in mi hizmet eksikligi oldugunu
diistiniiyorsunuz, diger yerlere gore?

Muhtar: Evet simdi iste dedim ya. Biyiiksehir ve
Yenimahalle belediyelerinin  ayr1  partilerden
olmasinin, zitlagsmalarinin cezasini biz ¢ektik.
Mesela Biiyiiksehir diGer ilcelere verdigi
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hizmetlerini buraya vermedi surf Yenimahalle
Belediyesine bagli olacak diye. Mesela park
yaptiysa, bilyiik parklar yapti diger ilcelere, diger
mahallelere, bizim Sentepe’ye yok.

Pinar: Simdi bir farklilik var mi?

Muhtar: $imdi yok, yani $imdi, kiigik kiiciik
parklar var. Keske onlarda hi¢ olmasa, ¢cogu bakimi
yaptlmadig i¢in, su anda yani parktan ziyade artik
¢ocuklarin, bu tinercilerin toplandigi bi yer yani.
Pinar: Mahalleniz de hirsizlik var ml ya da herhangi
bir su¢ var mu, arada bir oluyor mu?

Muhtar: Evet hirsizlik olaylar1 bir ara Cok artmisti.
Iste bu ekonomik sikintilardan, iste o zaman bi hep
ona bagladilar. Zaten polislere valla gorseniz iste
ekonomik kriz falan, hirsizlik seyleri patlama yapti
falan dediler. Fakat gene de bizim mahallemizdeki
hirsizliklar bizim mahallemizde oturanlar tarafindan
yapilmiyor.

Pinar: Digsardan?

Mubhtar: Yani disardan gelenler tarafindan yapiliyor.
Pinar: Bunun disinda suca egilim falan var mi? Iste
tinerci ¢ocuklar dediniz falan...

Muhtar: Tste yok. Ama bu diyelim ki Kegioren’deki
parklarda o ¢ocuklar bunlari yapamiyorlar Ciinkii
parki kurmus, gayet giizel, bek¢isini de koymus,
bekei kuliibesini de koymus diger il¢edeki, ondan
sonra oradaki cocuklar orda tiner, uhu falan
cekemiyor. Eee, ne yapiyorlar, geliyorlar, bizim
buradaki parklara, ¢iinkii bakimi yok, bekgisi yok.
Dolayisiyla bi seyde soyledigimiz zaman, gidiyoruz
mesela Allah korusun yani...

Pinar: Sizin 20 senedir gorevdeyken ihtiyar heyeti
de ayn1 miydi1?

Muhtar: Yok yok, sik sik ihtiyar heyeti degisti.
Bizim mahallemiz daha 6nce Baristepe ile beraberdi,
Sentepe’nin en biiyilk mahallesiydi. 92°de ikiye
boliindii. Bur¢ Mabhallesi ile Baristepe Mahallesi ...
ihtiyar heyetinin pek yani kodylerdeki gibi bizde pek
Seyi olmaz, yani Oyle bi toplanip karar alma seyi,
mekanizmas: yok bizde. Sehirlerde ihtiyar heyeti
iiyeleri mesela ben izin alirsam, veyahut ta Allah
korusun hasta olursam, her an bi sey olursa benim
yerime bakacak birisidir yani. Ama koyde oyle degil,
koy biitcesi vardir, veya koyle ilgili alinacak

kararlarla ilgili, onlar onun iizerine, bizim burdaki
ihtiyar heyetinin pek 6nemli bi seyi yok.

Pinar: Peki sizin asil mesleginiz ne?

Muhtar: Ben esas olarak SSK emeklisiyim, 6zel
sektore ait bir fabrikada 19 sene calistiktan sonra
emekli oldum. Geng yasta emekli oldum ben, emekli
olmadan 6nce de mahalle muhtar1 oldum.

Pinar: Son bir soru daha da soralim daha fazla
vaktinizi almayalim, sizce muhtarin gorevi tam
olarak nedir? Ne yapar muhtar?

Muhtar: $imdi muhtarin gorevleri ashinda okul
cagma gelen cocuklarin okula kaydini saglama,
askerlik cagina gelen gencleri askere sevk eder,
bunun disinda iste mahalledeki salgin hastaliklari
ilgili makamlara bildirir, ayrica mahallemizdeki,
mahalle sakinleri, mahalledeki oturanlarla ilgili
belgeleri, kayitlar1 tutar. Mahalle sakinlerinin
kayitlarint bulur, belge diizenler verir, mahalledeki
eksik hizmetleri ilgili makamlara bildirir, mesela yol,
su , elektrik, asfalt gibi hizmetleri ilgili makamlara,
kaymakam veyahut ta belediyelere veyahut ta ilgili
kuruluslara bildirir. Biz de iste elimizden geldigince
yapmaya gayret gosteriyoruz, iste bu gayretimizin
karsiligini  da  goriiyoruz.  Aslinda  mabhalle
muhtarliginda, gergekten yani, diger mahallelerde
mahalle muhtarlarinin ¢ok biiyiik gelirleri var, yani
belge onay parasi belge basina 1 milyon 750 bin lira
aliyoruz. Aslinda bizim bura gecekondu bdlgesi,
fakir oldugu icin, simdi bi cocuklar1 goénderirler,
hemen ¢ocugun eline verirler bir iki-bes bin lira,
veyahut ta para, ondan sonra, amca, belgeyi alir, iki-
ti¢ belgeyi alir, ¢ikartir 500 liray1 verir, onun elinden
zor alirsimiz o ¢ocugun veyahut ta Oyle artik. Ne
yaptyorum ben de ¢ocuk kaybolmasin diye yanina bi
arkadag verilir. Simdi ben o 500 lirayr aliyorum,
bozduruyorum 250 birine veriyorum, 250 birine
veriyorum, yani belge parasi da almiyorum. Ciinkii o
cocugun elinden koparilmaz, ciinkii zaten fakir,
bakiyorsunuz ayaginda ayakkabisi yok, corabi yok,
Simdi siz ben nasil alirim elinden o 500 liray1, yani
bi de sikmus boyle ki yani kaybetmeyim diye yani,
yani diyecegim...

Pinar: Cok tesekkiir ederiz.
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APPENDIX D

PHOTOGRAPH ALBUM
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Photogah 1: Set

Photograph 2:
Apartment Housings

Photograph 3: Bur¢ District
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