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ABSTRACT

DIFFERENTIATION OF USE AND PROVISION STRATEGIES OF URBAN
PARKS: AN EVALUATION OF PARKS IN URBAN REGENERATION
PROJECTS IN ANKARA

Tug, Imral
M.S., Department of Urban Policy Planning and Local Governments

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Osman Balaban

August 2018, 134 pages

Urbanization strategies have usually been shaped by the historical changes in
economic and political discourses in a society. Along with the changing economic
and political discourses, powerful groups of the time have also been influential on
the strategies that shape urban space. Urban parks, as essential components of urban
space, were also affected by changes in economic and political discourses as well as
actions of powerful groups. Even though the production strategies and usage
purposes of urban parks have changed over time, the only thing that did not change is
that the parks are representative places of specific groups. In Ankara, from the first
urban park to today, urban parks usually represented the powerful groups but

provision strategies of these parks have changed over time.



This thesis aims to understand the meaning and provision strategies of urban parks
that are produced recently within urban regeneration projects for providers and users
of the parks. Moreover, the thesis clarifies that urban parks are not only public spaces
but also the reflections of ideological, political and financial concerns of their time.
In order to achieve these goals, the thesis includes a comparative evaluation of the
urban parks produced in different periods in Ankara since the Republican era. The
empirical focus of investigation is on urban transformation projects developed
around a large green area in the post-2005 period in Ankara. The findings of this
reseach uncover the rationale behind and the meaning of urban parks in North
Ankara Entrance, South Park Ankara and Goksu urban regeneration projects for

municipal authorities, project developers, newcomers and gecekondu dwellers.

Keywords: Urban Regeneration, Urban Green Spaces, Urban Parks, Production of

Space, Ankara



0z

KENT PARKLARININ FARKLI KULLANIM VE SUNUM STRATEJILERI:
ANKARA’DA KENTSEL DONUSUM PROJELERI ICERISINDE URETILEN
PARKLARIN DEGERLENDIRMESI

Tug, Imral
Master, Kentsel Politika Planlamasi ve Yerel Yo6netimler Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Osman BALABAN

Agustos 2018, 134 sayfa

Tarihsel siire¢ igerisinde ekonomik ve politik sdylemlerdeki degisimler kentlesme
stratejilerini de degistirmistir. Degisen ekonomik ve politik sdylemler ile birlikte o
donemde gii¢lii olan smiflar bu stratejiler lizerinde etkili olmustur. Kentlerin bir
parcast olan kent parklar1 da bu degisimlerden etkilenmistir. Tarihsel siiregte kent
parklarimin tiretim stratejileri ve kullanim amagclar1 degisim gosterse de degigsmeyen
tek sey Uretilen parklarin belirli bir sinifin temsil mekanlar1 olmasi1 durumudur.
Ankara’da da kent parklarinin ilk 6rneklerinden giiniimiize kadar olan stiregte, giiclii

smiflar1 temsil eden ancak sdylemsel olarak degisiklik gosteren parklar tiretilmistir.

Bu tezin amaci, yakin donemde Ankara’da kentsel doniisim projeleri igerisinde

iiretilen parklarin arz ve talep gruplari i¢in ne ifade ettigini anlamak ve bu alanlarin
Vi



kamusal bir alan olmaktan 6te farkli ideolojik ve politik mekanlar oldugunu agiga
cikarmaktir. Bunu yaparken de Ankara’da Cumhuriyet doneminden itibaren farkl
donemlerde iiretilen kent parklarina iligkin karsilagtirmalar yapilmistir. Tezin
inceleme alanine, 2005 sonrasi igerisinde biiyiik yesil alan kullanimi barindiran
kentsel doniisiim projeleri olusturmaktadir. Kuzey Ankara, Giineypark ve Goksu
kentsel donilisim projeleri ile planlanan bu parklarin belediye, insaattan sorumlu
proje sahipleri, gecekondu sahipleri ve yeni konut sakinleri agisindan ne ifade ettigi

tezin temel bulgularini olusturmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kentsel Doniisiim, Kentsel Yesil Alanlar, Kent Parki, Mekan

Uretimi, Ankara
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Urban space is changing and evolving over time. From past to present, with the
change of political, economic and social issues, the ways and purposes of
intervention into urban space are also changing. When analyzed in a historical
manner, it is obvious that development of urban space is highly influenced or shaped
by special groups that are powerful in economic, social or political terms. Byrne and
Wolch (2009) benefit from Lefebvre and Harvey’s thoughts in order to explain the
effects of these powerful groups on production of urban spcae. Lefebvre mentions
that the imagery of urban is created under the hegemony of elites. Like Lefebvre,
Harvey supports the idea that development of urban area cannot be thought without
social phenomena and indicates that urban area is shaped by powerful groups or class
(Byrne and Wolch, 2009).

Being powerful as a social group or having a power to influence socio-spatial
processes is in fact a matter of time and geography. The factors that distinguish
social groups can be political, social, ethnical or economic. To choose one or several
segregation factors is about political thoughts. Because political thoughts variate
according to period and geography, the causality that contributes to the definition of
powerful groups is shaped by time and geography. This differentiation can be best
exemplified by India and America. While, in India, powerful groups are
economically advantageous people, in America, powerful groups are described by

ethnic and economic factors.

Described as “the lungs” or “the oasis” of cities which are full of concrete buildings,
parks are the primary recreational areas within the urban environment (Chiesura,
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2004; Sarkowicz, 2003; Young, 1995). If urban space is shaped by actions of
powerful groups, the urban parks then are similarly shaped by these powerful citizens
of cities. In other words, urban green areas are not just produced as public spaces but
also products of the ideological and political thoughts of their time. In general,
production of urban parks is also seen as elitist actions because they usually are
produced to offer pre-determined way of life like modern life (Byrne & Wolch,
2009). Urban parks which contain elitist discourse and effects of powerful groups are
used mostly by powerful groups. Hence, urban parks, which are defined as public
spaces, are actually produced according to the use of a particular class. In order to
understand whether these public spaces are produced for specific class or not, the
periods which are from emergence of urban parks to present must be analyzed with
their economic, political and social motivations. To do this, it would be crucial to
examine the main motivations behind development of urban green areas historically
starting from 18" century to today. Such an examination has to be made in relation to
urbanization strategies of the time periods in question. The results of this
examination would highlight the links between development of urban parks and the

ideological and political motivations behind urbanization strategies.

In the 18th century cities, urban parks were not public spaces, they were only present
in place such as the Palace or the King's Garden. For this reason, urban parks of the
time served mainly to the ruling class. Back then, open areas were squares and green
areas were just urban parks which were used by the rulling class. Up to Industrial
Revolution, the use purposes of urban parks were related to their political value in
addition to their potential to increase the popularity of the rulers. After the Industrial
Revolution, the need for healthy urban areas increased and this led to the opening of
urban parks to citizens and thus public use. In other words, the Industrial Revolution
has changed urbanization practices significantly in line with the new economic,

political and social practices.

Migrations to urban areas in the 19th century brought about unhealthy urbanization
practices. Urban centers were damaged by the huge population growth and industrial

impacts. Urban areas became centers of chaos and environmental pollution. As a
2



result, the elites living in the city center began to leave the core or central parts of
cities. For this reason, the bourgeois class began to live on peripheries of the city
while the working class was located in the city center. For elites, residential areas
which had urban parks started to be developed in the periphery of the city. Thus, in
order to attract the attention of the elites and upper income groups, residential areas
with urban parks were presented as healthier. Therefore, the city parks were being
used by the powerful classes with the purpose of running away from the unsavory
and eye-sore-view of the city. Urban parks were used by property developers as an
economic added value in this period, As a result of the fact that they were built for
the elite for aesthetic reasons, in this period, urban parks began to drift away from the

public usage.

In this period, urban centers turned into depressed areas due to the migration of the
elite from center to periphery. New strategies for regenerating the depressed areas
were produced and the bourgeois class living on the urban periphery were tried to be
attracted to the centers with these strategies. If it is remembered that urban parks are
an elitist rhetoric, in order to attract this class, urban parks were used as more clean,
green and modern urbanization items. The parks built in Glasgow, for instance, have
the intention of pulling the elites into the dirty and depressed city center as a result of
industrialization in order to gentrify the area (Byrne & Wolch, 2009). Moreover,
working classes, who lived in the city center, were effected by bad conditions of the
city. Therefore, the need for improving the urban environment within the city center
became an important issue. Also, for employers, to increase the productivity of the
working class, the idea of increasing the quality of urban space by opening urban
parks for public received political and community support. Hyde Park is one of the
examples of urban parks which were opened to public use, before being used by the

ruling class for hunting and relaxing for a long time.

When it comes to the first half of the 20th century, new economic and political
discourses began to take place with the end of World War Il. Welfare state policies
and democratization trends created the idea that every area produced in the city

should be equally benefited by all citizens. Although “parks for everyone” became a
3



dominating thought, urban practices at that time created only mathematical equations
based on quantitative values. The real users or target groups of urban parks were
ignored. With the economic crisis, welfare state policies lost their importance and a
brand new policy took place in order to overcome these problems. This novel policy
iIs called the Neoliberalism.

As it is mentioned by Kog (2011, 41), urbanization strategies started to be shaped or
influenced by the importance given to added value in the economy in the period of
Neoliberalism. In other words, urban areas themselves began to be seen as items
which create the economic surplus or rant. As a result, the investments made in the
urban space have been increased and cities began to be concreted by massive
infrastructure investments. Over time the potential of profitmaking via the built
environment has turned urban investments into a likely solution to the crises of
capitalist accumulation. As a result, brownfields and unplanned urban areas have
become the sites of urban transformation as a major form of profit-oriented built

investments.

Urban transformation became a major factor in development of urban areas in the
direction of neoliberal strategies. In global markets, cities with open competition
have tried to create many strategies with urban transformation projects in order to
survive in such a competitive environment. The phenomenon of urbanization that
emerged with globalization and neoliberalism at the beginning of the 21st century
created the concept of city branding and this concept became the basic strategy that

cities use for marketing and surviving the competition.

The cities that were branded with various definitions were formed around green
spaces and sustainable development discourses as a result of the increase in the
importance of environmental crises within the 21st century. In order to attract the
interest of powerful groups, the marketing strategy and to hide the undesirable results
that occur in the project, a number of urban projects have been produced with the
urban green areas. As a result, in this period the state is now designing green public

spaces to strengthen its economy (Inroy, 2000).
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While public and private sectors produced urban transformation projects that
included green spaces, they focused on strategies such as branding, marketing or
segregation, and projects were made for certain groups of the society. Gentrification
within urban transformation projects is masked by urban green areas which are
produced in these projects. For example, as it is mentioned by Ghertner (2010), in
Delhi, urban transformation projects which led to gentrification were introduced as
“Cleaner Delhi Greener Delhi” in order to hide the gentrification process. After this
transformation in Delhi in 2000, people living in slum areas had to leave their homes
for upper income groups. The transformations that took place in Detroit and Los
Angeles were also the use of art parks and the removal of the poor from these areas
(Pincetl, 2007). When we look at all these projects, it can be said that production of
the park was actually used as a tool of “gentrification” but at the same time it was
used by project producers as a marketing and competitive strategy. Dooling (2009)
and Gould & Lewis (2012) explain what the usage purpose of urban parks produced
in urban transformation project is in their research. With these research, two concepts
were found. While Dooling (2009) used ecological gentrification as a term, Gould &
Lewis (2012) called the same concept as green gentrification in order to explain the

urban transformation in Delhi.

As it is seen in the historical development of urban parks, urban parks are more than
just public spaces. They are the reflections of political and ideological thoughts of
their time and they are developed to serve for specific pruposes and for social groups
according to these thoughts. Moreover, urbanization dynamics also affect the
locations and main features of these green areas. Although, the locations of urban
parks were in city centers originally, their locations have shifted from centers to
peripheries with rapid urbanization. After the emergence of brownfield areas due to
deindustrialization along with the rise of green and sustainable urbanization ideas,
urban parks started to be developed in centeral areas as well as unhealthy peripheral
areas. All these changes supported the idea that urban parks were the ideological and
political items in addition to being green public areas and the development process of
these areas were affected from these thoughts in addition to urbanization trends.



Ankara have passed through similar processes that changed urban parks through
development motivations. From the declaration of Ankara as the capital city to
present, urban parks have been the reflections of political and ideological thoughts

rather than just being public spaces.

Since the declaration of the Republic, the state has played a dominant role in
production of urban parks, and the produced parks seem to serve for specific groups
and reflect the dominant opinion of the period. Although, the powerful groups have
been changing since the proclamation of the Republic, the only thing which they
share in common is having economic and political power. In order to understand this
process better, we can examine the green space policies of Ankara city which have
been shaped by the dynamics of urbanization in Ankara in 4 different periods such as
1923-1950, 1950-1980, 1980-2000 and from 2000 to present.

In the period between 1923 and 1950, Ankara was declared as the new capital and
planned urbanization initiatives were set for the first time. It was seen that the state’s
role was predominant in these years and it was aimed to guide urban development
with the idea of westernization and creating a national identity. Thus, it was thought
as national and modern urbanization befitting the capital of Turkey. At that time, lack
of urban planners and architects in the country required to get professional help from
foreign professionals. Lorcher and Jansen plans were developed during this period
and these plans proposed systematically planned green areas in Ankara. However, in
urban parks both in Lorcher and Jansen’s plans, there were events and activities
which were related to bourgeois class. In short, these urban parks were developed for
bourgeois’ leisure. Though they were designed to develop national identity, they
were planned for the elite and seem to have neglected the other socio-economic
classes. Also, these urban parks were located in the city center and along the main
roads. This would be helpful to socialize these groups into the city center. Moreover,
these urban parks were multi functional which are recreation, education,

socialization, national identity reflection and sports.



During the period between 1950 and 1980, a different economic and political order
created a different model of urbanization. In this period, as mentioned above, we see
that Welfare State policies were taking place. In addition to this political change, the
transition from the agricultural economy to industrialization began, too. In line with
these dynamics, the migration to urban areas began to boom and the population of
cities increased unexpectedly. With the increase in population, the plans produced in
the previous period became insufficient which led to the occurrence of uncontrolled
growth. In this process, the gecekondu areas that popped up also started to destroy
pre-existing green areas. Yucel Uybadin’s plan was prepared only for the population
and settlement needs and there were almost no concern in this plan over urban green
space provision. In addition to this, during this period, with the migration from rural
to urban areas, the city now had different social groups, and urban parks became the
meeting places of these classes. Over time, these areas have become the stage of
social movements, and in the following periods, the public have been made to
minimize and control these parks. Different than the previous period, there was no
specific policy for urban green area provision in this period. Although, development
of urban parks was not considered, existing parks and green areas started to be

minimized by public and rapid urbanization.

In the period between 1980 and 2000, the Welfare State policies were replaced by the
Neoliberal policies because of the economic crisis that followed the oil crisis in the
1970s. Along with the transition of public intervention to the policies set by market
economies, most of the public authority responsibilities were transferred to the
private sector. The most important transformation that took place in this period in
terms of urbanization was no longer the delivery of use value but instead the increase
of exchange value and the gaining of urban rant. Urbanization in this recent era
usually takes place as a project-based activity rather than planned development. The
2025 urban macroform proposed by the city’s master plan was prepared in this
period. In this plan, while systematic decisions related to urban green areas were not
made, the existing green areas were opened to destruction by further profit-oriented
development. In other words, profit-oriented growth and increased construction



activity have led to the loss of existing green spaces in Ankara. Although some
neigbourhood parks were developed during this period, we did not observe
development of any large-scale urban parks within the city until 2000s. From 2000 to
present, urban parks discourses mentioned by Ankara Greater Municipality have
gained importance. Parallel with this political thoughts, large-scale urban parks and
recreational areas have started to be developed after this period. From 2000 to the
present, some of these large-scale urban parks were developed by the municipality as

part or component of the urban transformation projects.

Several studies that focus on the use and other aspects of urban parks in Ankara have
been conducted. For instance, Demir (2005) aimed to examine the profile of the
visitors of the Genglik Park in addition to examining their motives to use the park
and their satisfaction level. Demir (2005) showed that after the elite moved from the
city center around 1960s and 1970s, Genglik Park is now mostly visited by the poor
not the elite, especially by the housewives, the retired citizens, students and the
unemployed who mostly reside in the northern parts of Ankara. In this study, it was
also found out that the park was generally used for sitting, resting, enjoying the view,
walking and entertaining the kids. Though it was conducted in another city, namely
Kiitahya, Aktas Ustiin et al. (2018) indicated that urban parks are also widely used
for sport activities. According to Ozdemir (2009) the use of urban parks in Ankara is
not related to individual reasons but social ones. In contrast to Demir’s study (2005),
Ozdemir (2009) asserts that urban parks in Ankara cannot be viewed as belonging to

just one group or social class.

Although there are some other studies conducted on urban parks of Ankara, there are
almost no studies or research that focused on urban parks produced as part of or
within urban transformation projects in Ankara in the 21th century. This fact is the
one of the main motives for this research which set out to examine the 21th century
urban parks in Ankara. Another reason to make the research on urban parks in urban
transformation projects in Ankara is the contradiction between recent urbanization
dynamics and urban green areas discourses produced by Ankara Greater

Municipality. As it is seen in historical perspective, the green areas that have been
8



destroyed since 1950s started to be used as a main discourse of development policies
by the metropolitan municipality when we come to the 21st century. In a similar
way, ‘‘Greener Ankara” advertisements prepared by the metropolitan municipality
can be seen in various places in Ankara. In addition to the “Greener Ankara”
rhetoric, when urban transformation projects are introduced, the importance of parks
is emphasized by the municipality. Therefore, in this study, urban parks are not seen
just as public spaces but are considered as ideological and political reflections of
their periods. In order to understand the demand and supply motivations behind the
development of urban parks in transformation projects, a comparision between urban

parks of early Republican era and the 21th century will be made.
I.1. The Aim and Scope of the Research

In this context, the aim and scope of this research is three-fold: (1) to understand the
historical evolution of urban parks in Ankara and other parts of the Globe, (2) to
explain how the politics and ideology behind development of urban parks differs, (3)
to understand the importance and provision strategies of urban parks in urban

transformation projects from the viewpoint of different stakeholders and participants.

In order to understand the historical evolution of the ideology and politics behind
development of urban parks in Ankara and the world and the processes of the use and
provision of urban parks, three question will be answered by meansof the review and

evaluation of the related literature.

1) How do urban parks and their development processes evolve historically?
Which are the main target groups of urban parks and what are the main
reasons for development of these areas?

2) How did the use and provision strategies of urban parks in Ankara change
from early Republican era to today? What are the main motives behind
development of urban parks for demand and supply sides? Which are the
main groups that benefit from urban parks? Are there any similarities

between the strategies implemented in international examples and Ankara?



3) In the 21th century, why have urban parks started to be developed in urban
transformation projects? What is the main motive behind this strategy for

demand and supply sides?

After answering these questions, in order to analyse the meaning and provision
strategies of urban parks in urban transformation projects from the viewpoint of
different stakeholders and participants, four other questions will be answered by the
help of the field study.

1) Why have urban parks been produced as part of urban transformation
projects? Are they developed as parts of the urban green system or are they
just project based developments? What are the main strategies to develop
these areas?

2) Are there any benefits of the urban parks for project developers? Do they
want to make investments on these urban parks? If so, why?

3) What are the effects of urban parks on rightholders — gecekondu dwellers?

4) Do urban parks have an impact on the sale of houses produced in urban

transformation projects?
I.11. Methodology of the Research

The reseach design of this thesis is based on literature review for the first set of
research questions and case study research for the second set of research questions.
As one of the qualitative research designs, case study research requires the intensive
study of a case or cases (Glesne, 2011). This intensive study of a case or cases often
involve in-depth interviewing and document collection and analysis (Glesne, 2011).

In this study, multiple case study design is adopted. Three urban parks have been
chosen as the cases to be examined in the scope of this research. The main reason to
select these urban parks is that all of them are produced within urban transformation
projects. There are also other urban parks which are planned to be produced in urban
transformation projects but these projects have not started yet. Therefore, urban

transformation projects which locate an urban park within its borders and are at a
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certain level of development have been chosen as the case studies. These cases are
Goksu Urban Transformation Project (Goksu UTP), North Ankara Entrance Urban
Transformation Project (North Ankara Entrance UTP) and South Park Ankara Urban
Transformation Project(South Park Ankara UTP). In order to answer the second set
of research questions, interviews were made with different target groups. Because the
level of development of urban transformation projects is different, the participants of

the interviews differ from project to project.

Table I.11.1. : Number of Interviews (prepared by the author of the thesis)
Target Groups
Project Names L Project Gecekondu
Municipality Newcomers
Developer Dwellers
Goksu UTP 1 2 Not existent 10
North Ankara i
1 3 25 Not existent
Entrance UTP
South Park ) )
1 2 Not existent | Not existent
Ankara UTP
Table L.11.1. shows the target groups which were interviewed. In South Park Ankara

UTP, project developers did not let to make interviews with newcomers because of
security concerns. Therefore, the information about this project could only be taken
from the municipality and the project developer. In Goéksu UTP, there are not any
gecekondu dwellers in the area. The project area was empty so the target group was
restricted with the municipality, the project developer and newcomers. Lastly, for
North Ankara Entrance UTP, interviews were made with the municipality, the
project developer and gecekondu dwellers because the houses to be sold were still
under construction. Within the scope of the fieldwork, interviews were held with 25
participants which include 13 participants in the residential area and 12 participants

in the parking area. All newcomers and gecekondu dwellers people were housewives
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and had similar age groups-elderly. Thus, it is intended to reduce the factors that
affect the use of the park in different times. All interviews ended when the same

answers started to be received.

As for the data collection method, semi-structured interview method was utilized. To
understand the reasons of the behavior of Ankara Greater Municipality, the
interviews were held with project officers. The questions of semi-structured

interview were as below for this target group:

1) What are the reasons to choose these areas as urban parks or recreation areas?
2) Are there any advantages or disadvantages to improve these urban parks?
3) What is the percentage of urban parks in this urban transformation project?

Another supply side of the development of urban parks is the project developer.

Therefore, semi structured interviews were made around these three questions:

1) What is the importance and use of the park in the project?
2) Have did you make any investment in the park?
3) What are the advantages and disadvantages of the park to the project?

In order to understand the demand side of the project, the following questions were

asked to the gecekondu dwellers:

1) For how long have you been living here?
2) How often do you use the park?
3) What are the reasons for using or not using the park?

4) What are the advantages and disadvantages of the park for you?

The last set of interviews were made with newcomers around the following

questions:

1) For how long have you been living here?
2) Which features of projects that you paid attention to buy this house?
3) What do you think about the park which is yet to be developed?

12



All these interviews help to understand the demand and supply side strategies and
usage of urban parks. Because all projects have different development levels, in the
framework of all these interviews, the strategies and opinion of supply and demand
side can be analyzed totally. In case studies, it is important to triangulate the data,
which means collecting data from different resources such as interviews, documents
and observations (Glesne, 2011). Therefore, in addition to literature review and
interviews, plans of the urban transformation projects and advertisement brochure of
the housing projects were also examined. Analyses of the data collected in this

research are based on content analysis.

This study consists of 5 chapters. Chapter | is introduction which discusses the
background behind the basic arguments of the study, aim and scope of the study and
the methodology of the research. In Chapter Il, emergence of urban parks and the
situation of urban green areas in urbanization practices are analyzed via the literature
review. In this chapter, urban parks were examined in four different periods and the
questions about the purpose urban parks, economic and political discourses that
influence the parks in different periods as well as the target social groups are
answered. In Chapter Ill, first, emergence of urban parks in Turkey is explained
shortly, and then the chapter focuses on urban parks’ production strategies and
dynamics in the case of Ankara. Parallel to the previous chapter, in this chapter, the
parks that were produced in Ankara until the 21st century were examined within 3
periods. In general, the place of the urban parks, the groups that urban parks serve
and their production strategies are analyzed in the context of urbanization that was
shaped by the economic and political changes between the periods as in the previous

chapter.

Chapter 1V is the case study chapter. This chapter examines the case study urban
transformation projects and the urban parks within these projects, namely the Goksu,
the South Park and the North Ankara Entrance urban transformation projects. All the
projects were discussed and evaluated based on the information provided by the
actors interviewed during the field study. As a result of the case study analysis, the

Chapter IV clarifies the meanings of the urban parks produced in the urban
13



transformation projects for demand and supply sides. Last but not the least, Chapter
V is the conclusion where final remarks and suggestions for future actions are

discussed.
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CHAPTER II

GREEN OPEN SPACES AND URBAN PARKS

WITHIN PLANNING PROCESS

I1.1. Introduction

Urban green areas have an important role in planning and human life. Since the first
settlement emerged, the relationship between human and nature has been changing
due to different political and planning approaches. The meanings and functions of
urban green areas have differentiated from ancient civilizations to modern world
within scales such as a promise of happiness and peace, the space to dive in religious
excitement and philosophy, a symbol of monetary, societal and political power, a
nutritious source for the crowded families with too many children, a reachable
garden for the stressed inhabitants living in the metropolis at the end of 20th century
(ilkay, 2016, 10). In addition to this, there are also different meanings and usages of
different types of the urban green areas such as royal parks, public parks, and
recreational areas and so on. Also, these different urban parks serve for different
motivations about political, economic, environmental and social. This change in
motivations and meaning has been in line with the views of ruling and dominant
classes of that period. Although parks have undergone a discursive change, they have
served as an urban space to certain social groups of the time (generally politically
powerful or wealthy). In this chapter, the origin and evaluation of motivations behind
urban green areas are explained and which groups are served by urban parks
historically is analyzed. The main purposes of this chapter are to show the effects of
politics and ideologies on production of urban parks and to discuss whether or not
urban parks are just public spaces for all social groups.
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I11.11. Before the Industrial Revolution

The evaluation of the relationship between human and nature have been continuously
creating new meanings and use of urban green areas. One of the milestones of this
evaluation is the agricultural revolution in Neolithic Era (8000-5500 BC). Before the
agricultural revolution, in hunter-gatherer mode of life, human beings benefited from
the nature directly within their nomadic culture. In this era, green areas were used for
shelter, nutrition and the habitat of animals. Inside these areas, animals were bred for
hunting and there were severe penalties for trespassing and poaching of the stock.
Many of these hunting parks in Britain were the basis of the large landscape parks of
the late 17" and 18" centuries, as landowners increased their estates through

enclosure.

After the agricultural revolution, human beings started to settle. In the first settlement
areas, green areas which had religious and symbolic value were produced. Origin of
the idea of ‘‘garden’’ came from a myth of heaven. Ilkay (2016, 10) cited that
Mayer-Tasch (2003) argues that on the basis of garden phenomenon there exists a
myth of heaven, which has been transmitted from culture to culture getting through
geographies and historical periods. Moreover, Tan and Jim (2017, 49) explain that
various religions and cultures have vested symbolic meanings in plants and urban
green spaces provide places of contemplation and reflection in the bustle of the city;
creation and preservation of green spaces in cities for religious, spiritual and
symbolic reasons are, inspiringly, a widespread practice. Trees in urban green areas
also had religious importance in human life (Dwyer, Schroeder and Gobster, 1991).

The agricultural revolution is also seen as the first step to improve the agricultural
green areas.In Hellenistic era, large gardens with dense vegetables, marble and
bronze statues, fountains, sitting areas, pergolas and colonnades but differently, was
produced in houses of rich at ancient Roman cities. In addition, also in Turkish
culture, gardens were attached to palace. However, as different as before, Great
Seljuk created its own gardens with motifs and enthusiasm to settle down. Therefore,

it can be said that Turks redefined their relationship with nature as a result of both
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settling down and embracing a new religion (ilkay, 2016, 15). These were the
starting points of the green areas in the settlement pattern. These examples show that
the origin of urban parks belongs to a religious origin and for the sake of high
income and ruling class. Therefore, it can be said that, originally, urban parks are not
created for public use.

IL.111. The 18" Century Urban Parks

The 1700s were the years of migration to cities and most European cities were
becoming larger. The number of newcomers in cities was increasing, and networks
of sociability were developing. In this period, large urban parks were built (Can,
2007, 28). According to the analyses of ilkay (2016), in the 18" century, there are
four types of urban parks. These types are large or small green lots, baroque (palace)
gardens, cemetery and formal parks. Two points are critical in this issue: the
relationship between nature and society was defined in a more passive manner; and
secondly, the green spaces of the time were owned by aristocrats and the royal class
and therefore not open to the public (ilkay, 2016, 16). On the other hand, baroque

gardens were also owned by aristocrats and royal class.

Rooijen (2000, 215) explains that, historically, palace parks were an enclosed area
where the lord could pursue his hunting privilege and later it began to indicate the
large-scale garden around the master's residence. These royal gardens and parks were
opened to public during end of the 18" and 19" century. The design was still much
of a high culture-based art form and ownership remained with the king, the sovereign
or the state (Rooijen, 2000, 215). These areas served for upper and middle classes,
however; uncivilized and ill-behaved classes of the societies were excluded from
these areas. As Rooijen (2000, 215) says, the most convincing argument for creating
such an open space was that a park would give the sovereign popularity amongst its
subjects. It can be said that until the industrial revolution, there were not any urban
parks dedicated to public usage. The green areas belonged to specific classes of the
society. Therefore, development of green areas at that time was based on the demand

or in other words mercy of these specific classes. Till the industrial revolution,
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natural environment diffused to urban space to some extent but it also stayed apart
from human settlements. However the industrial revolution led to a substantial
transformation of the interaction between built and natural environment (ilkay,
2016).

I1.1V. The 19" century Urban Parks

In the 19™ century, the industrial revolution was the main reason of all changes.
Because of the industrial revolution, new types of economic and politic thoughts
emerged and developed. Also, with the industrial revolution, huge migration to urban
areas occurred. For this reason, cities became more heterogeneous areas. Urban areas
were affected by these new thoughts and huge migration. It can be said that the
industrial revolution had also many changes on urban space. The relationship
between human, urban space and nature was redefined by the industrial revolution

and its results.

Open public spaces such as “urban parks, coffee houses, cafés, theaters, opera
houses, assembly rooms and court halls appeared as meeting places of strangers”
(Ilkay, 2016, 15). In these areas, the domination of upper and middle classes was
seen. Moreover, parks were opened to all citizens that included working class and
low income groups in order to teach how to socialize by viewing the others. In these
areas, low income and working classes were pushed to behave as middle and upper
classes. As Sennett (1987), Carr (1992) and Cybriwsky (1999) mention that pleasure
grounds, which were serving to privileged groups in the 1600s, were then opened to
a wider sections of the society at relatively more central locations than the 1800s
(Tung, 2003 cited in Ilkay, 2016, 16). Therefore, it can be said that with the industrial
revolution, urban public areas started to be located at more central places and with

increased access to almost all social groups.

In this period, with high population and pollution which occurred after
industrialization, urban parks started to be used in order to escape from unhealthy
and crowded city. Cities, especially the large ones in Great Britain, faced the

problems of housing, crowding, pollution of water, soil and air, and as a result, health
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problems. Therefore, ‘public health’’ and ‘’hygiene’’ gained urgency in planning of
human settlements especially for working classes who were living in very bad living
and health conditions (Bingdl, 2006, 11 cited in Ilkay, 2016, 18). Parks were
explicitly recognized as the "lungs" of the city and in the interest of the wider
community no parts of town could be safely excluded from this cure and the implicit
political motive behind the creation of green open spaces made available to the

masses was the desire for a stable society (Rooiken, 2000, 219).

A new movement emerged in the 19" century because of these negative results of the
industrial revolution. The movement was introduced by English Landscape
Gardening School and influenced public park movement in USA, which lasted about
50 years after 1850 (Bingél, 2006 cited in ilkay,2016, 18). Initial issues of public
park movement were "public access to urban parks" and "a search for a healthy place
in the chaotic situation in industrial cities". As a result, the movement offered great
parks with sunlight, fresh and open air, trees, all of which presents a ' ' remedy" for
the bad living conditions and chaos in cities (Bingdl, 2016 cited in Ilkay, 2016, 19).
The idea that "public should access to urban parks" led to the policy of producing

urban parks at more central locations.

The movement had a philosophical approach whose basis lays in romanticism and its
belief that nature and natural scenery had the power to uplift and restore human
spirit, theological and nationalistic sources (Low et al. 2005, 20). As we understand
the reasons behind the movement, Romanticism was also born to react to the effects
of industrial capitalism which was rapidly growing cities, factory life, epidemic
diseases, and smoke. In these gardens, formal design and straight lines were used in
order to reflect baroque design principles. Moreover, as Schmidt (2008, 92) mentions
that center of this movement was the preservation of natural features and a
celebration of what was perceived to be the "natural” English countryside (itself not

natural), which the wealthy went to great lengths to emulate.

Rooijen (2000, 213) explains that the American parks derived not just from European

antecedents but from an anti-urban idea that dwelt on the traditional prescription for
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relief from the evils of the city-to escape country. Therefore, urban parks were
emerged in order to escape from a dense and unhealthy city life with aesthetic
formula that was simulated the idealized English and North American countryside.
Although the main issue seemed like environmental and about health, it was not
served for every citizen in the society. Although these urban parks were located at
central places of the city and the principle of accessibility of the public was adopted,
again some specific social groups could benefit from these areas. Also, the design of
the landscape and other features of these parks were the reflections of the needs of
particular social groups. Prospect Park which was designed by Frederick Law
Olmsted and Calvert VVaux is the best example of that type.

Prospect Park in Brooklyn encompassed 526 acres and incorporated pastures, woods,
gathering places, and systems of surface waters, carriages drives, and footpaths (Low
et al., 2005, 20). Because of the laws of supply and demand, some of the landscape
designers argue that they were compelled to work chiefly for the rich and to study
rich men's wants, fashions and prejudices. In addition to these, there are discussions
about the relationship between "naturalism-romanticism' and 'elitist open spaces". As

it is mentioned in Schmidt's article (2008, 101), David Pepper notes that

The popularization of nature was largely a product of ‘those who lived in
cities or whose family money came from industrial capital. Such elitist
romanticism... favored noble simplicity over an industrial complexity,
feeling over rationality and aesthetics over utilitarianism.

In the same century, in addition to this movement, in England, rural cemeteries like
Mount Auburn in Cambridge Massachusetts were opened for public usage. After
that, idea of garden cemetery was soon adapted to other cities such as Green-Wood
Cemetery in Brooklyn, Laurel Hill Cemetery in Philadelphia. Low, Taplin and
Scheld (2005, 21) explains that the rural cemetery was an important precursor to the
urban landscape park in demonstrating the popularity of a romantic landscape of

winding paths, groves of trees, ponds, and beautiful views.

Another effort to integrate open space provision with public health reform was the

playground movement, which originated in Boston in the mid-1880s (Schmidt, 2005,
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97). The main purpose of the creating a playground was to improve the mental,
moral, and physical well-being of children. As it is mentioned in Schmidt's article
(2005, 97), Charles Hughes, governor of New York, put it most succinctly in an
address to the 2nd annual congress of the Playground Association of America: “we
want playgrounds for our own children into order that we may conserve the health of
our people”. In addition to physical health, it was believed that playgrounds provided
also moral well-being. These parks were located in the periphery of the city because
main target groups of these urban parks were the neighbourhood residents.
Therefore, the scale of these parks was also smaller than other urban parks which

located centrally and served publicly.
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Figure IL.IV.l. : The Plan of Prospect Park (Source: 1901 map of Prospect Park
(Parks  Department 1902  Annual Report ),(n.d.) Retrived from
https://www.triposo.com/poi/W___ 19853889 )

In the 19" century, different from other periods, citizens would not just benefit from
a park, they also donated to them; they would actually create such public parks and

similar spaces for themselves and those who paid for the provision were basically
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their owners (Rooijen, 2000, 216). Rooijen (2000) defines these parks as Bourgeois
Park. The idea that those who pay were owner caused to create a villas with parks by
property developers. The park offered the wealthy a setting for desirable villas and

creating such parks could be profitable (Roojen, 2000, 217).
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Figure ILIV.II. : Typical Design of Villa Park (Source: Urban Planning in a
Changing World)

These parks contained opportunities for elitist leisure activities such as horse riding
or cycling. It was understood that urban green areas were created for the wealthiest
residential areas although low rent and high density housing areas which were seen

after the industrial revolution didn’t have enough green areas.

In the mid-19", recreational landscapes also appeared. In small and growing cities,
unplanned and informal open spaces which were located the outside were used to get

together, sports and games. Another type of vernacular tradition was commercial
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pleasure ground such as Vauxhall Gardens in London or Copenhagen's Tivoli
Gardens. The pleasure grounds liberally mixed all styles of art and decoration to
create recreational spaces that responded to popular desires for novelty and diversion
(Low et al., 2000, 22). Unlike the idea of creating healthy recreation areas for all
citizens, in reality, these parks were produced for middle-class standards. Working-
class was excluded from these green areas. For example, the Central Park was
established in a central location in order to create social attraction among all citizens.
However, as Schmidt (2005, 98) mentions, Roy Rosenzweig and Elizabeth Blackmar
note that working classes were not represented in Central Park and different classes
tended to use the park on different days of the week, at different times of year, and in
different ways. However, in the 20" century and later, the idea, which urban parks
were produced for wealthier and middle classes of society, had to change. The needs
and demands of an increasing number of voters were taken into consideration. For
this reason, unlike the 19" centuryin the 20" century, the period of democratization,
also had a major impact on the ownership concept of urban open space.In the early
1900s, the idea of people's park as a green space for the people started to become an
acceptable idea (Rooijen, 2000, 220). To analyze whether these democratization
thoughts took place in reality or not, the 20" century’s urban parks must be analyzed.
Before the analysis of urban parks in the 20" century, understanding the utopian
thoughts which were created in the 20™ century can be helpful to understand the

general perspectives.

In the 20™ century, utopias were the main thought to shape urban space with new
physical and social pattering. The provision of green areas was considered as a part
of the whole spatial structure of the city and served as a symbol and platform of new
urban styles (ilkay, 2016, 23). In other words, these utopian thougths emerged as a
counter argument to overcome the high density and unhealthy urbanization practice
which spread out after the industrial revolution. Garden City which was created by
Howard, Broadacre City which was created by Wright and Le City Radiant which
was created by Le Corbusier are the examples of these utopias.
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Garden City and Broadacre City are different from the Le City Radiant according to
their urbanization level. Garden City and Broadacre City are anti-urban utopias. This
means that having a spatial pattern of low density, one-storey buildings with sporting
areas, farms in small size and gardens, which promise a life integrated with nature
(ilkay, 2016, 24). Anti-urban intellectuals' basic argument was that the lack of a
traditional romantic attachment to the city has pervaded all levels of intellectual,
social, and political thought to the present day (Schmidt, 2008, 92). In Le City
Radiant, in order to provide continuous parks and pedestrian roads, the buildings

were uplifted by colons and roads were elevated.

Garden City movement had a major ideological and practical influence on the
planning of many major cities during the twentieth century (Rooijen, 2000, 223).
Howard created the idea of satellite cities for health. In the Garden City model,
settlement areas were self-contained within the system of the new social city which
bankrupts the old city. Garden City model provided inspiration about new town in
which green space was an integral part of a human scale-design in order to improve
living conditions both physically and mentally. According to Howard, urban park
was more than just green space; it was an opportunity for a fresh start for community
living removed from the power relations of established centers like London (Bonne
and Modarres, 2009, 168).

Garden city model development was not created suddenly; it took many stages to
reach this model. The urban elites must leave the town in order to live in more
attractive countryside. Cities would not create such environments to retain their own
inhabitants, but also to strengthen their appeal to residents with higher incomes form
other large cities (Rooijen, 2000, 224). Although, originally, Garden City model
tried to provide living in a peaceful, healthy, spacious, green environment for every
citizen, in reality the suburbian areas with green spaceswere used by higher income
groups. After these utopian thoughts, urban parks were seen as not only the element

of urban space but also the part of a human life.
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I1.VI. The 20" Century Urban Parks

After the World War 11, new type of economic situation created new type of policies
and administration system. This new type of administration system was called the
Welfare State. The Welfare State was first used to describe Labor Britain after 1945
(Briggs, 1961, 9).

Briggs (1961, 14) defines the Welfare State as a state in which organized power is
deliberately used (through politics and administration) in an effort to modify the play
of market forces in at least three directions — first, by guaranteeing individuals and
families with a minimum income irrespective of the market value of their work or
their property; second, by narrowing the extent of insecurity by enabling individuals
and families to meet certain “‘social contingencies’’ (for example, sickness, old age
and unemployment) which lead, otherwise, to individual and family crises and third,
by ensuring that all citizens regardless of status or class are offered the best standards
available in relation to a certain agreed range of social services. The new relationship

between state and citizens occurred after this transformation

The Welfare State policies were based on the equity of citizens. In addition to this,
new concept which appeared after these approaches was ‘‘justice’’. With rising of
environmental and social justice issues, the meaning of urban green areas was also
changed. Urban parks were seen as a part of urban services and the idea that all
citizens could achieve all services which were equally provided by public became
popular. Therefore, urban parks started to develop for all citizens who included poor
and working classes. The tax revenues collected from citizens were used to develop
urban parks as public services. However, equality and justice principles only
remained in statements. The only reality, in this period, was mathematical

distributions rather than social and political.

In the second half of 20™ century, with rising distributional policies, the efficiency of
urban greenery was a problematic area defined and considered as a spatial
component which was enhancing the welfare of the society (ilkay, 2016, 29). With

this transformation, the provision of green open space only became an obvious
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integral part of town planning- at least in the industrialized world- during the second
half of the twentieth century (Rooijen, 2000, 212). Municipal policies became
important in order to develop urban green areas. ilkay (2016, 22) explains that these
policies resulted in Municipal Park Movement, on the basis of this movement urban
green areas were provided with the models of green rings, radials, fingers, and belts
within the spatial structure of the city. The best reflection of this idea was
comprehensive planning approaches in this period. As Rooijen (2000, 221) mentions
that the systematic approach to open space planning was also enriched by the
American concept of the parkway-linking separate green open spaces by continuous
green corridors. Moreover, green fingers were a popular idea in Scandinavian town
planning in order to provide relationship between the surrounding countryside and

the city.

Comprehensive planning was developed via ‘approaches of land use’, ‘zoning’ and
classification of urban norms, which shaped the functions, standards and features of
successful urban green areas (Bingdl, 2016, 20 cited in ilkay, 2016 25). Zoning was
used by municipalities to address common environmental concerns through the
privatization of open space (Schmidt, 2008, 103). In this period, unimproved and
purely natural green spaces were replaced with systematic and re-organized natural
areas. In the scientific planning approach of the twentieth century, artistic value, so
clearly present in the public garden, was considered as of less importance (Rooijen,
2000, 220). In addition to these, in the modernist area, rational thought and positivist
scientific methods were some of the main axes of movement to reject the traditions
and develop ‘‘the new”’ (ilkay, 2016, 23).

The systematization of urban green spaces started to be more scientific. As Rooijen
(2000, 221) explains the German planners Koch and Wagner made major
contributions to open space planning, setting clear quantitative and systematic
guidelines. Wagner created some simple guidelines for distances. From this period,
green open spaces became well-defined areas within urban space. It was consolidated
as an integral part of total land use package, to be rationally created and conserved in

the proper proportion to housing, work, and traffic (Rooijen, 2000, 221).
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Transportation system has also effects on urban green areas. Improved transport
system helped to make urban plans in larger scales. Moreover, increasing mobility
allowed redefining the hierarchy of green open spaces of cities. Green open spaces
cannot be limited to city itself nor its immediate surroundings. In addition to this,
modern transportation system allowed creation of recreational places and spacessuch
as country clubs, caravan parks, holiday camps, golf courses in the countryside. Later
in the 1960s, the recreation concept was enlarged with commercial facilities and
entertainment commodities, cultural and educational institutions such as exhibitions
and museums, zoos, added entertaining activities with commercial content such as
restaurants, bars, beer gardens, buffets, taverns (Bingél, 2006 cited in Ilkay, 2016,
27).

Shortly, with comprehensive planning, urban parks had some standards and urban
parks were developed according to these standards such as size of urban parks
orwalking distances. By the 1990s, the concept of social justice and distributional
equity regained an importance in geographical studies via the concepts of
accessibility, proximity and safety of open public spaces and natural-green urban
areas in relation with their local potentials (Bingdl, 2006 cited in Ilkay, 2016, 29).
Although urban parks started to be seen as a public property which all citizens could
reach, these areas could not serve to everyone because these areas were regulated and
developed by local and central authorities. After this period, location and usage of

the urban parks were differentiated.

ILV. The Late 20th century and 21th century — The Neoliberal Period and
Sustainability - Green City Branding

After the Welfare State lost its importance, because of economic crisis, new
economic system appeared in world. This system is called the Neoliberalism.
Neoliberalism, in structural critique, is a project that emerged in the late 1970s for
restructuring international capitalism and restoring conditions for capital
accumulation (Harvey, 2005 cited in Tulunella, 2015, 119). After this economic

revolution, public authorities started to change their strategies. Because of increasing
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of circulation, globalization and new types of economic situations, public authorities,
unlike in the Welfare State period, started to give their responsibilities to private
sector. Market-led provision became the main type of provision in the world and

public authorities cut their expenditures.

Brand (2007, 618) summarized these changes by mentioning seven major
characteristics of neoliberalism at urban level which are described by Brenner and
Theadore (2002). First one was the heightened importance of city-region as a key
spatial scale in the global economy and the rise of competitiveness. Second one was
the multi-scale of government. The restructuring of local government and the
introduction of private sector management techniques was third one.Forth one was
new forms of governance and promotion of an enterprise culture. The restructuring
of labor market was fifth one. Sixth one was privatization and marketization and last
one was the rise of service sector and cultural economy. Similar to the previous

periods, this new political era created the new urban development thoughts.

One of new thoughts was that cities started to be seen as competitive elements. As it
is mentioned in Fainstein’s (2014, 356) article, Schmidt and Thacher note that
competition has been a core principle of neoliberalism. For this reason, if cities want
to be alive, they have to compete with other cities. Therefore, mega-project started to
develop. These projects were made by public-private relationship. Within these
urban development projects, urban green areas were used. According to Brand
(2007), urban environment was used in neoliberal urban development project as the
competitive requirement of a clean-green city image to attract investment, leading
sector of professional workers and tourists and the need to demonstrate a city’s sense
of global responsibility through the adaptation of environmental initiatives and
participation in international urban environmental programs. Such urbanization has
been characterized by a shift away from a tightly regulated, Keynesian, social-
welfare model of urban management toward entrepreneurial models in which market
logics dominate policy and drive growth, growth coalitions and entrepreneurial city
agencies gain power, and urban branding becomes a central aim (Harvey 2001;

Brenner and Theodore 2003; Hackworth, 2007; Greenberg, 2008 cited in Greenberg,
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2015, 109). In these city-branding projects, urban parks were used as branding
objects. Although urban branding projects date back to the 1980s, using
sustainability and green city for branding issues occurred since the 2000s. For
example, at a meeting of Stockholm City Council Environment Programme,
representatives made it clear that the city should be built upon the ‘*Green Capital”’
award to brand the city as a ‘“world-class’’ destination for green capitalism and as
the European leader for sustainable growth industries (Isenhour, 2015, 58-59). The
answer of ‘“‘How did green places become branding objects for cities?’” was behind
the attraction of skilled worker and tourism, and the negative effects and

consequences of industrialization.

Deindustrialization process created different kinds of jobs. In these jobs, skilled
workers were employed. According to Prilenska (2012), economy shifted from
industrial to knowledge so industrial cities try to reduce their dependency on
manufacturing and develop new sources. This change caused more mobile skilled
workers and business. As it was mentioned before, because of the competitive
situation, the image-making of cities became important in order to attract skilled
workers and business. There are many researches about this issue. Prilenska (2012)
mentions that skilled workers want to live in a place which has quality and affordable
housing, public amenities and services, short travel times, lifestyle and cultural
opportunities, and quality of city space, such as well-maintained green and public
spaces. Busch and Anderberg (2015) also mention that in the emerging "knowledge
economy", cities increasingly compete with one another and try to attract a talented,
innovative and creative work-force (the creative class) as well as companies that
employ them for well-paid jobs (Florida, 2002 cited in Busch and Anderberg, 2015,
3).

Greenberg (2015, 112-113) explains this argument in her research as

To become and maintain their position as ‘‘market leaders’’ in the realm of
urban sustainability, cities and regions, as well as the corporations and real
estate developers that build them, understand the need to create a brand
image and narrative that can circulate across an array of media and cultural
landscapes and communicate to a variety of target audiences. In cities and
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regions, two kinds of entrepreneurial city and regional bodies have played a
significant role; economic development and tourism-marketing agencies.

Davidson (2003, 662) explains that argument here is that while sustainable city
projects have impacted urban processes, these impacts are ultimately shaped and
conditioned by the demands of "neoliberal state ideology and interurban economic
competition". Moreover, Greenberg (2015, 105) mentions that in the age of urban,
environmental, and financial crisis, as well as intense global competition, the pursuit
of a particular, market-oriented version of sustainability has become popular and has
been instrumentalized to support broader goals of urban economic growth.
Therefore, the city as a place for profitable business and the city as a good place to
live in create green-city branding. Furthermore, Roger Keil interprets emergent
discourses of sustainability since the 1992 Rio de Janerio Summit as ‘‘a recipe for
the survival of capitalism’’ in which ‘sustainability gets redefined as one of the
possible routes for neoliberal renewal of the capitalist accumulation process’ (Keil,
2007, 46 cited in Quastel, 2099, 702). Briefly, although sustainable urban
development occurs in order to achieve environmental-friendly urban development,
because of neoliberal policies, sustainable urban development has became a profit-
making process. In other words, for the last forty years, notions of ‘‘sustainable
development’” have been viewed as coterminous with the rise of neoliberalism, and
as geared towards the ‘‘preservation of a particular social order rather than... the

preservation of nature per se’” (Harvey 1996, 148 cited in Greenberg, 2015, 106).
Greenberg (2015, 126) summarized these processes as;

It may be argued that sustainability strategies, like cultural strategies are now
integral to neoliberal urban policies emphasizing rent and zoning
deregulation, luxury development and privatization.

All these research show that ‘‘the green things’’ have become the main strategies to
improve investments and urban rant. Urban redevelopment projects are also affected
by this trend. Therefore, public and private developers use ‘‘green objects’’ in their
urban redevelopment projects. With this change, as opposed to the industrialization
period, urban parks were created for commercial activities and gained more profit

from urbanization of some parts of the city. Therefore, locations of urban parks are
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recently different from where urban parks were located in the industrialization
period. The central location which provides accessibility for all groups is not primary
as it was in the industrialization period. The location of urban projects designated the
locations of large-scale urban parks after Neoliberal development thoughts whether
the center or periphery of urban.

I11.V.1. Urban Parks produced by Urban Redevelopment Projects

In the previous section of research, it can be understood that with the neoliberal
urbanization, green urban development projects were used as city-branding. Rather,
the pursuit of sustainability has increasingly become ‘instrumentally rational’ or the
means to a larger end, namely the pursuit of profit and competitive advantage
(Weber, 1978 cited in Greenberg, 2015, 125). Therefore, the main idea behind these
development projects wasprofit-making. As it was mentioned before,in urban
redevelopment projects, green areas were used in order to create branding projects
and increase profit. There are two types of urban redevelopment projects which have
large scale urban parks. The first one used as a revitalization of brownfield areas
after deindustrialization process and the second one was made in low income areas as

part of residential redevelopment projects.

Greenberg (2015) explains that we see new forms of ‘environmental gentrification’
as low-income housing is replaced by ‘‘green’” market-rate development (Quastel,
2009; Checker, 2011 cited in Greenberg, 2015, 126). The term of environmental
gentrification refers to two things. The first one is the improvement of the existing
urban green areas and this process, later, causes to replacement of low income groups
by middle or high income groups. The second refers to the urban green space itself
that are produced within the urban redevelopment projects so as to show or
commercialize these projects as environmentally friendly or green. Therefore, as
long as green areas and high quality environment increase the value of the area,

gentrification process starts to occur.
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Quastel (2009, 702) in his research, argues that;

Gentrification may arise due to new forms of urban environmental
governance as languages of sustainability become applied to the
entrepreneurial city. Urban governance trends toward urban revitalization,
attracting wealthy residents, or cleaning up industrial sites that otherwise
have gentrifying effects are now cast as green.

In the mid-20™ century, brownfield redevelopment became one of the main urban
development strategies. As it is mentioned in the article of Fisher (2011, 5), the
reality for many major manufacturing and industrial cities in the late 1970s was a
pattern of economic decline in the urban centers, leading to abandonment and
subsequent blight of urban centers, thus the creation of brownfield. Main
characteristics of brownfield areas were abandoned, often but not always
contaminated, required reclamation/revitalization and relict of industry. These areas
had environmental, economic and social problems. For this reason, redevelopment of
these areas became a main issue. With redevelopment, reduction soils and water
contamination, improvement public safety, increasing municipality tax base and job
creation for local resident were provided. The primary focus of developer investment
interest was on the sites that were viable economic development (Krake, 2007, 3).
These areas would be used in order to create urban green and urban parks. As it is
mentioned in article of Kraske (2007, 15-16)

Depending on one’s scope of the definition, it can be estimated that almost
half of all existing brownfields may be best suited for long-term uses (i.e.
community garden) or for permanent open space, parkland or buffer zones.
The opportunity to transform these lots into community green spaces or
community gardens is often a sensible short-term solution with long-term
benefits to surrounding community. Moreover, neighborhood greening and
community gardens are effective tools in brownfield redevelopment and
vacant land reuse on three critical level which are environmental,
social/cultural and economic status of community.

The examples of these redevelopment type urban parks are Torino Metallurgy and
Car Industry area and Vienna Cable Industry area. These urban parks provided some
opportunities such as increasing attractiveness of real estates and reduction of some

public fees. In Italy, if a builder takes in change a remediation of portion of
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brownfield that has to become a green area or park, it often has building fees that

have to be paid to municipality (Seibilec, 2012, 17).

Another example which was studied by Curran and Hamilton (2012) shows that how
brownfield areas became ‘‘urban green gentrification’” areas. They use the term of
‘“‘environmental gentrification’” in order to explain this process. Environmental
gentrification means environmental improvements result in the displacement of
working-class residents as clean up and reuse of undesirable land uses make the
neighborhood more attractive and drive up real estate prices (Curran and Hamilton,

2012, 1027). They also mention that environmental gentrification as;

The convergence of urban redevelopment, ecologically minded initiatives
and environmental activism in an era of advanced capitalism. Operating
under the seemingly a political rubric of sustainability, environmental
gentrification builds on the material and discursive successes of the urban
environmental justice movement and appropriates them to serve high-end
redevelopment that displaces low-income residents (Checker, 2011, 212
cited in Curran and Hamilton, 2012, 1031).

Checker (2011) also uses environmental gentrification term. In her research,
Harlem’s GreenX: Change project is explained. The main aim of the project is to
improve urban green environment by urban redevelopment projects. In other words,
creating new green areas within the redevelopment projects is the one of the purposes
of the project. The project was served as sustainable and environmentally-friendly by
public and private sector. However, while it appears as politically neutral planning
that is consensual as well as ecologically and socially sensitive; in practice it
subordinates equity profit-minded development (Checker, 2011, 212). According to
research, after the project finished, gentrification process was seen.

Because of the industrial revolution, as it is mentioned before, unplanned settlement
areas started to get in the urban areas. Another type of urban transformation projects

with green areas is made on residential areas.

Within these urban redevelopment projects,‘‘green-brand’’ or ‘‘sustainable city”’
issues also were used.As it is mentioned in the article of Lee (2007, 3), the new urban

renewal projects are “the material expression of a developmental logic that views
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megaprojects and place-marketing as means for generating future growth and for

waging a competitive struggle to attract investment capital”.

According to recent researches, these urban redevelopments lead to gentrification
process withdiscourse of ‘sustainability’’, “‘green’’ or ‘‘clean’’. These discourses
were used asthe ‘green mask’ of urban gentrification projects. Moreover, these
researches show that not only environmental ‘bad’ but also environmentally ‘good’

create environmental injustice.

Gould and Lewis (2012) describe this urban redevelopment process as green
gentrification. The definition of green gentrification is the urban gentrification
process which is made by the creation or restoration of environmental amenities.
They examined the process of Prospect Park. They observed that revitalization of
Prospect Park caused the rise of property values and improvement of private
development projects. After that, vulnerable groups (low-income) had to be relocated

so that high-income group would become new home owners.

Dooling (2009) also explains this gentrification process. The name of this process,
according to Dooling (2009) is ecological gentrification. In this article, samely,it is
mentioned that improvement of urban parks and greening of urban environment leads
to displacement of vulnerable groups. Dooling (2009, 630) explains this in the

research as;

| prefer to this process as ecological gentrification and, for the purpose of
this article, define it as the implementation of an environmental planning
agenda related to public green spaces that leads to the displacement or
exclusion of the most economically vulnerable human population-homeless
people- while espousing an environmental ethic. Ecological gentrification is
a provocative term that highlights the contradictions that emerge between
ecological rationality and its associated environmental ethics, and the
production of injustices for politically and economically vulnerable people.

The example of Delhi also well explains the process. The public strategy, in Delhi,
was to create “‘first class’’ living space. ‘‘First class’’ living space means to get rid
of slum areas which were defined as irregular, dirty and lack of esthetical areas.
Gherther (2010) shows how government looked urban redevelopment projects in
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Delhi. The slogan of the project was ‘‘Clean Delhi, Green Delhi’’.  This
redevelopment of slum areas causes the displacement of vulnerable low income
group. In addition to these redevelopment examples,in Detroit and Los Angeles,

revitalization of urban parks also caused gentrification process (Pincetl, 2007).

Urban Redevelopment
Green-City Branding
Green/Ecological/Environmental Gentrification

Figure I1L.V.l.1. : Diagram of Green/Ecological/Environmental Gentrification

(personal diagram)

Shortly, as it was seen above, most of the recent researches show that whatever the
name of the gentrification, the process is the same. After the improvement of urban
environment, green or urban parks, the gentrification process starts to appear. Luke’s
(1999) proposition that ‘environmentally’ has became a central characteristic of the
new political economy of globalization, which includes ‘eco-knowledge’ and ‘eco-
discipline’ as a means of keeping nations and cities within the new economic order
(Brand, 2007, 623). In all these researches, urban parks were used as marketing
strategies, branding items and mask to hide the negative results, which

weredisplacement of low income groups, of urban redevelopment projects.
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Table 11.V.1.1. : Different Values of Urban Green Areas in Different Periods
(prepared by the author of the thesis)
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CHAPTER 111

URBAN PARKS DEVELOPMENT

WITHIN URBANIZATION PROCESS IN TURKEY

I11.1. Introduction

In this part of the study, historical evolution of the urban parks in Ankara will be
analyzed. In different periods, because of different political perspectives and
economic thoughts, legal interventions are evaluated. Because of these, interventions
on urban spaces are also evaluated. In other words, economic crisis which lead to
new political and administrative strategies can be thought as the new door which
open to different urban intervention. These interventions create new meaning and use

of urban spaces.

Urban green areas are also the part of urban space, so these new intervention
strategies shape the urban green areas, too. In the previous chapter, although
intervention strategies and aims of development of urban green areas are changing
according to the needs of the era social groups which urban green areas serve to are
not changing. These areas have been developed for social groups which have
economic and administrative opportunities. How politic and economic environment
change development strategies of urban green area in Ankara is the main question
which will be answered in this part of the study. Also, which class of the society
benefit from urban green will also be answered in this part of study. In order to do
these studies, urban planning system, legal interventions and economic structure will
be analyzed together. In this part of thesis, the hypothesis that urban parks are not
just public spaces but are ideological and political reflections of their periods will be
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analyzed through the case study of Ankara. In order to understand this feature of
urban parks, from early Republican Era to present, urban parks will be compared

according to their location, function, equipment and form.
I11.11. Ottoman Period

The roots of urban parks were based on European planning approaches. With
urbanization and urban planning, urban parks firstly occurred in European cities.
Yilmaz (2015, 35) says that as the westernization process started shortly before being
accelerated in Administrative Reform period, parks, and likewise other public places
(theater, cinemas, stage entertainment, cafes, etc.) emerged in the city center of
Istanbul as Ottoman Empire was declining. These reforms were made by people who
visited Europe and were influenced by European administrative and urbanization
system. Therefore, urban parks in Turkey occurred like an imitation of European

urbanization system and emerged after Administrative Reform.

In Ottoman Empire, before urban parks, there were ‘‘mesire’’ areas in Istanbul.
Before urban planning processes were seen in Ottoman Period, mesire areas were
used as park areas as recreational and social spaces. Entertainment activities such as
births, weddings and religious ceremonies were made in the mesire areas. These
areas were seen in Ottoman Empire from the 18th century.. As the traditional
Ottoman lifestyle was a closed lifestyle depending on the community system,
““mesire’” could be defined as outdoor green urban spaces used within limited public
approach (Yilmaz, 2015, 35). During the reign of Suleiman the Magnificent, some of
them were publicly open to Ottoman citizens (Yilmaz, 2015, 36).

The first plan was prepared for Istanbul by Von Moltke in the years between 1836
and 1837 (ilkay, 2016, 96). The reasons to implement urban plan were increasing
population and development of new migrant neighborhoods. This practice was
mainly based on re-development at burnt neighborhoods, development of migrants’
new housing sites and creation of new urban parks (Tekeli, 1998, cited in ilkay,
2016, 96). Moreover, other changes were also seen in institutional structure and new

legal frameworks which had similarities with European examples.
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In 1848, “‘Ebniye Tiiziigii’” was enacted for Istanbul. With this legislation, the
weight of roads and the height of buildings were regulated. In the same period, Bekir
Pasa also prepared a different urban plan for Istanbul. According to this plan, urban
parks and gardens were recommended in neighborhood areas. Bekir Pasa who was
educated in London, was inspired by European planning practices and used open
green areas in his urban plan. In 1864, ‘‘Turuk and Ebniye Tiiziigii’” replaced the
previous ‘‘Enbiye Nizamnamesi’’ (ilkay, 2016, 97). The reason to enact this new
legislation was Hoca Pasa fire. This was the first holistic legal attempt to regulate
some of the large cities of the empire which had problems due to rapid development
in the second half of the 19th century (ilkay, 2016, 97).

The concept of public parks entered into Ottoman terminology in the 1860s (Yilmaz,
2015, 42). In 1869, the first urban park was located in the center of Istanbul, Taksim.

The design of the park was a perfect rectangular and beaux-arts design.

After its completion, Taksim Park became a central attraction for the
residents of Pera. De Amicis stated “The park is full of people and cars on
Sunday afternoons. The colorful world of Pera spreads out to the beer yards,
cafes and places of entertainment. During the summer, people played
musical instruments in the afternoons and French and Italian groups visiting
Istanbul performed operas at the park” (Yilmaz, 2015, 43).

In addition to these legislation and institutional process, ‘‘New Ottoman’’ movement
led to the establishment of “‘the public’” and ‘‘public opinion’’ in Ottoman Empire
from the 1880s (Yilmaz, 2015). With this movement and Administrative Reforms,
new social, economic and political environment started to change urban space. This

change and transformation are explained by the sentences of Celik (2013);

Changes and transitions in Ottoman social life continued after 1876 within
various dimensions. The declaration of a Constitutional Monarchy, the
participation of the public in politics; the emergence of an organized
opposition; attempts of controlling opposition groups through investigations,
espionage, inspection and censorship; mass immigration experienced after
the 1877-78 Russian War; significant changes in the demographic structure
of the capital city and its neighborhoods; developments in the education
system; demonstrations and delays due to demonstrations in daily life; and
the integration of new concepts, spaces and entertainment into daily life,
such as apartments, hotels, malls, museums, cinemas, clubs, parks,
telephones, photographs, passports, electrical trams and automobiles; and so
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the social structure and daily life of Ottomans gained totally different
characteristics to the beginning of the century (Celik, 2013, 170 cited in
Yilmaz,2016, 41-42).

In 1882, ‘‘Ebniye Kanunu’’, in parallel with these changes, was enacted. This law
was the first development law of Ottoman Empire. With this law, municipalities had
to prepare their own development plans and implementation would be made
according to these plans. Although this law was not enough to regulate beautification
and develop macroforms, this law gave important responsibilities to municipalities.
As a positive dimension, Ebniye Kanunu prohibited construction in recreational areas
- mesire yerleri (ilkay, 2016, 98). With this legislation, urban parks were also made

in Giilhane, Sultanahmet, Fatih and Uskiidar in Istanbul.

Shortly, in Ottoman Period, mesire areas were used as recreational places by people.
After increase of the relationship between Europe and Ottoman Empire such as
economic and social, Ottoman citizens started to visit Europe for different purposes,
and these visits affected urbanization system. In parallel with these developments,
new institutional and legal frameworks started to be enacted. Also, new urban public
areas such as parks, theaters orcinemas started to be established as a result of these
influences. Municipal parks started to be established after 20 years from European
““park movement’’. Rather than an ideological approach like in Europe, the parks
took place in urban space as an implementation of the western lifestyle in Istanbul, so
users of the parks were the Ottoman bourgeoisie (Yilmaz, 2015, 42). This usage form
was the same with the European primary urban parks. Also, because of the new and
limited institutionalization and legislation about urban planning, there were not any
systematic urban green systems like in Europe, urban parks were mainly located at
Istanbul,as the capital city of Ottoman Empire. The Ottoman Period can help to
understand original meaning and use of urban parks. The central location of these
urban parks do not give the publicity features, limited groups could reach and use
these urban parks as it is seen in European and American parks from the orign to

present forms.
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I11.111. Republican Era — Ankara

In Ankara, there had not been any planned urbanization process until urban plans
were prepared. Moreover, people lived mostly in rural areas. Before the Republican
Era, the only urban green area was ‘‘Millet Bahgesi’” which was located in Ulus
Square. There were a small pond and a theatre building in this garden. However, in
the Early Republican Era, firstly, small shopping areas were established in this
garden, then, the garden area was turned into Bazaar of 100. Yil with the re-
organization project of Ulus. Therefore, the only green area which had been located
before Republican Era was demolished. Moreover, from preRepublican Era to the
first half of 20" century, citizens were using vineyard houses in Cankaya, Etlik and
Kecioren, which are around the city of Ankara for the need of urban greenery

(Caliskan, 1990 cited in Ilkay, 2016).

With the establishment of Republic, Ankara entered the new social, economic and
political period. Firstly, Ankara became the capital city of Turkey. After that, new
socio-political ideas changed the view of Ankara. Ankara was started to develop as a
project area in order to show new ideology of the Republic. The phenomena of
Westernization turned into an ideology due to its implementation by certain reform

movements (Yilmaz, 2015, 44).

flkay (2016, 100) explains that the spatial institutional organization inherited from
Ottoman Empire inevitably conflicted with the socio-spatial projects of Turkish
Republic in mainly three points; 1) the lack of central political-spatial organization,
2) spatial stratification shaped on the basis of ethnic differentiation, 3) organic urban
pattern which complicated the control of nation state (Sengiil, 2003, cited in ilkay,
2016). Two ideas, in order to overcome these obstacles, are centralization and

creation of national identity.

Administrators thought that Ankara must be the model of modern National City to
other cities. However, current legislation and institutional framework were not

enough to achieve this goal. For this reason, many reforms were made. Karaburun
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(2009, 50) summarizes these important changes about legal and administrative

framework as;

The first requirement of the creation of a modern capital city was building
residential areas for government officers. The government started this
operation by issuing the Ankara Sehremanet law numbered 417. The Ankara
Sehramanet was established on 16 February 1924, by taking Istanbul as an
example. Ankara Sehremini was appointed by the central government. The
duty of the Sehramanet was providing urban services and managing and
controlling construction projects. However, it came across some difficulties
in managing uneven development. The institution was not equipped
sufficient to meet the demands of a newly developing city. In order to
compensate for the shortcomings of the Sehremanet, the Directorate of
Urban Development of Ankara was established in 1928. The duty of this
organization was to prepare a development plan for Ankara. The approval
authority for this plan was held by the Council of Ministers. In other words,
the Directorate of Urban Development was not a local institution. However,
it had an independent budget and it managed and controlled all the
construction works in city.

In addition to the need of institutional and legal transformation, there was also
another need which was action plan for Ankara. This action plan would consider: 1-
the reorganization of municipality, 2- obtaining a master plan of the city, 3- solving
the problem of sewage system, 4- solving the water problem, 5- illumination of city,
6- construction of housing, 7- construction of streets and main streets, 8- local
transportation, 9- communication by telephone, 10- budget (Cengizkan, 2002 cited in
Sarikulak, 2013, 54). Becausethere were not enough professional staff such as urban
planner or architect, foreign experts was called in order to prepare urban
development model for Ankara. The approaches of these foreign experts also shaped
urban spaces of Ankara. Although these approaches helped to achieve modernization
and westernization goals, they ignored traditional urbanization pattern and urban life
of Old Ankara.

In order to solve the problems of new capital city and create the national identity, in
1924 and 1925, Lorcher prepared two plans which are about Old and New City. The
plan for the Old City was not implemented since it was not applicable, but the
implementation of New City plan was initiated immediately to control and guide the

needed housing development in that area (Burat, 2008, 42). Lorcher was inspired by
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Garden City and Linear City movements. In the plan, greenway system, natural
green areas like valleys and vista points and one-two storey gardened housing
development approaches showed the reflections of Garden City Movement. Because
of Garden City Movement, Lorcher concerned about urban green system and
Ankara’s nature. According to Burat (2008, 44-45) the green spaces of the plan were
categorized into three different kinds. The first one was urban agriculture which are
Kaziki¢i Bostanlar1 [vegetable gardens], the Bent Deresi [stream] valley, allotment
gardens and urban gardens. These areas were used in order to create urban aesthetics
andeconomic values. The second one was valleys and streams. These areas were
used in order to create sport fields and recreational areas for public. Moreover, these
areas provided continuous green spaces system. Thirdly, sequential green space
structure supplied recreational areas and sport fields for all ages. This idea was
inspired by the Western cities. Linear City Movement was shown by axis which
started from Old City to New City. For Lorcher, the linear axis between the train
station and the Castle would represent the relation between the city and modern
transportation, and the power that reflected to the city and the old culture coming
from the past (Sarikulak, 2013, 55). Also, urban metaphors were used by Lorcher in
order to create national identity such as linear axis that name was Nation Street.

Kizilay Square as an open public space was a spatial project of this period, which
implies both the imposition of values and power by nation state and the construction
of a new life style for the arising bourgeoisie of new established state (Batuman,
2000; Batuman, 2002 cited in Ilkay, 2016, 101). Giivenpark was also created with
Lorcher Plan as a symbol of the new republic and the park was used by bourgeoisie
as a public space in 1925. Upper-income groups came to this park and sit with music
at nights. Also, the parties which were thrown around the park was also the symbolic
events which were reflection of bourgeoisie life styles. In addition to these, Ertuna's
sentence which is cited by Ayoglu (2010) described that " Monument was the main
stop for school travels and at summer nights, young people met at this park with their
guitars and accordions”. Aforementioned, school travels were made for children in

order to create national identity and dependence. Moreover, Giiven Monument which
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is located in Giivenpark represented the organization of safety and security of civil
society, which was also the main idea of national state creation. Therefore, it can be

said that Giivenpark and Kizilay Square were created for bourgeoisie and they were

the reflection of national identity in addition their central locations.

Figure I1L.1L.1 : Glvenpark (Source: Giiven Park 1940’lar (n.d.) Retrieved from
http://fotograf-gunlukleri.blogspot.com.tr/2012/10/1920-1930lar-ankarayenisehirin-

kurulusu.html)

Lorcher plan failed to satisfy the need of new national state. One of reasons was
inaccurate population estimation. Elite character ofurban development of the
Yenisehir district was far from meeting the housing shortage of the city, and which
necessitated the elaboration of a new development plan (Cengizkan, 2004, cited in
Burat, 2008, 46-47).

Herman Jansen, in 1928, prepared a plan for Ankara, on the basis of Lorcher's study.
Herman Jansen's competition project was not enacted originally. According to
Karaburun (2009, 57), a basic difference between the 1928 plan and the 1932 plan is
that the use of green strips for separating districts is much more evident in the 1928
plan and the district are not defined in the 1932 plan as they are in the 1928 plan.
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This period was defined by Giinay (2005, cited in Sarikulak, 2013, 59) as the period
of comprehensive planning which was seen obligatory in the 20th century due to the
desire to create a western city model for Ankara. For example, Jansen Plan contained
physical planning, master plan and implementation plans as recommended by the
comprehensive planning approach. Herman Jansen was also attracted by Garden City
Movement. Beside Garden City Movement, Jansen was also a follower of Camillio

Sitte's approaches.
Barut (2008, 50) explains the main characteristics of Jansen's plan as;

Jansen's planning approach is based on the principle of providing the tree
basic elements indispensable for the human health: light, air and green (licht,
luft und grun).

Jansen emphasizes designing the settlement layout, streets and buildings
according to sunlight.

By proposing gardens for houses and locating the industry zone according to
the dominant winds, Jansen aims for a proper settlement design to provide
clean air.

The 1928 plan sets up a green structure composed of natural and artificial

water bodies, green strips and different sizes of sports  fields and allotment
gardens.
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Figure HLILIL - Jansen Plan

In relation to both of these trends, Jansen proposed a human scale, modest and cheap
three-storey development (Tankut, 2000 cited in Karaburun, 2009, 52). Moreover, in
the plan, green areas were created according to natural features of city withingreen
space system. As a natural environment, Cubuk Cay1 [brook], incesu Deresi [creek]
and Bent Deresi [creek] were considered as city's natural green and recreational areas
with swimming pools and several sports facilities. Ankara's topographic features

gave the advantages to create vista points such as Hacettepe, Kale and Ismat Pasa
46



Hill. In Jansen's plans, these areas were decided as vista points and protected from
unplanned constructions. In this green space system, there was an interaction
between different green areas and these interactions created green corridors into the
city. As it was seen in the plan, this green space structure was well defined.
Greenways were also used as buffer zones between different districts and help

pedestrians move within city.

Ilkay explains the summary special policies on urban green as fallows (Miiftiioglu,
2008 cited in ilkay, 2016, 106);

To insert green belts into the housing areas and the whole city,

To create an organic system via linking green belts with other urban green
areas,

To control the limits of the city and to protect the natural features through
green belts and agricultural lands surrounding the city,

To preserve valleys and brooks such as Bent Brook, Cubuk Brook and
Incesu Valley, and to utilize from Bent Brook and Cubuk Brook as
swimming pools by constructing small dams,

To build vista points as recreational sites at the hills —Kale, Timurlenk Hill,
Ismet Pasa Hill, Hacitepe and Hacettepe— so that these places would
appear as green monuments from the city,

To construct a large urban park which would enable citizens to rest and
which would restore the view of the city with parks, trees, children
playgrounds via a deep impression on the visitors getting out of the train
station (Genglik Park),

To constitute a chain of green areas on the axis of Genglik Park, Stadium and
Hippodrome to give joy to the citizens,

To orient green belts, Genglik Parki, stadium and hippodrome towards the
Kale in order to remark the gazes of people to the historical site of Ankara,
Kale

Genglik Parki was designed as a large-scale urban park with pool which covered 1/3
of park land Building such a large water component in the heart of an Anatolia city
with steppe was a huge dream at that time, which was realized in 1946 (Uludag
Sékmen, 2005 cited in Ilkay, 2016, 105). The usage of pool was multiple from
aesthetic purposes to sport activities. The park was located in the vicinity of the train
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station. Passengers who came by train encountered the huge emptiness and ruined
city image before the park was constructed. This emptiness was converted to Genglik
Park (Giindiiz, 2002, 61).

As it is mentioned in Ozer's article (2005), Uludag defines this park as a reflection of
modernization and ideology of republic. On the one hand, the old city of Youth Park
will strengthen the organization's western urban space of the Republic of Turkey on
the one hand; the historical view of Ankara Castle and its surroundings will remind
the residents of the city (Giindiiz, 2002, 65).

The park offers more than one activity. Apart from waterfall, pool and afforested
areas, it is planned to host outdoor theatre, dance show, meeting, entertainment and
festivals. It was also thought that there would be areas of use such as coffee houses,

exhibition houses and playgrounds in places where the lake can be watched.

When considered from the point of view of park design and aesthetics, it was thought
that Jansen was influenced by British Garden Art even though it was not a landscape
architect, as mentioned in the work of Giindiiz (2002, 86).

However, instead of Jansen's park plan, the project prepared by Theo Leveau was put
into practice. Giindiiz (2002, 109) mentions that

There was no significant difference in content between the two plans. The
biggest change was about the design of the lake. Leveau's plan is preferred,
because of the economical and social difficulties of Jansen's plan. (Uludag,
2000 cited in Giindiiz, 2002, 109)

Sculptures were designed in various places in the park. For example, on the Leveau
plan, it was considered to have seven large and two small doors separated by six
columns representing the six pillars of the Republican People's Party, and a marble
statue representing youth on the right and left bases of the doors. (Baymndirlik Isleri
Dergisi, 1935 cited in Giindiiz, 2002, 87).
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Figure ILILI : Genglik Park:

(Source: Biitiin Sokaklar Genglik Parkina Cikar (2008) retriewed from
http://www.peyzajmimoda.org.tr/genel/bizden detay.php?kod=2069)
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Figure HLILIV.: Kizilay Park (Source:1930-Kizilay Parki (n.d.) Retriewed from
http://fotograf-gunlukleri.blogspot.com.tr/2012/10/1920-1930lar-ankarayenisehirin-

kurulusu.html)

Kizilay and Zafer Parks were also planned to provide recreational purposes in this
period. Atatiirk’s demand was to construct youth parks, culture parks and urban
forests to create a citizen identity and provide social places. Moreover, Glivenpark
and Kizilay Square were also mentioned in Jansen's plan. The purpose of creating
these places was same as Lorcher's idea. All of them were created for spreading the
national identity idea of a newly established nation state. In addition to creating
urban parks for political purposes, some political events which were made in urban
parks also gave political value to urban parks. For example, Atatiirk presented new

Turkish alphabet in urban park firstly in Sarayburnu and then in Kayseri.
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Figure 111.11.V.: Zafer Monument

(Soruce: Zafer Anit1](n.d.) http://fotograf-gunlukleri.blogspot.com.tr/2012/10/1920-

1930lar-ankarayenisehirin-kurulusu.html)

There were also some negative aspects of Lorcher’s and Jansen's Plans. The
frameworks of these plans imitated German planning system. Therefore, these plans
were not suitable and sensitive to organic and traditional urban pattern of Turkey. In
addition to these, these plans were made by foreign planners and architects because
of the lack of Turkish professionals, so physical development suggestions were not
respectful for the realities of Turkish socio-spatial and economic patterns.
Furthermore, urban green areas which were improved by these plans were mostly
used by specific social groups. Moreover, although plans were very respectful for
urban green area systems, it could not be implemented because of the power

relations, land speculations and unplanned construction processes.
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Figure I11.11.VI : The Green Space Structure Proposal of Herman Jansen's 1928

Ankara Development Plan Competition Project. (Barut, 2008, 56)

Beside these negative aspects, with these plans, considerable amount of green spaces
were gained to Ankara. These green areas were the Parliament Park, AOC, Genglik
Park, Presidential Palace and its green spaces, Hippodrome, Emniyet Park, Cebeci
Park and Grove, Aktepe, Hacettepe, Cubuk-I Dam, Akkoprii's green areas, public
and private buildings' green areas, Kurtulug Park, Glivenpark, Zafer Square and 19
Mayis Stadium (Miiftiioglu, 2008, 41-42).

In the Lorcher’s and Jansen's planning period, there were also new legal regulations.
In 1928, the law numbered 1351 which was about the establishment and defining the
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responsibilities of The Development Directorate of Ankara was enacted. With this
law, planning practice as a western approach was used firstly. Moreover, preparing
the base maps of cities and development plans became obligatory. Also, The
Development Directorate of Ankara became under The Department of the Interior
rather than ‘“Ankara Sehremaneti’’. In addition to this institutional centralization, in
that period planning process was also centralizedIn 1930, The Law of Municipalities
was enacted. According to this law, the governors of Ankara could be mayor of the
city as well until 1948. Municipalities were charged with regulatory functions such
as providing the sanitary conditions with respect to the local needs, preserving
natural environment such as forests, groves, gardens, pastures, designing the parks
and squares of the neighborhoods, constructing municipal gardens, playgrounds,
z0os, and botanic gardens (ilkay, 2016, 109).

In 1933, numbered 2290, The Law of Municipal Constructions and Roads was
enacted. To prepare 1/2000, 1/500 and 1/1000 scale urban plans became the
responsibility of municipalities. By this law, standardization of the quantity of
specific areas was regulated. With this law, 50 m? per person for houses, gardens,
roads and squares, 4 m? per person for commercial and industrial zones, 4m? per
person for groves, meadows, lakes and playgrounds, 3 m? per person for places open
to everyone such as hospitals, graveyards, coffee houses, 2 m? per person for official
and military institutions, and educational places, 2 m? per person for schools and

libraries were accepted (Miiftiioglu, 2008).

In sum, in this period, planned urbanization was attempted to be reached in Ankara.
In the plans of this period, an important amount of urban green spaces and urban
parks were gained. These large-scale urban parks were located at central areas. Trees,
water and some sculptures were the main elements of these urban parks. Also, these
urban parks were created to offer multifunctional public areas. Relaxation,
socialisation, sports and cultural activities were the main use purposes of these urban
parks. Moreover, urban parks in the newly established national state were created
and used as political spaces and representation of the new westernization and

modernization ideas. As it is mentioned by Giindiiz (2002, 122), open public areas
53



strengthen Mustafa Kemal Atatlirk's "cultural revolution" and document the

permanence of this revolution.
I1.1V. 1950-1980 Periods

After the World War 11, as we analyzed in the previous chapters of the study, the
political, economic and social environment of Turkey were also changed. As it was
seen worldwide, Turkey's policy was also evolved to the Welfare State policies. The
compositions of public policies switched, which made the modernity project of the
early Turkish Republic more fragile and open to populist impact (Tekeli, 1998 cited
in Ilkay, 2016, 111). Also, Turkey shifted its economy from agriculture to
industrialization. Industrial development was the main focus of state policies at this
period. This new economic trend caused migrations from rural to urban in the second
half of 20th century. Therefore, new economic class, working class, started to settle

in urban.

Thismigration increased the population of Ankara. Local government was not
prepared to provide the needs of these newcomers such as housing. For this reason,
new settlement type occurred within the city. Name of thesesettlement areas were
“‘gecekondu areas’’ [slum areas]. People who did not have enough opportunity to
reach legal houses started to build their own houses. In order to build their houses,
newcomers chose the empty places such as green areas or the periphery of city which
was thought to be urban green. Therefore, urban green areas started to beturned into
the slum areas. These settlement areas were mostly in Altindag, Yenidogan, Kurtulus
and Cebeci. Moreover, new settlement areas were also built in this period. These
areas were Bahgelievler, Yenimahalle, Gazi, Varlik and Aydinlikevler. Because of
this unforeseen urban development, the infrastructureand transportation system of

Ankara became inadequate.

“Dolmus’> was created to solve transportation system of slum areas. This
transportation system helped working class to reach city center As it was mentioned
by ilkay (2016, 112), there were two type of accessibility which are political

accessibility and participation via multi-party system; and public and symbolic
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accessibility to the public spaces and sphere of the city since the public space ceased
to serve as scene of the representation of elites and bourgeoisie. After that, some
urban spaces such as Kizilay Square or Giivenpark became the encounter area for
working class and elites.Hence,, this encountering would lead to social movements.
Increasing private car ownership also led to some changes in urban space.
Transportation system was shifted from railway to highway.Higher income groups
and elites started to settle outside of the city center. The content of Lorcher’s and
Jansen plans' was to develop urban core area. After these population growth and new
settlement areas, limit of the urban plans were exceeded. Therefore, although there
were plan, the development of Ankara became as an unplanned. Moreover, urban
infrastructure also became insufficient. Therefore, new urban plan was needed for
Ankara. The Development Directorate of Ankara created international competition in
1955 to create new urban development project. Winner of the competition was
Yiicel-Uybadin urban development project. The owners of the project were Nihat
Yiicel and Rasid Uybadin. The plan covered the 10.332 hectares of urban area
(Miiftiioglu, 2008, 45). The plan was approved in 1957.

Population estimation was decided by public authorities before the competition. Aim
which was desired by competition was to solve housing and infrastructural inequities
and to overcome unpredictable urban sprawl. The plan report contained topics such
as population and housing status, regulation of building heights, transportation
system, various regional facilities, water and sewage systems and green areas
(Karaburun, 2009, 55). Because of the unpredictable population growth, one of the
main effects of plan was vertical growth. The plan suggested increasing story of

buildings because if density increases, the cost of infrastructure decreases.

According to Sarikulak (2013, 64), plan was not successful in general respect since it
aimed to arrange the growth and have an economical concern rather than shaping city
and urban life. Another negative side of plan was that plan did not have macroform.
Moreover, there was not any specific and theoretical vision behind the plan. Unlike
Jansen and Lorcher, Yiicel-Uybadin plan did not suggest any urban green structure or

network into the city. According to ilkay (2016, 116) Yiicel-Uybadin plan seems to
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be a reaction to the dense and fast development process of Ankara, rather than being
sensitive to the comprehensive designing of the urban green areas in relation with the

rest of the city.

Before Yiicel-Uybadin plan, the total urban green was 4.464.000 m? and urban parks
covered 77.75% of total urban green-3.471.000m? (Caligkan, 2009 cited in
Miiftiioglu, 2008). As it is mentioned before, total coverage of plan was 10.332 and
its green areas were 31.16% of total area-3220 m2. Also, in the plan, different urban

green areas such as parks, cemetery orsport areas were not separated one by one.

The plan was developed according to 750.000 people estimation in 1985. However,
this population was reached in 1962. The density of urban areas increased
unpredictably. The Floor Ownership Law came into effect in 1965 and a plan revised
named District Height Regulation because limited boundary of plan could not meet
the needs of this population growth. This new law led to demolish and rebuilt period
for Yenisehir. While this plan defines different floor number in different regions,
floor number of buildings in the Boulevard increased in 10 floors that destroyed the

image of garden city concept in Yenisehir (Sarikulak, 2013, 64).

According to Sarikulak (2019, 67), the expansion of roads in Kizilay Square and the
Boulevard initiated, most significant structures of Republic era were demolished and
high-rise buildings were constructed and with the permission of dispossession of
Ulus and Karacaoglan commercial center, central commercial district of the Ankara
shifted to Yenisehir and with high-raised structures that mentioned the characteristic
of Kizilay and Boulevard were lost. Also, because of this demolish and rebuilt
implementations, historical character of Ankara was lost. The building heights were
doubled and tripled with high-density apartment type housing, especially in
Bahgelievler, Emek, Yukariayranci, Maltepe, Kiiciik Esat, Cankaya and
Aydmlikevler (Karaburun, 2009, 57). This density growth also caused to insufficient

infrastructure which was already not enough.
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Sarikulak (2013, 67) also listed the changes of urban green areas as;

Constructing underground closed shopping center at the Danistay side of
Zafer Park and also constructing building top of it, so that destroyed the
most of the park.

Attempt of constructing parking plot and underground garage in front of
Zafer Park however it was prevented by Danistay.

The elegant building of Kizilay was demolished and constructed office
blocks instead, that also caused of demolishing the most beautiful park of
Kizilay.

At the green space that is continuation of Giiven Park new construction was
built by Ministry of national education and also in some parts it is created a
station for buses and minibus of Dikmen and Cankaya, so that the park was
getting smaller and neglected.

Political environment also shaped Ankara in this period. In the middle of 1950s, DP
Government altered the image of the Kizilay and Yenisehir. In this period, Kocatepe
Mosque was built .The location of Kocatepe Mosque was chosen as an alternative
way to Atatiirk Boulevard- at the end of the axis from Sihhiye along Mithatpasa
Boulevard. Moreover, it was located in order to be seen from core area. In addition to
Kocatepe Mosque, Emek Ishan1 was also a symbolic construction of DP
Government. It symbolized the power of capital. Its location was also important
because it was located as alternative symbol to Giivenlik Monument. EXxisting legal
framework became inadequate to solve problems. The number of 6785 law required
urban development plan from municipalities which have population more than 5.000
people in 1956. However, this limitation was increased to 10.000 people in 1972.

After this law was legislated, in 1958 new authority which was responsible for urban
development processes in Turkey was established. The name of the authority was
Ministiry of Public Works and Housing. Although, according to this law, urban green
areas per person were decided 7 m? at least, this amount could not be reached. 2 m?

urban green areas per person could be provided.

According to the article 31 of 6785 numbered law, if the lands which would be
converted to road, square, park, urban green area and car-park areas were owned by

treasure or spatial authority, these lands would be left to municipalities without any
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payment. Moreover, according to the article 33, in urban development plans, on road,
square, car-park, green areas, park, children playgrounds, bazaar areas etc.,
construction was not permitted. In addition to these, 25% of planned area could be
expropriated by municipalities without any charge in order to provide roads, squares,

parks and other services (Miiftiioglu, 2008).

Table HILIILL: Urban Green areas in Ankara in 1965 (Caliskan, 1990 cited in
Miiftiioglu, 2008, 52)

Landuse type Area Size (m?) Area size per person
(m?)
Passive Areas 1.038.945 1.1
Parks, gardens 809.500 0.89
Children Playgrounds 119.730
Visual Green Areas
such as squares, 109.715
boulevards etc.)
Active Areas
Sport Areas 1.165.509 1.3
Sum 2.204.454 2.4
As it is seen in Table IILIILL, in 1965, urban green areas were not sufficient per

person. The reasons were rapid urbanization and population growth, the development
of slum areas and lack of taking precaution in order to preserve existing urban green
areas. According to Miiftiioglu (2008, 52), the size of urban green area was reduced

by half when it was compared with previous period.

Until the 1960s, slum areas were ignored. Only, protect areas were considered in
order to prevent slum developments. However, with the five-year development plan
of state which was prepared in 1963, slum areas started tobe considered. In addition

to this, slum law enacted in 1966.
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As it is mentioned by ilkay (2016, 119), municipalities provide infrastructure needs
of these populations such as water resources and electricity. One of the reason to this
support was that with these regulations, these areas gained the legal statue so they
became under the control of state. Another reason was awareness of vote potentials
of this population which were almost half of the population of large cities in the
1960s and the 1970s. With these regulations, between 1973 and 1980 Republican

People's Party won the local government elections in Ankara, Istanbul and Izmir.

After the election, localgovernment became leftist approach. Therefore, democracy,
productiveness, creating resources, organizing collective consumption, unity,
integrativeness and rule making became a principle of New Municipality Movement
(Ilkay, 2016). The tension between central and local government also
increasedbecause while local government wasleftist, central government was rightist.
Moreover, economic crisis, in the end of 1970s and the beginning of 1980s, maintain

increasing tension. These political chaoscreated new spatial effects on urban.

As it was mentioned before, working class and upper income groups started to
encounter in city center. These encountering were mostly seen in urban parks such as
Kizilay Park and Giivenpark (Batuman, 2012). As it was described before,
Gilivenpark and Kizilay Park took its representation from elites and upper income
groups. Therefore, this encountering process, in time, led to conflict between these
different income groups. In 1965, one of these conflicts were called ‘“Kizilay
Olaylar1” and took place in Giivenpark. After this period, Giivenpark became the
arena of different protests. Therefore, starting from this period to today, Central and
Local governments wanted to make Giivenpark smaller and brought under control.
Moreover, because these areas were the political places of New Republic Period,
central government wanted to shrink the area with bus station and parking lot in
order to change the meaning of space. Moreover, Kizilay Square was also turned to

be a passage of pedestrians and vehicles because of the some reason.

In this period, Master Plan was developed according to 20-years-perspective. The

combination of this plan was comprehensive and structural planning. This structural
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planning method was taken from the Europe which was used in the 1960s. The
Jansen Plan was comprehensive but its field surveys and analyses were based on
generalization (Karaburun, 2009, 60). Therefore, it can be said that new perspective
to produce urban plan took place in Turkey. With new approach, planning process
was thought as a continuous process. It was the first metropolitan plan for Ankara.
1990 Master Plan, because of its new perspective and metropolitan area, was a
milestone in Turkey planning system. The reasons in order to create this plan were
that the core area of the city reached the topographic thresholds on north, east and
south boundaries and a lot of unauthorized and squatter housing areas developed
outside the plan boundary (Karaburun, 2009, 59). Plan was mainly about periphery
areas rather than the core of the city. The estimated population of plan for 1990 was
2.8 million while Ankara had 2.5 million populations in 1990. For this reason, the

first correct population estimation was seen at this plan.

The main different policy of plan was the growth ways of Ankara which was decided
the west corridor of the city rather than north-south development. Istanbul and Ayas
roads were the main development axes of city, according to 1990 Ankara Master
Plan. Batikent, Eryaman and Cayyolu were thought as new residential areas while
Ivedik and Ostim was thought as a new industrial district. While Batikent was
thought as the residential area for low, middle income and workers who worked in
Ostim, Cayyolu was developed for high income groups. However, although Batikent
was thought to supply housing for the working class, the area was attractive for
middle and upper-middle groups (Karaburun, 2009, 62). Therefore, segregation

between social groups started to occur obviously in urban space.

Urban green areas were also considered in the plan. The report which was attached
by plan defined the inadequacy of green areas. Also, in report, policies in order to
increase green areas were presented. Existing green areas in 1970 and targeted green
areas in 1990 Ankara Master Plan was described by Miiftiioglu (2008, 53).
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Table 1LITLIL :

Master Plan (Caligkan, 1990 cited in Miiftiioglu, 2008, 53).

Urban Existing/Targeted Green Areas in 1970/1990 Ankara

Existing | Targeted | Existing | Targeted | The percentage of
Standard | Standard Area Areas existing areas
(per (per (ha) (ha) about targeted
person) | person) area
Neighborhood 0.42 8.00 51.27 968.79 5
Scale
Urban Scale 2.78 20.00 353.54 | 2421.97 14
Sum 3.20 28.00 404.81 | 3390.76 19

In order to improve urban ecological balance, prevention soil conservation, and
afforestation, prevention of existing vegetation, dam, streams and valley which
provide wind corridor into the city were assumed to provide. Also, improvement of
green belt was one of the urban green approaches. These green belts would on the
one hand provide air corridors to prevent air pollution and on the other hand enable
citizens to experience various recreational and natural facilities (ilkay, 2016, 119).
Moreover, AOC and the Campuses of Middle East Technical University and
Hacettepe University were thought to open to citizens as recreational areas. The
spatial aims of these parks were meeting the recreational needs, preventing the slum
development also providing the ecological balance. As it is seen, in this period,
although there were not any specific urban green development or improvement,
existing urban parks and green areas became under the danger of extinction. Some
interventions were occurred because of the comprehensive planning approach and
new standarts for urban green amounts which defined by some laws. However, there
were not any important decisions or implementations about green areas and urban

parks.
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111.V. From 1980s to 2000s

The economic crisis which occurred in the 1970s changed the political environment.
At that period, as it appeared in previous one, political change affected the urban
interventions. With this economic crisis, the Welfare State policies declined and
replaced with the Neoliberal Politics. In other words, the growth-oriented policies
were replaced by the redistribution politics in this period. With globalization,
liberalization became as a policy to dissolve the border between nation states.

National identities were not sharp as a previous period.

The main purpose of globalization was to develop a single market which includes all
world economies. Therefore, declining of nation identity brought the creation of
single market. According to new political view, national states lost its significance
and gave its responsibilities to civil society, local authority and private
establishments. Therefore, market forces took place to provide public services and
urban development. Use values of the land also were removed by exchange values of
land. Because of the privatization, land exchange values and quick economic
changes, comprehensive planning approaches put away and incremental solutions,
quantities sensibilities (green standards only in numbers rather than quality) and
emphasis on “‘project’’ rather than ““plan’’ shone out (ilkay, 2016).

Land exchange values and project based development made urban transformation
projects as main urban development strategy. Because of these rapid and small scale
developments, urban green areas, open public spaces and historical-cultural buildings
became under the risk of destruction. On the one hand reduction in both quantity and
quality of urban parks has been experienced; on the other hand fragmentation has
been seen in the urban open public spaces added to the conflict between property and
ownership relations (ilkay, 2016, 124).

The 1980s was also turning point for Turkey's planning system. Different approaches
in urban planning, changes in the institutional structures and new legislative
regulations shaped the new spatial organization (Karaburun, 2009, 62). The law

numbered 3030 was approved in 1984 and the law numbered 3194 was enacted in
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1985. These two laws were the most effective ones which changed legislative and

institutional structure.

The law numbered 3030 was about status of metropolitan municipalities and the
defining its district municipalities. Moreover, budget and responsibilities of local
governments were enhanced. Also, Greater Municipalities was firstly defined with
this law. According to law, Greater Municipalities were identified as decision-
making bodies in metropolitan cities. Ankara was the one of these Greater
Municipalities. Under the Ankara Greater Municipality, there were Altindag,
Cankaya, Kecioren, Mamak and Yenimahalle which were established and Sincan,

Etimesgut and Golbagt which were founded.

New legislation for urban development was needed instead of the law numbered
6785. The law numbered 3194 defined urban development standards. Centralized
administration for urban planning and development was replaced by local
administration. Therefore, municipalities became responsible authority on urban
development. Although, law described some standards for urban green areas, these
standards are never realized. Also, protection and conservation of urban green areas

were not defined in this law.

The work of AMAMPB became the under the authority of Ankara Greater
Municipality, according to arrangenments within this law. Different departments of
Greater Municipality was responsible for different scale of plans.For example, upper
scale metropolitan plans made by The Department of Housing, 1/5000 scale plan
made by the Directorate of Urban Development and 1/1000 scale plans made by the
planning department. Although, development of urban plans were responsibilities of
one authority, because of the lack of coordination between departments, plans were
prepared and approved without consistency with each other and incremental plans
were in effect again in Ankara (Akin, 2007 cited in Karaburun, 2009, 63). This
process also created pressure on urban green areas. There were not any possibilities

to create urban green system within these conditions.
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The last metropolitan plan proposal of Ankara, which was 2025 macroform proposal,
also approved in this period. This proposal was prepared and approved by the
Ministry of Housing and Development. Until this plan, there was not any approved
urban development plan although there were some urban plan studies such as 2015
Ankara Macroform Plan. Because of this lack, unplanned, project based small scale
interventions occurred in Ankara. Two critical suggestions of 2025 Ankara
Macroform Plan were about protected regions and urban macroform. In addition to
determination of urban green standards of 2025 Ankara Macroform Plan, they also
proposed to redesign the urban open and green areas and add these areas to the
existing urban green stock by defining “Specific Project Areas’’(ilkay, 2016, 135).
AOC was the one of the examples of these ‘‘Specific Project Areas’’. Therefore, for
urban green areas, there were not macroform decisions. ilkay (2016, 135-136)

summarized this period and its urban plan and urban green approaches as;

Examining the defined mechanisms, tools, authorized institutions
and policy instruments, the frame has been fragmented. Ankara plans, which
were achieved through competition processes, had comprehensive and
planned approach to urban green areas, which also indicates top down
process of constructing urban green areas within a motivation of either
ideological or environmental targets within the planning discipline as a
profession. After 1980s, the institutional aspect of the producing urban green
has been fragmented, for the sake of developing tourism and urban rent the
spatial policies advocating exchange value rather than use value influenced
not only the urban green areas but also destroyed national green areas,
forests at macro level.

Housing constructions and increasing density of urban spaces also threaten urban
green areas. The main reason of increasing housing and density of urban spaces was
the economic concern of Ankara which was shifted from industry to construction
sector. Moreover, legalization of slum areas also encouraged housing development.
People who settled illegally gained legal houses with amnesty laws and partial
development plans. For this reason, these laws worked as encouragement process in
order to build these areas. Therefore, these areas continue to be built in urban green
and natural areas such as green belts, valleys and streams. Some laws about these
areas were enacted in the 1980s such as the law numbered 2805 and 2981. Because
of the increasing exchange of land and these laws, slumareas became popular for
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urban transformation project. In other words, urban green areas turned to slum areas
then these areas turned to high-density and multistory areas without any social and

technical infrastructure.

Mass Housing Administration- TOKI was also a main actor about housing
development in this period. This new institution was established by the mass housing
law-[toplu konut kanunu] in 1984. The purpose of this institution was to provide
houses for low income groups and slum areas. However, recently, this institution has
also built residential areas for middle and high income groups. Moreover, with the
increasing power and authority of the institution, Mass Housing Administration
started to prepare own urban plans as a partial development. With these new
authorities, Mass Housing Administration became the one of the main actors for
housing. Although urban development projects had risk for urban green areas,
whatever the reason to build urban parks, recent urban projects of Mass Housing
Administration contained urban parks such as North Ankara Entrance Urban

Transformation Project — [Kuzey Ankara Girisi Projesi].

With new laws such as the law numbered 5216 or 6306, urban transformation
projects were encouraged. Although central and local government were responsible
for executive, public-private partnership could be seen to transform these areas.
Valleys of Portakal Cigegi and Papazin Bagi were the examples of urban
transformation projects in this era. With these transformation projects, on the one
hand, natural and existing urban areas became in danger on the other hand new urban
parks were built. However, these urban parks were different than previous ones.
Urban parks in these projects were used according to economic concerns. Also, they

were appeared as marketing strategies.
The effects of this neoliberal policies were defined by Yilmaz (2015, 50) as;

As a result of neoliberal policies, urban spaces became commodities and
urban projects focused on how to earn the maximum profit. Commercial
components were added to existing parks and new parks were created as
commercial facilities. Walls were built around these parks, which now
contained commercial structures.
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Security issues, as we understand from the above sentences, also became important
in these areas at that period. Therefore, in addition to walls, security guards and
cameras became a part of these parks. Hence, it can be said that these urban parks
were different than earlier ones because of its closed structure. Altinpark which was
built in 1985, Harikalar Diyar1 in Sincan, Goksu Park in Eryaman and Mogan Park in
Golbas1 were built with these features such as security guards, closed places and the
purpose of profit making. Moreover, these urban parks provide space for local people
to carry out sporting, cultural and entertainment activities in their leisure time with
their closed or semi-open structures (Yilmaz, 2015, 50-51). There were also firm
places and picnic areas in these parks. These urban parks were built in the areas
which are open to development and expansion. Also, these new urban parks were
also built away from city center. With these new urban park models and its locations
local government could control the area. With the same idea, government continued
to make central urban parks such as Giivenpark smaller in order to controled and

overcame the social movements.

After the second half of the 1990s, Political Islamic parties became central and local
authorities. As it was seen previous periods, political view which got power could
change and reproduce urban areas and symbolic-historical content of spatial patterns.
Hence, same issiue appeared for Political Islamic view in the present instance.
Therefore, in addition to capital accumulation, Islamic representation was also
effective in this period. For example, in Giivenpark, iftar tents were settled in order
to give food to people. Batuman (2000) mentions that iftar tents and free
transportation helped poor people to arrive at city center and shows Islamic identity

to others at urban parks.
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Table I11.1V.1. : Urban Parks' Values of Ankara in Different Periods (prepared by

the author of the thesis)
MOTIVATIONS
i Symbolic/ ) )
Period - Environmental | Economic Elements
Politic
Green Network
National
Identity Green Belts
.. Natural Modern
1923-1950 Modernization RESOUICES ltems
L Water
Westernization Ecological Sculpture
Improvement
1950-1980 Encountering
Arena Pastoral
Recreational
Areas Picnic Areas
Built for Water
profit
Islamic Val maximization Private
1980- 2000 | 'Stamic Values in areas which Firms
were opened
Co%?r%?lred o Walls
Areas development
Entrance
Marketing Door
Strategies

As it is seen in the Table I1.1V.1., until this period, there were not any economical

concern to develop urban parks. Especially, after the 2000s, in housing and urban

transformation projects as Delhi project which wasanalyzed previous chapter, urban

parks were used as a marketing strategy and the increasing the housing prices in

these areas. There are also differences in the location, design, usage and functions of

urban parks which were produced in Republican Era and are produced after the 20™

century. The lists of urban parks which are produced by Ankara Greater Municipality
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from 1994 to 2013 also show the locational changes. From 1994 to 2005,
municipality did not produce large scale urban parks such as Giivenpark or Genglik
Park. However, in the 21th century, new large scale urban parks started to be
developed in the periphery of the city. Because of their locations, these urban parks
do not serve to all citizens into the city. In order to understand these changes and
other different feautures deeply, in the next part of the study, urban parks which were

produced within urban transformation projects will be analyzed.
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CHAPTER IV

THE CASE STUDY ANALYSIS: URBAN PARKS WITHIN URBAN
TRANSFORMATION PROJECTS IN ANKARA

The literature review about European, American and Ankara’s urban parks showed
that urban parks serve to specific social groups for different purposes such as politic,
social or economic. In the Chapter I, It is explained that, with neoliberalism,
globalization and economic competition, urban spaces started to compete with each
other. At that period, policies were produced as regional, sustainable, green and
competitive urbanization. In addition to these, in order to get attention of specific
groups such as high-income, more ‘‘green urban projects’’ started to develop.
Therefore, as it is seen above, green-branding and green gentrification issues took
place in cities. Green areas and urban parks started to be used within urban

transformation projects as branding and profit-making items.

As it was mentioned above, although urban green areas were destroyed, it was
recognized that ‘Green Ankara’ slogans took part in the billboards, speeches and
advertisement. In order to understand this discourse changings, large scale urban
parks must be analyzed. Interviews which made with Ankara Great Municipality
showed that urban parks in that scale were developed with urban transformation
projects mostly. Large scale urban parks which were developed during the 2000s in
Ankara will be analyzed in this part of the study to understand this chamging. It was
learned by the interviews which made with Ankara Greater Municipality, Zoning and
Urban Planning Department, urban transformation projects which were decided after
2005 and have large scale urban green areas are Goksu UTP, North Ankara Entrance
UTP, and South Park Ankara UTP. Project officers mentioned that urban park was
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created in North Ankara Entrance UTP and South Park Ankara UTP because these
areas were not suitable for housing development because of its geological problems.
In addition to this, they mentioned that for green marketing strategies, urban green
areas were planned by municipality within Goksu UTP. Also, interviews showed that
North Ankara Entrance UTP and South Park Ankara UTP gained importance because
of their green-branding strategies. Therefore, it could be said that all interviews
which were made with municipality responsible officers disclosed that although
areas were chosen by planners because these areas were geologically inappropriate,
all urban parks were created to increase the value of project, land rant and improve
marketing strategies. It was also mentioned that the trend “using green areas for
marketing within urban transformation project” hide the negative aspects of projects.
As it was examined in the example urban development plans- figure IV.II-11I-1V,
green areas were planned as urban Regional Park or recreational areas. These large-
scale urban parks are different than the Republican Era’s’ urban parks according to

their location, function, equipment and forms.

YIL 1994 KiSi BASINA DUSEN
YESiL ALAN 2 ny?

YIL 2013 KiSi BASINA DUSEN
YESiL ALAN 19 m?

BiuYUKSEHIR BELEDIYESi

Figure IV.l. : Advertisement of Ankara Great Municipality in 2014 (Source:
https://urbarli.net/2014/03/03/en-kalitesiz-havasiyla-bozkirdan-yesile-ankara/)
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IV. 1. Goksu Urban Transformation Project (Goksu UTP)

Goksu UTP spans 510 hectars land. 20 percent of transformation area was planned as
a large-scale green area. According to the development and implementation plans of
the project, the municipality aims to enlarge the Goksu Park and form a relationship
between residential areas and this large-scale urban park. Because of its size, this
urban park has a regional park status. Total area of planned urban park in this project
is 978.500 m? according to the information given by the officials of the municipality.
The location of the park is 25 km away from the city center. For this reason, it can

be mentioned that the accessibility to this regional park is very restricted.

GOKSU KDGPA
1/5000 OLCEKLI NIP REV

Figure IV.L11. : Goksu Urban Transformation Project 1/5000 Scale Development

Plan (Source: Ankara Greater Municipality)
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In Goksu UTP, although there are more than one project owner in the side,
thebiggest project owner finished its project and newcomers settled in this area. The
name of the project is Kagmir Lake Houses [Kasmir Gol Evleri]. Because of this, the
interviews were madeabout Kasmir Lake Houses. It was mentioned by project
management office; Goksu recreation area which municipality is responsible to
develop was used as a marketing strategy to sell these houses. Advertising catalog of
the project also improved thisissue. When the general layout plans of Kasmir Lake
Houses wasanalyzed, it was seen that huge part of the plan was covered by Goéksu
recreation area. In Advertising catalog created by project owners, Goksu recreation
area was shown as a part of Kagsmir Lake Houses project rather than public space.
Moreover, in the advertising catalog, some marketing sentences such as ‘‘a unique
world that will provide you with a blue and green reunion that will take you away
from the hustle and bustle of city life’’ took attentions. This marketing sentences
remindedthe idea of ‘‘escape from the city’’ which was occurred after the industrial

revolution.
enel e v e — . - X ‘ |
3erle$im o e AU S, ST ‘.;F'_BL- -
plani - “) i)

Figure IV.LIIL.: General Layout Plan of Kasmir Lake Houses. (Source:

Advertisement brochure of Kasmir Lake Houses)
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The success of green-branding strategy can be supported by the interviews which
were held with newcomers. These interviews revealed that all newcomers bought
their houses because of recreation area. They said that ““‘we bought these houses
because the project owners said that all area from Goksu to project will be covered
by green areas and our views will be a green, large-scale urban park’’. Therefore, the
claims and advertisements explained how Goksu recreation area was used as

marketing strategy. However, it was observed that this recreation area has not been

made yet.

Figure IV.1.1V. : The model of the Project (Taken by author)

In the field study, it was observed that the area which will be Goksu recreation area
is still steppe. Interviews with newcomers disclosed that although they bought their
houses because of Goksu recreation area, this area was not made and they mentioned
that some people claimed that this rection area will be converted to new residential

landuse. They said that this claim disturbed them and they sue the project owner
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about this issue and other different conflicts. Also, one newcomer said that ‘‘we
submitted a petition to municipality in order to preserve this area as a recreational
area.”” Moreover, they mentioned that if municipality cannot plant, they can plant
trees by themselves as long as this area is remained as recreational. Newcommers
thought that project owner deceived themselves in order to sell these houses.
Although urban park is not produced yet, according to advertising catalog, the park
will include golf courses, commercial units and a pond. Therefore, according to the
interviews and the catalog, the park will have activities that target the upper income

groups.

IV. 1. South Park Ankara Urban Transformation Project [Giineypark Kentsel

Doniisiim Projesi]

South Park Ankara UTP covers a land area of 116 hectars. The location of the project
is 10 km away from the city center. This project also has large-scale urban park. 50
percent of the total project area will be dedicated to green areas. Because of its size,
this urban park will also be regional park for Ankara. However, its location does not

enable people to reach easily.

In South Park Ankara UTP, the responsible construction company is Sinpas GYO.
Interviews were made with the responsible personel in sales office. The Project has
three different construction areas which are Sinpas Altin Oran, Marine Ankara and

Glineypark Konutlari.

74



ANKARA CANKAYA MUHYE MAHALLESI
29900, 29901, 29902, 29903, 29904 ADALAR
1/1000 UYGULAMA IMAR PLANI REVIZYONU
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Figure IV. IL.1. : South Park Ankara Urban Transformation Project 1/1000 Scale

Development Plan (Source: Ankara Greater Municipality)
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yukseklik: 1104 m' ‘gozihizasi i 451 5km

Google Earth

32250:29:94:D yukseklik 1146'm gozihizasi 4:11 km

Goruntu Tarihi: 11/3

Tur Rehberi | 2004

Figure IV.ILI11. Project in 2017(Source: Google Earth)

As it was examined in the Google Earth views, project area was covered by slum

[gecekondu] areas. With the project, all slum [gecekondu] areas were demolished by
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municipality. Because urban recreation area has not finished yet, it could not be
analyzed what the usage of the area is for newcomers and gecekondu dwellers.
However, interviews and advertising catalogs showed that this recreation area will be
used as a large-scale urban park with trees and there will be such commercial
activities as ski run, ice skating, adventure park and private sport areas.

All zoning parts of the urban development plan are presented as Sinpas’ own project.
For this reason, public areas are seen as private investment areas. Also, municipality
confirms that all investments in urban transformation area which include urban green
areas are made by Sinpas GYO. Because project owner invests in urban open areas,
they use these areas as a marketing and green-branding tool. However, according to
the explanations of municipal officials and the project owner, these green areas seem
to be produced for certain social groups which are the newcomers who are mostly
higher income groups. This recreational development is different than Goksu
recreation area. Unlike Goksu recreation area, because all area is invested by
company, there is not any differentiation between advertising catalog and real

investments.

It was observed that although Altin Oran and Giineypark projects ended, other areas
are under construction. General layout plan — Figure 1V.V was analyzed and it was
learned that Giineypark Konutlar1 were constructed for landowners. With this
regional segregation, landowners and newcomers were separated. Project owners
mentioned that ‘it is not appropriated for these two groups to live in same place’”’.
Moreover, when urban green areas within Giineypark Konutlar1 and others were

compared, the same segregation was in evidence.
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Figure IV. I1LIV. : General Layout Plan of South Park Ankara Urban

Transformation Project (Source: Advertisement brochure of South Park Ankara)

Figure IV. 11.V. : Housing Areas in General Layout Plan of South Park Ankara
Urban Transformation Project (Source: Advertisement brochure of South Park
Ankara)
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Unlike Giineypark Konutlari, urban green areas in Marine Ankara and Sinpas Altin
Oran housing projects have cafes and restaurants. In other words, although an urban
green area in Giineypark housing Project is passive, urban green areas in Sinpas

Altin Oran and Marine Ankara have active and commercial green areas.

Housing typologies are also different. Unlike Giineypark Konutlari, Sinpas Altin
Oran and Marine Ankara housing projects were made more luxury and these houses
are expensive than Giineypark Konutlari. Also, sales office is not responsible to sale

Giineypark Konutlari. These houses are sold by real estates. Therefore, it can be said

that in all aspects, gecekondu dwellers were segregated from other parts of project.

Figure IV. 11.VI. : Glineypark Figure IV. I1.VILI. : Sinpas (anonymous)

IV. 111. North Ankara Entrance Urban Transformation Project [Kuzey Ankara

Girisi Kentsel Doniisiim Projesi]

North Ankara Entrance UTP is covering an area within the boundaries of Altindag
and Kecioren District Municipalities and has been opened to construction by law
numbered 5104 because project area has entered more than one municipality
authority. With this law, authority confusion could be overcome. The law numbered.
5104 on North Ankara Entrance UTP includes the area called "protocol” route of
Ankara from Esenboga airway to city center. Project’s aim was mentioned as to

clean the slum areas and improve the physical appearance of the region.
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If distribution of tasks was examined within the scope of Law No. 5104;

Ankara Metropolitan Municipality; determination of rights holders, determination of
the right of owners to benefit from housing, preparation of zoning plan, making
agreement with right holders, the expropriation process, infrastructure and road

construction and recreation areas;

TOKI; housing for right holders, infrastructure in city block, education buildings,

health and religious facilities, sale of office buildings and trade centers;

TOBAS; consultancy and control services, preparing urban design projects,

construction of financial houses, landscape construction.

The project contains two residence sections and one recreation section. In the
interviews with the municipality, it was learned that the area within the boundaries of
Kecioren was constructed by Toki, and the area within Altindag was constructed by

TOBAS. Construction phase is still in progress.

The aims of development plans of project are explained by municipality in the

projects’ development plan report as

The target of Plan; making identity for city entrance, emphasizing the image
of capital city, rescue of the zone in the protocol route from the distorted
structure, development of environmental conditions/ beautification,
providing healthier layout and reaching the level of modern life.

As it was understood from the above explanations, the originating point of the
project was completely cleared of the area from slum dwellers to presenet ‘‘modern
life’> for newcomers. Speech of the mayof of the period revealed the hidden
gentrification process in project area. The statement was that

When many foreigners coming from abroad, our diplomats would say, 'How
can we occupy foreign guests and not see this bad image'? From now on, this
image is changing. (...) Around 500 housing units are being built together
with TOKI in North Ankara Entrance urban transformation project. (...) We
will also make tenders for the 18 thousand housing. (...) Therefore 2 years
later, Ankara will give a different view to the capital together with this Giant
Recreation (Bostanoglu, nd, 111).
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The project was presented as a ‘“Giant Recreation’” project to clean up slum areas
and slum areas were explained as ‘‘bad image”’.

Municipality also mentioned abouththe construction process as

For this reason, decisions should be made to ensure that the planning area is
primarily a residential area with high standards. The region should have
prestigious uses for the entire city. As mentioned earlier, the piece of city to
be constructed must be different from an ordinary slum-dwelling area
transformation.

Again, ‘‘high standards’> and ‘‘prestigious uses’’ terms foreshadowed the
gentrification process. When the satellite photographs of project area were analyzed,

how the transformation takes place would be understood better.

Figure IV. I11. 1. : The Project in 2002 (Source: Google Earth)
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Figure IV.11L11. : The Project in 2006 (Source: Google Earth)

When Figure I1V.111.1. and Figure [V.I1L.11. are compared, it is seen that all of the
slum areas in the project area are destroyed. Thus, the area was completely cleaned
from ‘the bad image area’ which authority were talking about. Figure IV.II1.111 shows
the final stage of the project. The green area produced in the project is presented in

the media as a sample project and giant recreation area.

Figure IV.I1LI1I1. : The Project in 2006(Source: Google Earth)
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The interviews with the municipal project manager indicated that the recreation area
was made on the geologically objectionable area and they mentioned that this

recreation area added value to the project.

In addition to municipality, interviews were also held with TOBAS which is
responsible for construction within the scope of field works. It has been mentioned
that residential areas, which were colored in the above plan, are made by TOBAS.
When asked what the recreation area means for the project owners, they stated that
they used it as a buffer zone which separated the right holders and financial holders.
It was also understood from the plan that recreation area waslocated as a buffer zone
between residential areas built for right holders and financial houses. As it can be
seen in Figure IV.1.11., the colored areas on the right side of the site plan are financial

houses and the remaining areas on the left side are built for gecekondu dwelers.
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Figure IV.I11.1V. : General Layout Plan of the Project (Source: TOBAS)
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Figure IV.111.V. : Housing Areas of the Project

It was examined both in the field studies and in the site plan; the protocol road is also

an obstacle between the houses of gecekondu dwellers and the park. While it is

possible to go directly from the finance houses to the park, there are not direct

accesses from the settlement of the right holders.

Although the municipal authority said that there is not segregation, segregation has

been created by project developer. In addition to create segregated house areas, there

is also a typological difference which was examined on field. As shown in Figure

IV.LIL., the constructions built on the left side wereproduced for the right holders,

whereas the houses on the right side with different typologies were developed as the

financial houses. At the same time, average housing value of right holders is almost

2/3 of the financial house values.
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Figure IV.I11.VI. : Left for Gecekondu dwellers, Right for Newcomers

(Source: https://www.360tr.com/tobas-kuzey-ankara-7-panorama-sanal-
tur_74d81cac31_tr.html)

This segregation was also confirmed with interviews which were made by right
holders and park users. Interviews were held by thirteen people in the residential area
and twelve people who used the park. People who lived in gecekondu dwellers
houses mentioned that ‘‘they do not use park more than once a year’’. The reasons of
that are listed as the lack of vehicles, the difficulty of transportation, and safety
issues. For example, one of the interviewed women mentioned that ‘“her child had
been kidnapped’’. Moreover, the striking example about right holders never use park
area is that two right holders who have lived for five years, have not yet visited the
recreation area. Rather than the visiting recreational area, they prefer to go to

Pursaklar because of easy transportation opportunities.

Similar results were examined by interviews with park users. 12 people, five of them
from outside and seven of them living in the area, were interviewed. Those who
came from the outside of area have lived in Kegioren and Pursaklar and they stated
that ‘‘they visited the area very often’’. These people mentioned that they prefer to
come in the daytime because of security issues. Furthermore, seven people who have
been lived in the area and used the park stated that they cancome to the park only
when they have vehicles. For example, a person living in the area for 6 years said
that >’ I use the recreation area once every two to three months if ourvisitors
havevehicle’’. Again, the person living in the area for five years said that “l came

today because there is a vehicle otherwise it is very difficult to reach the park area”.
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Figure IV.ILVIIL : 1/5000 scale Project Development Plan (Source: Greater
Municipality of Ankara)

In addition to all these, neo-liberal Islamic symbols were also seen when the
recreation area was examined on the field. The Kuzey Yildiz1 Kiilliyesi [islamic-
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ottoman social complex] and mosque in the area were reflection of the New Islamic

values .
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Figure IV.I11L.VIII. : Islamic Values in Recreation

(Source: https://www.360tr.com/tobas-kuzey-ankara-7-panorama-sanal-
tur_74d81cac31_tr.html)
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Figure IV.I11.1X. : Advertisement about Islamic-Ottoman Social Complex

(Source: http://www.golbasinethaber.com/yasam/kuzey-yildizi-kulliyesi-buyuluyor-
h6181.html)

From past to present, as it is seen within study, urban parks as a part of urbanization
are under the control of powerful groups. While in some periods these powerful
groups are administrative classes, sometimes, these powerful groups can be high
income groups and bourgeoisie. It should be noted here is that the urban green areas
are not developed for public use or environmental concerns, these areas are mostly

used in order to reflect political thoughts or attract the specific classes of the society.

As it was mentioned before, competitive city issues and sustainability also gave
another strategy for development. All these factors led urban parks to be used as
green-branding and marketing items. While for municipality, these urban parks were
developed in order to attract private project developers, project developers used these
urban parks in order to brand their projects. The success of this strategy was also
confirmed by interviews with newcomers. Newcomers mentioned that they bought
their houses because of these urban parks. Although newcomers had chance to use

these urban parks, gecekondu dwellers were segregated from these areas by project

89



developers. For this reason, gecekondu dwellers saw urban parks as a buffer which

they could not reach and use.
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CHAPTER YV

CONCLUSION

Meaning and usage of urban parks evolved according to the relationship between
human and nature. From Republican Era to today, economic and political changes
have effects on urbanization strategies. With the new urban development strategies,
urban parks were built for different purposes and reflected different values. In
addition to this, development motivations behind these urban parks, the locations,
functions and equipments of these urban parks are altered from one period to
another. Because planned urbanization started within RepublicanEra, the new
features and use purposes of the 21th century urban parks are compared with urban
parks from Republican Era.

Between 1923 and 1950, the main purposes of New Republic were the creation of
national identity, modernization and westernization. Urbanization strategies were
evolved to achieve this purpose. Because of urban parks are the part of the
urbanization, urban parks were also developed in order to reach New Republic
purposes. The main example of urban parks which had national identity was
Giivenpark and the main example of urban parks which had westernization
approaches was Genclik Park. In these urban parks, bourgeoisie took their place and
events within these parks.. In addition to these, political events such as
announcement of some revolutions which were made by Atatiirk in urban parks also

gave the different political value for urban parks.

As it is mentioned by Giindiiz (2002, 27), the explanation of Atatiirk's language
revolution in Sarayburnu park is extremely important in terms of emphasizing the
characteristics of urban parks that bring people together and provide socialization.
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Moreover, sculptures are the main elements of these urban parks. With these
sculptures, Kurtulus Savasi [liberty war], Atatiirk, his ideology and national identity
items were sembolized. Therefore, these elements provide the reflection of the power
of the regime in the public areas. The location of these urban parks is also important.
These centrally located urban parks provided the socialization and accessibility for
all citizens. Moreover, there were also cultural units such as exhibition areas into
these urban parks. Mostly, green landscape was preferred and water could be used in
the center of these Republican Era parks. These urban parks offered the socialization,
relaxation, entertainment, education, cultural and sport places into its central located

area.

The industrial revolution was a turning point for urbanization and urban green areas.
Migration and industrialization caused the rapid population growth in urban areas.
Therefore, density of residential areas increased. Also, industrial production leads to
air pollution. These two results caused to polluted and unhealthy urban areas. In this
condition, urban green areas started to be seen as an extension of nature. This
imitation of nature provided people to escape this unhealthy, crowded and polluted
urban condition. According to ilkay (2016, 250), such an approach had two origins:
(1) to cure the spatial, social and psychological damages that industrial revolution led
to in urban areas; (2) to react the absolutism in the form of overdesigned Baroque

gardens (French garden) where other classes out of Aristocrats were excluded.

In Ankara, this industrialization and migration occurred after 1950s. With this
change, Ankara became the crowded and unplanned development areas. Therefore,
existing green areas became under risk to transform housing zones. In addition to
this, because working class started to settle in the core of urban area and urban parks
which were mostly used by bourgeoisie became encounter area.This encountering
resulted with social movements. Some urban parks such as Giivenpark and Kizilay
Park were minimized in order to take under the control and overcome these social
movements. Moreover, political thought wanted to hide the previous government’s
thought which was about national identity and westernization. For example, while

Giivenpark which was developed in order to reflect New Republic’s thought started
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to be minimized, Kocatepe Mosque was constructed to overshadow the Giivenpark

Monument.

After Welfare State, the Neoliberalism took part in the economic, social and politic
life. ldentity policies gained importance after distributional politics lost its
significance. As it is mentioned before, use value was replaced by exchange value.
The urban land itself became a phenomenon that was bought, sold and profited.
Privatization, reproduction and exclusion were the key words of this period. As it is
mentioned in the study of Liberman (2010, p.1397), within the built environment, the
construction of new buildings or parks aid the circulation of capital through capital
accumulation by landowners via rents, developers via increments of rent, builders via
profit of enterprise, banks via interest and loans, and the local state via tax reveneus.
Urban transformation projects became the one of the important development
strategies parallel with these policies. Also, rather than comprehensive planning
strategies and plans, incremental strategies and project based development became
significant urbanization strategy. Public spaces were increasingly seen as a crucial
means to add value to speculative developments, both in terms of amenity and

commerce and to market and regenerate localities (Ercan, 2007, 118).

In Ankara, this process took place after the 1980s. Firstly, the concept of national
identity became blurred. Instead of national identity, international identity and single
market gained importance. Because of the increasing the popularity of exchange
value, urban transformation and housing process was the one of the main strategies
of this period. Profit-making projects became important part of the urban
development. Similarly, in this conjecture, the main purpose to develop urban green

area was to increase the profit.

Moreover, because of competitive urban developments,development strategies were
used as marketing of urban spaces. Furthermore, climate change, sustainability and
green development issues wee also feeding these marketing policies. Greenberg
(2015, 125) explains that a market-oriented sustainability becomes hegemonic,

displacing non-market alternatives, sustainability policies will be increasingly shaped
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and constrained by capitalist logics. In capitalist cities, urban political ecology argues
that the urban environments of the city are controlled manipulated and serve the
interests of elite at the expense of marginalized population (Gulsrud, 2016, 35).
Moreover, although, because of urban transformation projects and rant, urban green
areas under the risk of destruction. Rather than the sustainability and environmental
sensitive growth, these new urban green areas are the part of gentrification,

segregation and branding processes.
Ilkay (2016, 259) explains this usage of urban green areas as

Firstly, urban green areas have a specific role in reproduction of urban space,
especially within processes of urban rent production. Examining the recent
mechanisms, exchange value dominates the space production rather than use
value (Lefebvre, 1976; Harvey, 1985). This phenomenon brings about the
guestion whether how urban green areas function although they are produced
purely for public good, without any urban rent and economic profits directly.
How come is urban green still reproduced? They function as pseudo-natural
fields attached to housing projects (i.e. Hatipcay1r Regeneration Project Park)
or entertainment urban nodes which are accessed via entrance fees (i.e.
Ankapark) or pseudourban green areas of built environment, and commercial
facilities (i.e. the case of regional parks in struggle among district
municipalities and Ankara Metropolitan Municipality).

This historical perspective shows that until this period, parks have never truly been
democratic spaces; they have suffered under egalitarian policy regime and have

prospered under elitist policy regime (Liberman, 2010, 1392).
V.I11. Summary of Findings

In order to understand what the meaning of urban parks is for demand and supply
side of urban transformation projects, informations were gathered from four target
groups. These target groups are municipality, project developers, gecekondu dwellers
and newcomers. Ankara Greater Municipality and project developers are supply-side
of the projects while gecekondu dwellers and newcomers are the demand-side of the
projects. It was learned from the interviews with municipality officers, North Ankara
Entrance UTP, South Park Ankara UTP and GoksuUTP are the examples of this type
of projects. Moreover, with this thesis the idea that urban parks are not only public

spaces but also ideological and political items is suppported. In order to explain this,
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some cmparisons are made between Republican Era urban parks and the more recent

examples of urban parks.

The development of South Park Ankara UTP is different than the other case studies.
This urban park and recreation areas will be invested by project developer.
Municipality only prepared the urban plans of project area. Interviews with project
developer showed that they used the urban park and recreation area as a part of their
project and in the advertisements of project these areas were showed in order to
attract the newcomers. In the area, it was observed that gecekondu dwellers were
segregated fromother parts of the project. As a reason, project developer declared
that if they had same living areas and opportunities, it would not be proper to their

vision and lifestyle which they present to their customers.

In Goksu UTP, municipality mentioned that they planned urban park in order to
attract investments. Also, they said that ‘‘as we see, after the rehabilitation of lake,
urban land values and housing developments increased. Therefore, according to our
foresight, this urban project will also create the same results’’. After this interview,
the ideas of project developer also supported this foresight. In addition to project
developer’s expressions, advertisement brochure also used Goksu recreation area to
market the project. Moreover, people who bought their houses from this project also
said that the reason to buy was this recreation area. This three different target group
proved that from planning process to today, this recreation area is used as a branding

and profit maximization item.

When the interviews about North Ankara Entrance UTP is analyzed, other target
group’s idea comes to existence. Different than the other projects, in this project,
effects of urban park on gecekondu dwellers can be examined. According to
gecekondu dwellers discourses, it was understood that rightholders cannot use urban
park. This urban park was designed in such a way to hinder the entrance of
gecekondu dwellers. All of the interviewers see these urban parks as an area which
they cannot reach and use. These results are also proved by the views of the project

developer. They mentioned that they designed urban park as a buffer zone between

95



gecekondu dwellers and newcomers because this segregation was obligatory to
attract the newcomers. Also, municipality emphasized that before regeneration
project, this area had a bad image, and this beautification process can help to

improve this area. All these results are gathered with key words in Table V.111.1.

Table V.111.1. : Strategies about Urban Park in Transformation Projects (prepared by
the author of the thesis)
) Municipality Private Sector | Gecekondu
Project Name Newcomers
Strategy Strategy Dwellers
Geologically Place-
Obijectionable marketing
South Park area Segregation of
Ankara UTP right holders
Place-marketing Commercial
areas
Goksu UTP | Place-marketing Attract to
buy
An area
Place-
. . they
Geologically marketing
o cannot
Objectionable
North Ankara reach and
area Buffer Zone
Entrance ) use
between right
UTP )
Place-marketing holders and
) _ Unsecure
financial o
in nights
houses

Interviews with municipality and project owner explained the supply side’s motives

to develop these urban parks. For the municipality, urban parks provide attraction.
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Municipalities integrating green spaces into their main place brands target elite
groups through methods of political strategy and marketing (Gulsrud, 2016, p.46).
Mostly, major construction firms want to invest this urban transformation projects to
get more profit from development. As it was analyzed, all project developers which
were the cases of this study use these urban parks as a branding and marketing
strategy. Making the environment profitable is fundemantal to the neoliberalization
of nature (Kitchen, 2013, 1970). Moreover, project developers also use these areas as
segregation. Inroy (2000, 23) proves that public spaces are increasingly seen as
useful components of regeneration strategies as they can assist in developing positive
images of an area and can potentially serve to improve an area’s attractiveness to

potential inward investors.

Demand-side also supported what the attitude of supply side for urban parks was. For
the gecekondu dwellers, these urban parks are not more than the areas that they

cannot reach and use. As it is mentioned by Liberman (2010)

Parks build during this elite republican policy regime limited park access by
workers, immigrants and the urban poor. Instead of democratic spaces, parks
were elite environmental amenities that acted as a spatial fix by enhancing
private property values according to proximity principle.

Because project developers designed these urban parks as a buffer zone or developed
commercial places which are mostly reflection of the need of higher income groups,
gecekondu dwellers are excluded from the area. Interviews with newcomers also
support this fact. Because all urban parks are created for the interest of newcomers,
urban parks are the main reason to buy residential. Summary of strategies of target

groups is explained in the Figure V.1IL.1.
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Figure V.I11.1: Strategies of Demands on Supply Sides (Personal Diagram)

In addition to these findings, there are main differences in the 21th century urban
parks in Ankara. The list of urban parks show that from 1994 to 2000s, Ankara
Greater Municipality did not produce large-scale regional urban parks. After the
2000s, municipality started to make investments in order to create regional parks in
the periphery of the city. When housing development dynamics are considered, it is
realized that the location of the parks are choosen mostly in close areas to new

residential areas. These urban parks attract housing investments such as Harikalar

Right Holders «——

Segregation

Project

Attract investments +—Developer

Newcomers

Profit
maximization

Marketing
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Diyar1, Mogan, Mavi Go6l. Preference of the periphery rather than central locations
limits the accessibility of the parks to wider social groups. Therefore, socialization
feature of urban parks, which were paid crucial attention in the Early Republican Era,
seems to have left its place to the goals of attracting investors and making more
profits.

The other differences are related to the function, equipment and form of the parks. In
Republican Era, parks were attempted to serve for multifunctions such as
socialization, relaxation, entertainment and enculturation. However, as it is seen in
the case studies of this research, the main function of urban parks is a range of
consumption. Dense commercial units are the similar functions in case studies. While
in South Park and Goksu UTPs have private sport areas that serve to high income
groups, North Ankara Entrance UTP has Islamic forms such as mosques and Islamic-
ottoman social complex. This form and function differentiation reflect the ideological
and financial alterations between Republican 0 Era and the 21th century in Ankara.
A similar feature of some urban parks in these two periods is the presence of water.
However, usage purposes of water are varied. Although, in Republican Era, this
element was used for relief, it is now used for increasing the attractiveness of
commercial units. The water in urban parks is surrounded by these commercial units.

In Figure V.11111, all these changes are seen shortly.
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Figure V.IILIIL : Political and Financial Evoluation of Urban Parks in Ankara

(Personal Diagram)

Inroy (2000, p.26)’s idea that there are issues surrounding the function of the park
and this relates to questions surrounding who the public space is designed for and the
extent to which the park has different meanings for different people is the one of the
main aims of this research. This thesis helps to understand usage purpose of urban
parks in urban transformation projects in Ankara during the 21th century. As it is
seen in the background discussions, in the 21th century, urban parks are developed
for specific political and economic concerns. When cities and municipal authorities
gained more power, green spaces also started playing role in city branding efforts
(Konijnendijk, 2010, 3). Also, knowing the economic role of public spaces, local
governments in big cities put efforts to undertake various urban regeneration projects
for marketing city branding through enhancing city imaginary and identity of place
(Ellisa, 2011, 3).

This study shows that Ankara Metropolitan Municipality uses the urban parks in
order to enhance city imaginary and market the land. In addition to branding,
different than the historical manner, now, urban parks became gentrification and
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segregation areas. Moreover, this thesis proved that projects which are presented as
environmentally friendly by municipality that appears to be environmentally sound
but in essence only serves profit-maximising interests and leads to the displacement
of poor inhabitants to less well-off neighbourhoods (Bush and Anderberg, 2015, 6).
In other words, as it is mentioned by Curran and Hamilton (2012, 1027),
environmental improvements result in the displacement of working-class residents as
clean up and reuse of undesirable land uses make a neighbourhood more attractive
and drive up real estate prices. This means that recently these areas lost their public
space role and altered to exclusivist areas. Finally, this thesis proves that the creation
of urban parks includes political and ideological concerns beyond just creating public
spaces. While the purpose of socialization was prominent in the republican era parks,
the parks that are produced recently are being created in isolated worlds with no
obvious intention for socialization purpose. Even socialization was aimed it would be
quite difficult to achieve as the recent examples of the large scale parks are located
on the periphery of the city. While doing this, forms that can be customized with past

communities such as Islamic-Ottoman social complex are used.
V.1V. Recommendations for Future Development

In this case study and background discussions, there are some main outputs about the
urban parks developments in Ankara. These outputs could be helpful in order to
create urban parks for all citizens. For future development of urban parks, there are

four main issues as a recommendation according to analyzes in this thesis.

(1) Interviews with municipality showed that there are not any urban green
systems in Ankara. Therefore, these urban parks are developed without any
systematic approaches. For this reason, these green areas are very
disconnected areas. In order to overcome this problem, urban green system
must be developed in Ankara and these urban parks must be created
according to this system.

(2) In field studies, it was observed that, especially in South Park Ankara UTP,

urban parks are invested by private developers. If private sector develops
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urban parks, these urban parks become a part of project. Therefore, they
produce a commercial and marketing items such as golf areas, ski centers etc.
in order to attract specific social groups. For this reason, urban parks serve to
just specific groups rather than public usage. In order to overcome this
problem, public authorities must develop and invest for urban parks in order
to create a park for all people in the city. Also, with the public development,
there can be a standard for urban green areas’ features.

(3) Because these urban parks are developed for newcomers and their interest,
gecekondu dwellers are not concerned. They are excluded from these urban
parks because project developers concern that if gecekondu dwellers use the
same areas such as common spaces with newcomers this would damage the
prestige and sales rates. For this reason, segregation of gecekondu dwellers
occurs in these projects. Boone and Modarres (2009, 174) explains this issue

for greenways as

While it does not report on who uses the greenways, most research show that
the poor and minorities are less likely to use parks but if planners pay
attention to the needs of communities, more from all backgrounds may use
greenways more often.

Chapman (2005,36) also mentions thatgreen infrastructure must be planned in
partnership with stakeholders in the field of health, education, environment, nature
conservation, heritage, transport, the utilities, the private sector and the community,
who depend on getting the natural and environment right. Therefore, it can be said

that there must be participation planning when these projects start.

(4) Urban parks as a part of urbanization process cannot be considered
independent from the political, ideological and economic aspects of the

period.

102



REFERENCES

Akbulut, B., & Candan, A. B. (2014). Bir-iki agacin &tesinde: Istanbul’a politik
ekoloji cercevesinden bakmak. Yeni Istanbul Calismalar: icinde, 288-299.

Aktas Ustiin, N., Zorba E., Ustiin, U. D. (2018). Parklarda yer alan acik alan spor
aletlerinin kullanimi: Kadin ve erkek kullanicilarin algilarindan nitel bir
calisma. Sportif Bakis: Spor ve Egitim Bilimleri Dergisi, 5(1), 33-41.

Ayoglu, B. O. (2010). Zafer Aniti-Gilivenpark-TBMM. Kent Aksinin Varolan
Durumunun  irdelenmesi ve Cumhuriyet Aksi Olarak Yeniden Tasarimi
(Unpublished master's thesis). Ankara University, Ankara.

Batuman, B. (2002). Cumhuriyet’in Kamusal Mekan1 Olarak Kizilay
Meydani.Giiven Arif Sargin (Der.),Ankara’nmin Kamusal Yiizleri i¢inde,40-
76.

Bhan, G. (2009). “This is no longer the city I once knew”. Evictions, the urban poor
and the right to the city in millennial Delhi. Environment and
Urbanization,21(1), 127-142.

Birge-Liberman, P. (2010). (Re) Greening the City: Urban Park Restoration as a
Spatial Fix. Geography Compass, 4(9), 1392-1407.

Boone, C., & Modarres, A. (2009). City and environment. Temple University Press.

Bostanoglu, O. (2008). Ankara-Istanbul Baskentlik Cekismesi: Cumhuriyet
Ankara'sindan Gokgek Ankara'sina. Miilkiye Dergisi, 32(261), 89-117.

Brand, P. (2007). Green subjection: the politics of neoliberal urban environmental
management. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 31(3),
616-632.

Briggs, A. (1961). The welfare state in historical perspective. European Journal of
Sociology/Archives europeennes de sociologie, 2(2), 221-258.

Burat, S. (2008). The Changing Morphology of Urban Greenways, Ankara, 1923-
1960(Unpublished PhD. thesis) METU, Ankara.

103



Busch, H., & Anderberg, S. (2015). Green Attraction-Transnational Municipal
Climate Networks and Green  City Branding.J. Mgmt. &
Sustainability, 5, 1.

Byrne, J., & Wolch, J. (2009). Nature, race, and parks: past research and future
directions for geographic research. Progress in Human Geography, 33(6),
743-765.

Can, 1. (2007). Transformation of public space: A case of Konak Square,
Izmir (Unpublished master's thesis). izmir Institute of Technology, izmir.

Chapman, D. (2005). Start with the park: Creating sustainable urban green spaces in
areas of housing growth and renewal. CABE Space.

Checker, M. (2011). Wiped out by the “greenwave”: Environmental gentrification
and the paradoxical politics of urban sustainability. City & Society, 23(2),
210-229.

Chiesura, A. (2004). The role of urban parks for the sustainable city. Landscape and
Urban Planning, 68, 129-138.

Cranz, G. (1982). The politics of park design. A history of urban parks in
America.

Curran, W., & Hamilton, T. (2012). Just green enough: contesting environmental
gentrification in Greenpoint, Brooklyn. Local Environment, 17(9), 1027-
1042.

Davidson, M. (2013). The sustainable and entrepreneurial park? Contradictions and
persistent antagonisms at Sydney's Olympic Park. Urban
Geography, 34(5), 657-676.

Demir, E. (2005). Park Kullanim Kaliplari: Genglik Parki Ziyaretcileri Uzerine Bir
Arastirma. Cagdas Yerel Yonetimler, 14(3), 19-42.

Dooling, S. (2009). Ecological gentrification: A research agenda exploring justice in
the city. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 33(3), 621-
639.

Dwyer, J. F., Schroeder, H. W., & Gobster, P. H. (1991). The significance of urban
trees and forests: toward a deeper understanding of values. Journal of
Arboriculture 17 (10): 276-284, 17(10).

Ercan, Z. M. A. (2007). Public spaces of post-industrial cities and their changing
roles. Metu jfa, 24(1), 115-137.

104



Erdogan, O. (2015). Bursa Kamberler Kent Parki Kentsel Yenileme Projesinin
Toplumsal Ve Mekansal Algis1 Uzerine Bir Arastirma. Elektronik Sosyal
Bilgiler Egitimi Dergisi ISSN: 2148-872X, 2(1), 37-57.

Ekinci, Z., & Saglam, H. (2016). Meanings and Social Roles of the Republic Period
Urban Parks in Ankara. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 216, 610-
621.

Ellisa, E.(2011). Enhancing City Branding through Public Space. 12th International
Conference on Quality International Research, Bali, Indonesia.

Eraydin, A., & Koroglu, B. (2005). Ulus Devletin Bagkentliginden Kiiresel
Ekonominin Diigiim Noktasi Olmaya Uzanan Yapisal Doniisiim Cabalari.

Tanst Senyapili (der.), ‘Cumhuriyet’in  ‘Ankara’st icinde, ODTU Yayncilik,
Ankara, 61-118

Fisher, B. H. (2011). Brownfields redevelopment and gentrification: A socio-
economic evaluation of the EPA Brownfields Pilot Program.

Fainstein, S. S. (2014). The resilience of neoliberalism and its urban effects. Critical
Policy Studies, 8(3), 356-358.

Geng, F. N. (2008). Tirkiye’de Kentsel Dontisiim: Mevzuat ve Uygulamalarin Genel
Goriintimii. Yonetim ve Ekonomi: Celal Bayar Universitesi lktisadi ve ldari
Bilimler Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 15(1), 115-130.

Ghertner, D. A. (2010). Calculating without numbers: aesthetic governmentality in
Delhi's slums. Economy and Society, 39(2), 185-217.

Glesne, C. (2011). Becoming qualitative researchers: An introduction (4th Ed.).
Boston: Pearson Education, Inc.

Gotham, K. F. (2007). (Re) branding the big easy: tourism rebuilding in post-Katrina
New Orleans. Urban Affairs Review, 42(6), 823-850.

Gould, K. A., & Lewis, T. L. (2012). The environmental injustice of green
gentrification: the case of Brooklyn’s Prospect Park. The World in Brooklyn:
Gentrification, immigration, and ethnic politics in a global city, 113-146.

Greenberg, M. (2015). ‘The Sustainability Edge’: Competition, Crisis, and the Rise
of Green Urban Branding. Sustainability as Myth and Practice in the
Global City, 105-130.

Gulsrud, N. M. (2015). The role of green space in city branding: An urban

governance  perspective (Unpublished PhD  thesis).  University of
Copenhagen, Copenhagen

105



Giinay, B. (2005). Ankara Cekirdek Alan Olugumu ve 1990 Nazim Plan1 Hakkinda
Bir Degerlendirme. Tanst Senyapili (der.), Cumhuriyet’in Ankara’st iginde,
ODTU Yayincilik, Ankara, 61-118

Giindiiz, N. 2002. Tarihsel Siire¢ Iginde Tiirkiye’de Kent Parklarinin Olusumu
(Unpublished master thesis). Ankara University, Ankara.

Hu, R. (2015). Sustainability —and  competitiveness in  Australian
cities. Sustainability, 7(2),  1840-1860.

Inroy, N. M. (2000). Urban regeneration and public space: The story of an urban
park. Space  and Policy, 4(1), 23-40

Isenhour, C. (2015). Green capitals reconsidered. Sustainability in the Global City:
Myth and Practice, 54-74.

flkay, Y. (2016). (Re)Production And Appropriation Of Open Public Spaces:
Representational Moments For Urban Green In Ankara (Unpublished PhD
thesis). Middle East Technical University, Ankara.

Kamaci, E. (2009). Giineybati Ankara Koridoru Yenikent Bahgeli Evler Yapi
Kooperatifi. Gecekondu, doniisiim, kent, Tansi Senyapili’'yva armagan, 327-
352.

Karaburun, N. (2009). Urban Transformation Projects in Ankara: Challange for a
Holistic Urban Planning System (Unpublished master thesis). Middle East
Technical University,Ankara.

Kayasii, S. (2005). Ankara Imar Planlarinin Acik ve Yesil Alan Yaklasimlari. Tans:
Senyapili  (der.), ‘Cumhuriyet’in  ‘Ankara’si icinde, ODTU Yayncilik,
Ankara.

Keles, R., & Duru, B. (2008). Ankara'nin Ulke Kentlesmesindeki Etkilerine Tarihsel
Bir Bakis. Miilkiye Dergisi, 32(261), 27-44.

Keskinok, H. C. (2010). Urban Planning Experience Of Turkey in The 1930s. METU
Journal of the Faculty of Architecture, 27(2).

Kitchen, L. (2013). Are trees always ‘good’? Urban political ecology and
environmental justice in the valleys of South Wales. International Journal of
Urban and Regional Research, 37(6), 1968-1983.

Kog, T. (2011). Kapitalist kent olgusu ve kentsel siyaset iizerine yaklasimlar. Egitim
Bilim Toplum, 8(29), 39-52.

Konijnendijk, C. C. (2010). Green cities, competitive cities—promoting the role of
green space in city branding. In IFPRA World Congress, Hong Kong,
China.

106



Kurtulug, H. (2005). Istanbul’da  kapali yerlesmeler: Beykoz Konaklari
ornegi. Istanbul’da  kentsel ayrisma, 161-186.

Lee, K. S. (2007). Questioning a neoliberal urban regeneration policy: the rhetoric of
“Cities of Culture” and the city of Gwangju, Korea. International journal of
cultural policy, 13(4), 335-347.

Loughran, K. (2014). Parks for profit: The high line, growth machines, and the
unevendevelopment of urban public spaces. City & Community, 13(1), 49-
68.

Low, S., Taplin, D., & Scheld, S. (2009). Rethinking urban parks: Public space and
cultural diversity. University of Texas Press.

Madureira, H., Andresen, T., & Monteiro, A. (2011). Green structure and planning
evolution in  Porto. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 10(2), 141-149.

Miftiioglu, V. (2008). Kentsel A¢ik--Yesil Alan Karar ve Uygulamalarimin Imar
Mevzuati Kapsaminda Ankara Kenti Orneginde
Irdelenmesi. (Unpublished master thesis) Ankara University, Ankara

Ooi, C. S. (2011). Paradoxes of city branding and societal changes. City branding .
Palgrave Macmillan, London, 54-61.

Ozer, N. (2005). Bir Kiiltiirel Miras Olarak Genglik Parki. Planlama Dergisi, 4, 16-
26.

Ozgen, C. (2012). Inclusivity Of Public Space: Changing Inclusivity Of An Urban
Park, Genglik Parki, Ankara (Unpublished PhD thesis), Middle East
Technical University, Ankara

Pearsall, H. (2012). Moving out or moving in? Resilience to environmental
gentrification in New York City. Local Environment, 17(9), 1013-1026

Pincetl, S. (2007). The political ecology of green spaces in the city and linkages to
the countryside. Local Environment, 12(2), 87-92

Prilenska, V. (2012). City Branding as a Tool for Urban Regeneration: Towards a
Theoretical ~ Framework. Architecture & Urban Planning, (6).

Quastel, N. (2009). Political ecologies of gentrification. Urban Geography, 30(7),
694-725.

Saglam, S. (2016). 1923-1950 Yillar1 Arasinda Tiirkiye'de Kentlesme Olgusu.
Sosyoloji Konferanslari, (53), 257-274.

Sarikulak, S. (2013). Changing Identity of Public Spaces: Giivenpark in
Ankara. Middle East Technical University, Ankara.

107



Sarkowicz, H. (ed.) (2003). Bahgelerin ve Parklarin Tarihi (trans. E. Kayaoglu).
Ankara: Dost  Kitabevi.

Schmidt, S. J. (2008). The evolving relationship between open space preservation
and local planning practice. Journal of Planning History, 7(2), 91-112.

Siebielec, G. (2012). Brownfield redevelopment as an alternative to greenfield
consumption in urban development in Central Europe. URBAN SMS Soil
Management Strategy, Institute of Soil Science and Plant Cultivation—State
Research Institute, European Union, European Regional Development Fund.

Swaffield, J. (2017). Freebies, freedom and fundamental change: resistance to
neoliberal environmentalism in large “green” corporations. Local
Environment, 22(5), 553-567.

Tan, P. Y., Jim, C. Y., &Jim, C. Y. (2017). Greening Cities. Springer Singapore.

Tulumello, S. (2016). Reconsidering neoliberal urban planning in times of crisis:
urban regeneration policy in a “dense” space in Lisbon. Urban
Geography, 37(1), 117-140.

Uste, R. B. (2014). Neoliberal Politikalarm Cevre Konusunda Etkileri Agisindan Bir
Degerlendirme. Bitlis  Eren  Universitesi  Sosyal — Bilimler — Enstitiisii
Dergisi, 3(1).

Van Dijk, T. (2009). Who is in charge of the urban fringe? Neoliberalism, open
space preservation and growth control. Planning Practice & Research, 24(3),
343-361.

Van Rooijen, M. (2000). Open space, urban planning and the evolution of the green
city. Urban planning in a changing world: the twentieth century experience,
212-229.

Wickham, L. (2012). Gardens in History: A Political Perspective. Windgather Press.

Young, T. (1995). Modern urban parks. Geographical Review, 85(4), 535-551.

108



APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: URBAN PARK LIST INVESTED BY ANKARA GREATER
MUNICIPALITY

1994-2013 YILLARI ARASI REKREASYON ALANLARI VE ANKARA PARKLARI

Sl YAPIM ) )
RA PARK ADI VIL| M2 ILCESI

1 S.HACIABDULLAHOGLU PARKI 1994 30,349 KECIOREN

2 KUTUKCU ALI BEY PARKI 1994 11,702 YENIMAHALLE
3 TURKMENISTAN PARKI 1994 21,896 YENIMAHALLE
4 Y.BEYAZIT PARKI 1994 22,530 YENIMAHALLE
5 | HACIBAYRAM VELI CAMi CEVRESI ( 2010 REVIZE ) 1994 45,332 ALTINDAG

6 ASAF BEY PARKI 1995 14,282 YENIMAHALLE
7 CAHAR DUDAYEF (ALI HAYDAR BEY) 1995 15,278 YENIMAHALLE
8 BALGAT PARKI 1995 3,379 CANKAYA

9 DOSTLAR SITESI PARKI(VAZO) 1995 1,749 CANKAYA
10 DOSTLUK PARKI 1995 10,813 YENIMAHALLE
11 M.ALI BEY PARKI 1995 10,470 YENIMAHALLE
12 NASRETTIN HOCA PARKI 1995 10,039 YENIMAHALLE
13 YASEMIN OZGUR PARK (2012 REVIZE ) 1995 14,191 YENIMAHALLE
14 YUMURCAK PARKI 1995 2,250 YENIMAHALLE
15 ALTI YESIL ALAN 1996 15,000 YENIMAHALLE
16 KARDELEN PARKI 1996 7,530 YENIMAHALLE
17 HUKUK PARKI (HUKUK FAKUL. ALTI) 1996 3,490 ALTINDAG
18 KARDELEN MAHALLESI PARKI 1996 13,377 YENIMAHALLE
19 M.AYDIN YUNT PARKI 1996 17,967 YENIMAHALLE
20 MAZDA SEHITLER PARKI 1996 13,683 YENIMAHALLE
21 BARIS MANCO PARKI 1997 9,353 CANKAYA
29 BATIKENT CAY BAHCESI 2(SHT.EVREN 1997 1774 VENIMAHALLE

AYYARGIN)PARKI
23 BATIKENT CAY BAHCESI 1 HUSEYIN TEK PARKI 1997 19,554 YENIMAHALLE
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24 CUMHURIYET PARKI 1997 7,510 ALTINDAG
25 SHT.ERSIN BATUR PARKI (AYYILDIZ PARKI) 1997 7,023 ETIMESGUT
26 ESREF BITLIS CAD. DINLENME PARKI 1997 3,500 KECIOREN
27 EVCIL HAYVANLAR PARKI 1997 18,137 KECIOREN
28 HACETTEPE ACIL ALTI PARKI 1997 6,672 ALTINDAG
29 HOSTA ONU PARKI seymenler 1997 4,730 ETIMESGUT
30 INONU PARKI 1997 8,495 CANKAYA
31 ISTANBUL YOLU KOSU PARKURU 1997 80,850 YENIMAHALLE
32 SAMANPAZARI ESNAFLARI PARKI 1997 35,955 YENIMAHALLE
33 TOROS SOKAK PARKI 1997 2,441 CANKAYA
34 | VATAN CADDESI DINLENME PARKI ( 2012 REVIZE) 1997 8,265 YENIMAHALLE
35 75. YIL PARKI 1998 4,905 YENIMAHALLE
36 1011 KARSISI PARK 1998 3,033 ALTINDAG
37 TOPTANCI HALI ARKASI PARK 1998 17,485 YENIMAHALLE
38 ASTI KARSISI PARK 1998 1,195 CANKAYA
39 ASTI YANI PARK 1998 1,949 CANKAYA
40 BATIKENT LEVENT PARKI 1998 3,132 YENIMAHALLE
41 BEGENDIK ONU PARK (IST. YOLU ADESE) 1998 1,461 YENIMAHALLE
42 CAMLICA DINLENME PARKI 1998 1,095 YENIMAHALLE
43 ELVANKENT TOPLU KONUTLAR PARKI 1998 41,030 ETIMESGUT
44 EMRE PARKI 1998 21,491 YENIMAHALLE
45 ERYAMAN 3. ETAP PARKI 1998 9,995 ETIMESGUT
46 ESEN VADI PARKI 1998 19,496 YENIMAHALLE
47 GOLBASI SEGMENLER PARKI 1998 24,091 GOLBASI

48 KOCATEPE OTOPARK BAHCESI PARKI 1998 7,663 CANKAYA
49 MALTEPE KOPRU ALTI PARKLARI 1998 2,680 CANKAYA
50 METRO PARKI 1998 9,741 YENIMAHALLE
51 SIMKENT SITESI YANI PARKI 1998 5,213 CANKAYA
52 SINCAN GOP PARKI 1998 11,324 SINCAN

53 SEHIT FATIH KOYBASI PARKI ( OSTIM ) 1998 19,022 YENIMAHALLE
54 TESVIYECILER CAD. PARKI 1998 6,595 ALTINDAG
55 T.GUNES BULV. MSB LOJ. ONU PARKI 1998 14,040 CANKAYA
56 HACETTEPELILER PARKI 1998 9,434 YENIMAHALLE
57 KURTULUS DINLENME PARKI 1999 1,505 CANKAYA
58 MALTEPE SELALE PARKI 1999 3,041 CANKAYA
59 OSTIM ALINTERI BULVARI PARKI 1999 6,940 YENIMAHALLE
60 VARLIK MAH. PARKI ( 2012 REVIZE ) 1999 24,117 YENIMAHALLE
61 YATIK MUSLUK MAH.PLEVNE PARKI 1999 2,668 ALTINDAG
62 ZIRAAT PARKI 1999 9,603 ALTINDAG
63 ALPARSLAN TURKES PARKI 1999 25,797 YENIMAHALLE
64 ALTINSOY SELALESI ONU 1999 833 CANKAYA
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65 ERYAMAN OYUNCAKISTAN PARKI 1999 22,372 ETIMESGUT
66 ESREF BITLIS CAD. PARKI (ILAVE) 1999 3,200 KECIOREN
57 BATIKENT METRO ISTASYONU ONU VE KARSISI 2000 21,845 VENIMAHALLE
PARKI
68 C.BAYAR BULV. FORD ONU PARK 2000 1,650 CANKAYA
69 ETBALIK KAVSAGI KARADENIZ EVLERI PARKI 2000 7,270 ALTINDAG
70 KARAKUSUNLAR GOKCE PARKI 2000 6,081 CANKAYA
71 GOKCEK PARKI 2000 51,842 KECIOREN
72 HALIL SEZAI ERKUT CAD. KOSU YOLU 2000 28,576 YENIMAHALLE
73 IVEDIK METRO ISTASYON ONU PARK 2000 9,262 YENIMAHALLE
74 KARAKUSUNLAR 100. YIL BIRLiK PARKI 2000 24,164 CANKAYA
75 | YUCEL PARKI ( GENCLIK CAD. YESIL ALAN DAHIL ) 2000 1,500 CANKAYA
76 ANSERA ONU PARK 2001 5,345 CANKAYA
77 CETIN EMEC YAN BANT PARK 2001 2,857 CANKAYA
78 ILLER BANKASI PARKI 2001 19,920 YENIMAHALLE
79 CETIN EMEC SEYIR TERASLARI 2001 4,817 CANKAYA
80 GCETIN EMEC TUZUN ONU KAVSAK PARKI 2001 1,836 CANKAYA
81 ELVAN PARK 2001 16,276 ETIMESGUT
82 ZEYNEPCIK PARKI 2001 44,400 KECIOREN
83 DIKMEN ATATURK PARKI 2001 10,713 CANKAYA
84 KARAKUSUNLAR 100. YIL PARKI (ILAVE ) 2001 14,000 CANKAYA
85 OVACIK PARKI 2001 2,224 KECIOREN
86 SINCAN MESIRE ALANI 2001 52,584 SINCAN
87 MOGAN PARKI 2001 4,492 GOLBASI
88 UZAYCAGI CADDESI 1 PARKI 2001 900 YENIMAHALLE
89 UZAYCAGI CADDESI 2 PARKI 2001 1,816 YENIMAHALLE
90 ZEYNEP PARKI 2002 2,233 YENIMAHALLE
91 BEYDAPARK 2002 3,854 CANKAYA
BEYDA PARK(KARAKUSUNLAR)(I1.KISIM)2010
92 HAYMANA YOLU YILDIZ PARKI (DOSA) 2002 2,723 GOLBASI
93 ETIMESGUT YUNUSEMRE PARKI 2002 6,487 ETIMESGUT
o HUKUKCU DOSTLAR((SHT.BULENT SARIKAYA) 2002 13326 VENIMAHALLE
PARKI
95 HULYA PARK 2002 5,620 CANKAYA
96 KULTUR PARKI 2002 11,945 ALTINDAG
97 VARLIK II. PARKI 2002 14,000 YENIMAHALLE
98 DOGUKENT CAD. KOSU YOLU 2002 43,526 CANKAYA
99 BAHCEKENT PARKI 2003 9,290 GOLBASI
100 CELAL BAYAR BULV. ALO CENAZE-DOGUM 2003 4,200 CANKAYA
101 ALICIK PARKI 2003 5,996 YENIMAHALLE
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102 DAMLA PARKI 2003 24,476 ETIMESGUT
DIKMEN VADISI 1. ETAP 1994 196,325
103 DIKMEN VADISI II. ETAP 2003 270,631 CANKAYA
DIKMEN VADISI 111. ETAP 2008 240,381
104 | HARIKALAR DIYARI PARKI ( YUNUS GOLETI)1998 2003 1,300,000 SINCAN
105 AKAR OTELI YANI FATIH PARK 2004 4,384 CANKAYA
106 ARIF YALDIZ CAD. YANI PARK 2004 12,044 MAMAK
107 | ERYAMAN GUZELKENT(KEMAL SONUNUR) PARKI 2004 69,383 ETIMESGUT
108 CIFTLIK KAV. YANI VE TRAFO YANI PARK 2004 2,010 YENIMAHALLE
109 ARAPLAR MAH. PARKI 2004 44,178 MAMAK
110 [ZMIR CADDES] 1-2 2004 14,801 CANKAYA
111 ISTANBUL YOLU SECIL SITESI YANI PARK 2004 6,806 YENIMAHALLE
112 GOKSU PARKI 2004 534,100 ETIMESGUT
113 KAZAN ILCESI GIRiSI PARK DUZENLEMESI 2004 12895 KAZAN
(ANKARA CD)
114 DORT MEVSIM PARKI 2004 13,436 CANKAYA
115 KUVAYI MILLIYE (DUYGU) PARKI 2005 61,638 ETIMESGUT
116 NEJLA KIZILBAG HUZUR EVI PARKI 2005 3,158 KECIOREN
117 | MAVI GOL(BAYINDIR BARAJI) REKREASYON ALANI 2005 1,422,608 MAMAK
118 ZELIS PARKI 2005 889 CANKAYA
119 SANCAK PARKI+YILDIZ SPOR TESISLERI 2005 16,541 CANKAYA
120 SOGUKSU MILLI PARKI 2005 851,840 | KIZILCAHAMAM
121 CUBUK BARAIJI 1-2 2005 388,769 CUBUK
MOGAN REKREASYON ALANI | 2002 401,667
122 MOGAN REKREASYON ALANI II 2005 407,750 GOLBASI
Mogan Sevgi Cigegi Parki (Mogan Goli Rek. Alani 2272
Yaninda)2006
123 ZIYAULRAHMAN CADDESI PARKI 2006 1,777 CANKAYA
124 DEVLET MAH. PARKI 2006 51,602 CANKAYA
125 ATASEHIR YASAMKENT PARKI 2006 6,809 YENIMAHALLE
126 KAZAN SHT.HV.PLT EROL AKINCI PARKI 2006 21,733 KAZAN
107 SEYRANBAGLARI SU DEPOSU PARKI(OZAN AYAZ 2006 3071 CANKAYA
PARKI)
128 KAZAN MILLI EGEMENLIK PARKI 2006 8,607 KAZAN
129 CELTIKCI MESIRE ALANI 2006 18,144 KIZILCAHAMAM
130 ELVANKENT 16.CAD. YAN BANT PARKI 2006 13,310 ETIMESGUT
131 GOKKUSAGI PARKI 2006 6320 CANKAYA
12 AVRUPA BIRLIGI PARKI ( CQCA COLA YANI PIKNIK 2006 52,32 URSAKLAR
ALANI) (REVIZE-2011)
133 ALI DINCER (BASKENT) PARKI 2007 72,744 YENIMAHALLE
134 AYAS IPEK YOLU PARKI 2007 23,350 AYAS
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135 SINANLI PARKI 2007 5,879 AYAS
136 | AKYURT YESIL TEPE PARKI(sht. Miktad Samdanci) 2007 3,321 AKYURT
137 SIRKELI YESILOVA PARKI 2007 29,925 CUBUK
138 GULSEN PARKI 2007 1,643 MAMAK
139 UMITKOY DODURGA MESIRE ALANI 2007 45,470 YENIMAHALLE
140 ORGANIZE PARKI(SEHIT DURSUN ALTUNTOP 2007 7647 VENIMAHALLE
PARKI)
141 KONYA YOLU SAMANYOLU PARKI 2007 29,640 GOLBASI
142 AHMET TUTAM PARKI 2007 7,475 YENIMAHALLE
143 OSTIM HAMZA AKCA PARKI 2007 2,506 YENIMAHALLE
144 YUKARI CAVUNDUR PARKI 2007 2,948 CUBUK
145 BALA PARKI 2007 10,900 BALA
146 ESENBOGA PARKI 2007 15,491 CUBUK
147 SINCAN YENIKENT CEZAEVI INF. iCi PARK 2007 26,000 SINCAN
148 CAMLIDERE YURUYUS YOLU 2007 800 CAMLIDERE
149 YESILDERE COCUK PARKI 2007 1,145 ELMADAG
150 YESILDERE PARKI 2007 1,790 ELMADAG
151 HUZUR PARKI 2008 50,528 YENIMAHALLE
152 HAYDAR ALIYEV PARKI 2008 75,892 YENIMAHALLE
153 EROL KAYA PARKI VE YURUYUS YOLU 2008 47,301 YENIMAHALLE
154 KARACAOREN MAH.SEVGI PARKI 2008 11,018 ALTINDAG
155 KIZILCASAR PARKI 2008 9,866 GOLBASI
156 POLIS SEHITLERI PARKI 2008 51,518 ETIMESGUT
157 | ESKISEHIR YOLU TOKi PRESTIJ ONU KOSU YOLU 2008 5,614 YENIMAHALLE
158 YENIBAHCEKENT PARKI 2008 9,600 GOLBASI
159 PURSAKLAR TEBESSUM PARKI 2008 48,010 PURSAKLAR
160 SARAYKOY PARKI 2008 10,635 PURSAKLAR
161 BEZIRHANE PARKI 2008 8,986 GOLBASI
162 KARAGEDIK PARKI 2008 4,933 GOLBASI
163 BALA KARAALI PARKI 2008 19,257 BALA
164 KESIKKOPRU PARKI 2008 10,920 BALA
165 LALAHAN PARKI 2008 1,775 ELMADAG
166 KURTULUS PARKI 2008 5,058 ELMADAG
167 SAHIN PARKI(2 KISIM) 2008 3,700 ELMADAG
168 KAZAN OVA FIDANLIGI PARKI 2008 2,186 KAZAN
169 SARAY SPOR TESISLERI 2008 670,000 PURSAKLAR
170 SEDAT BURAK PARKI 2008 1,200 YENIMAHALLE
171 PINAR PARKI 2008 550 YENIMAHALLE
172 HIPODROM ICi(AKM) 2008 650,000 ALTINDAG
173 BAYRAM SiT PARKI 2009 7,195 PURSAKLAR
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174 | ESKISEHIR YOLU BEYAZGUL SITESI ONU PARKI 2009 21,735 YENIMAHALLE
175 AHLATLIBEL AKADEMISI YANI PARK 2009 17,719 CANKAYA
176 YAKACIK PARKI 2009 2,504 YENIMAHALLE
177 ATATURK PARKI 2009 3,150 CUBUK
178 YILDIRIM BEYAZIT PARKI 2009 3,308 CUBUK
UYANIS PARKI 2008 38,982
179 KECIOREN
UYANIS PARKI ILKISIM 2009 7,500
180 IHLAMUR PARKI 2009 4,821 KECIOREN
MUHSIN YAZICIOGLU PARKI LKISIM 27,670
181 ) ) 2009 KAZAN
MUHSIN YAZICIOGLU PARKI DEVAMI (2013) 4,000
ELMADAG MESIRE ALANI(L.KISIM) 77,050 3
182 V . 2009 ELMADAG
ELMADAG MESIRE ALANI (ILKISIM) 2010 20,837
183 OPERA KOPRU ALTI PARKI 2009 6,710 ALTINDAG
184 OYACA PARKI 2009 9,096 GOLBASI
PURSAKLAR SELALELI TEBESSUM PARKI
185 2009 45,000 PURSAKLAR
(I1. KISIM ) 2010
186 TEMELLI PARKI (revize) 2009 1,150,451 SINCAN
187 ERYAMAN ZEYNEPCIK PARKI 2009 7,293 ETIMESGUT
188 BAHCIVANLIK KURSU UYGULAMA PARKI 2009 3,000 YENIMAHALLE
189 | KAZAN SATI KADIN PARKI (BAKIMINA BASLANDI ) 2010 4,747 KAZAN
KAZAN SATI KADIN KOSU YOLU(BAKIMINA
190 2010 4,145 KAZAN
BASLANDI )
KAZAN ALPASLAN TURKES PARKI
191 2010 4,440 KAZAN
(BAKIMINA BASLANDI )
192 KAZAN ALPASLAN TURKES KOSU YOLU 2010 600 KAZAN
193 KAZAN FATIH PARKI (BAKIMINA BASLANDI ) 2010 3,053 KAZAN
194 KAZAN INONU PARKI (BAKIMINA BASLANDI ) 2010 3,872 KAZAN
195 | KAZAN OVALILAR PARKI (BAKIMINA BASLANDI ) 2010 4,300 KAZAN
196 CEVIZLIDERE ASKi YANI PARK 2010 1,833 CANKAYA
PLANET AILE YASAM MERKEZI YANIPARKI (2010 ]
197 . 2010 16,688 ETIMESGUT
REVIZE)
KAZAN SEHIT HAVA PILOT FATIH DEVRAVUT
198 2010 5,079 KAZAN
PARKI (BAKIMINA BASLANDI )
199 CiGDEM MAHALLESI GUL PARKI 2010 9,788 CANKAYA
200 CUKURAMBAR FIRDEVS PARKI 2010 1,766 CANKAYA
201 BALA YENI PARK 2010 11,000 BALA
202 | YENIMAHALLE 15114 ADA PARKI (Hipodrum Kars1s1) 2010 15,000 YENIMAHALLE
203 CESIM PARKI(BAKIMINA BASLANDI ) 2010 9,637 YENIMAHALLE
OSTIM SOFU DURUCAN PARKI (BAKIMINA .
204 2010 3,264 YENIMAHALLE
BASLANDI)
205 | GOLBASI KARCICEGI PARKI (BAKIMINA BASLANDI ) 2010 7,727 GOLBASI
206 CANKAYA KAZIM OZALP MAHALLESI PARKI 2010 7,984 CANKAYA
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207 KURTBOGAZI PIKNIK ALANI (2010 REVIZE ) 2010 512,550 KAZAN
208 KAVAKLI AYSEGUL PARKI 2011 1,180 ALTINDAG
209 YAKUP ABDAL MAHALLESI PARKI 2011 5,325 MAMAK
210 KIRKKONAKLAR PARKI 2011 11,877 CANKAYA
ETIMESGUT SAMSUN 19 MAYIS CADDESI EMRE ]
211 2011 28,490 ETIMESGUT
PARKI
212 BEYPAZARI ATATURK PARKI 2011 7,296 BEYPAZARI
213 BEYPAZARI ANKARA PARKI 2011 24,932 BEYPAZARI
214 CEREN PARKI 2011 12,254 YENIMAHALLE
215 CAMLIDERE PARKI 2011 2,106 CAMLIDERE
216 ISTANBUL YOLU TOKI PARKI 2011 18,300 YENIMAHALLE
217 AYAS YOLU KIYISI SEKER PARKI 2011 25,525 ETIMESGUT
218 NEVBAHCE PARKI(2011 DE BASLANDI)(%80) 2011 51,170 YENIMAHALLE
GORDION AVM YANI PARK (2011 DE BASLANDI) .
219 2011 27,000 YENIMAHALLE
(9%650)
KUZEY ANKARA REKREASYON ALANI »
220 2011 600,000 KECIOREN
(2011 DE BASLANDI)(%95)
ESKISEHIR YOLU TURKUAZ VADISI PARKLARI .
221 2011 62,000 SINCAN
(BAKIMINA BASLANDI )
222 | AOC HAYVANAT BAHCESI (BAKIMINA BASLANDI ) 2011 365,858 YENIMAHALLE
223 ALIYE IZZET BEGOVIC PARKI 2012 12,770 KAZAN
224 Prof.Dr. NECBETTIN ERBAKAN PARKI 2012 27,502 KAZAN
225 KAZAN TOKI CAMI YANI PARK 2012 6,001 KAZAN
226 ERYAMAN OTOBAN KENARI PARK 2012 38,000 ETIMESGUT
227 GOLBASI TOKI ORENCIK PARKI 2012 83,682 GOLBASI
228 BEYAZGUL PARKI 2. KISIM 2012 8,008 YENIMAHALLE
OPTIMUM KARSISI 46403 ADA YANI PARK )
229 . 2012 52,000 ETIMESGUT
(ORHANBEY CADDESI YANI PARK)
230 KUSCAGIZ PARKI 2012 27,298 KECIOREN
231 ENDUSTRI SOKAK KUCUK PARK 2012 930 CUBUK
232 ELMADAG YENI KURTULUS PARKI 2012 6,714 ELMADAG
MERVE PARKI (BEYSUKENT FIRAT CADDESI
233 o 2012 30,000 CANKAYA
ANGORA GIRISI PARK)
234 OSTIM CAMI YANI PARK 2012 900 YENIMAHALLE
235 ESKISEHIR YOLU DANISTAY YANI PARK 2012 6,166 CANKAYA
236 SINCAN CAYI KENARI PARK (%85) 2012 60,000 SINCAN
237 SACIT SAFI PARKI 2012 12,187 PURSAKLAR
238 SAFA PARKI 2012 6,960 CANKAYA
239 ERYAMAN PARKI (%90) 2012 19,200 ETIMESGUT
240 KAYALAR PARKI (SAKLI VADI) (%80) 2012 46,700 YENIMAHALLE
241 PAMUKLAR VADISI PARKI (%35) 2012 45,500 YENIMAHALLE
242 BATIKENT SEMT STADI PARKI (%90) 2012 20,000 YENIMAHALLE
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243 ERYAMAN METRO ALTI PARK (%75) 2012 49,500 ETIMESGUT
244 ERYAMAN KAFE PARKI (%85) 2012 36,813 ETIMESGUT
KONYA YOLU GOKKUSAGI MAHALLESI KOSUYOLU
245 2012 9,300 CANKAYA
PARKI
246 ADNAN MENDERES CAD.YANI PARKI(%90) 2012 14,000 CUBUK
247 OVECLER VADISI REKREASYON ALANI (%80) 2012 168,043 CANKAYA
SINCAN LALE UZUN PARKI (2012 DEVIR ALINDI - .
248 ) 2012 4,500 SINCAN
REVIZE)
249 | RIDVAN SUER PARKI (2012 DEVIR ALINDI - REVIZE) 2012 70,000 SINCAN
OSTIM ERCAN DEDEOGLU PARKI (2012 DEVIR ]
250 2012 3,972 YENIMAHALLE
ALINDI)
OSTIM SEHIT CETIN GULEC PARKI (2012 DEVIR ]
251 2012 4,460 YENIMAHALLE
ALINDI)
252 OSTIM MEHMET AKIF ERSOY CADDESI PARKI 2012 9,345 YENIMAHALLE
253 CUKURAMBAR ERGUVAN PARKI 2013 7,362 CANKAYA
254 CUKURAMBAR CINAR PARKI 2013 4,876 CANKAYA
255 CUKURAMBAR AKASYA PARKI 2013 4,808 CANKAYA
256 365 AVM YANI PARKI 2013 5,600 CANKAYA
257 ORENCIK MESIRE ALANI 2013 70,000 GOLBASI
258 ESERTEPE REKREASYON ALANI (%15) 2013 183,000 KECIOREN
259 SAHAPGURLER MAHALLESI PARKI(%75) 2013 5,900 MAMAK
260 GENERAL ZEKI DOGAN MAH. PARKI(%70) 2013 5,600 MAMAK
261 SAKLIBAHCE PARKI(%60) 2013 28,000 MAMAK
262 SINCAN KAPALI SPOR SALONU YANI PARK 2013 6,500 SINCAN
263 OSTIM AHMET TUTAM PARKI 2013 9,000 YENIMAHALLE
264 MEHTAP CADDESI PARKI (%50) 2013 24,000 KECIOREN
265 GUZEL HISAR MESIRE ALANI(%85) 2013 54,000 AKYURT
266 MERKEZ SU DEPOSU YANI PARKI 2013 2,600 BALA
267 KESIKKOPRU GENCLIK KAMPI (%60) 2013 60,000 BALA
268 GAZIi UNIVERSITESI ONU KOSU YOLU PARKI 2013 11,211 CUBUK
YILDIRIM BEYAZIT MAH. RAHMET SK. KAYIN SK.
269 o 2013 10,000 CUBUK
KESISIMI PARK (%85)
YILDIRIM BEYAZIT MAH. RAHMET SK. KIZIL SK.
270 o 2013 8,000 CUBUK
DURMAZ SK. KESISIMI PARK (%50)
271 | HATIP CAYIKENARI REKREASYON ALANI (%10) 2013 51,500 MAMAK
272 BALA MESIRE ALANI (%40) 2013 17,000 BALA
ELVAN MAH.46091-46095 ADALAR ARASI ,
273 2013 40,000 ETIMESGUT
REKREASYON ALANI (%10)
274 SELCUKLU CAD. KOSUYOLU PARKI (%25) 2013 10,000 KAZAN
275 HASANOGLAN PARKI (%80) 2013 15,000 ELMADAG
276 HACIENBIYA MAH. PARKI 2013 4,000 S.KOCHISAR
277 AMAHMUT HUDAYI PARKI 2013 3,000 S.KOCHISAR
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278 YATILI BOLGE OKULU YANI PARKI 2013 4,000 S.KOCHISAR
279 CAYIRHAN PARKI (%90) 2013 5,500 NALLIHAN
280 CEVIZLIDERE 27881 ADA 2 PARSEL PARKI 2013 766 CANKAYA
281 GAZI UNIVERSITESI GIRIST PARKI 2013 2,057 YENIMAHALLE
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APPENDIX B: TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Kent mekanmin bir pargasi olan parklar, kentlerin {iretim mekanizmalar1 ile
sekillenerek var olmaktadir. Parklarin {iretimini anlamak i¢in basta kent mekani
iiretimini ve degisimini anlamak gerekmektedir. Lefebvre kentlerde yer alan imgesel
goriintliniin elit sinifinin hegomanyasi altinda olusturdugunu, Harvey ise , yine ayni
dogrultuda, kentte yaratilan mekanlarin sosyal olgudan bagimsiz olarak ele
alimamayacagin1 ve kent mekanlarimin giiclii bir grup veya simf tarafindan
sekillendirildigini belirtmistir. (Byrne & Wolch , 2009). Burada giiglii sinif olarak

tarif edilen olgu aslinda zamana ve cografyaya gore sekillenmektedir.

Siniflart ayiran faktorler, siyasi-toplumsal-etnik-ekonomik kokenli olabilir. Ayrima
sebebiyet veren olgulardan birinin veya bir kaginin se¢imi ise politiktir. Politikanin
da zaman ve cografyaya gore farklilik kazandigi disiiniildiigiinde giicli siif
taniminin i¢ini dolduran nedensellik de zaman ve cografyaya gore sekillenmektedir.
Kent mekani belirli bir sinif etkisi ile sekilleniyorsa, kent mekaninin bir pargasi olan

parklar da dogal olarak yine bu siniflar tarafindan sekillendirilmektedir.

18. yilizyilda kent parklar1 biyiikliigiinde iiretilen yesil alanlar, kamusal mekan
olmaktan ziyade Saray ya da Kral Bahgeleri olarak kent icerisinde yer almigtir. Bu
alanlar yonetici sinifa avlanma, dinlenme ve gezme gibi islevler dogrultusunda
hizmet etmistir. Daha sonra kentte yesil alanlara olan ihtiyacin artmasi ile birlikte

s0z konusu yesil alanlar kamusal kullanima agilmistir.

Gilinlimiizde s6zii edilen kamusal bir alan olarak kent parklar1 iiretme kavrami ise
Sanayi Devrimi ile ortaya cikmistir. 19. yiizyilda sanayilesme ile birlikte yasanan
niifus artisi, plansiz yerlesme ve ¢evresel sorunlar, is¢i sinifin1 olumsuz etkilemistir.
Olusturulan rekreasyon alanlar1 ise is¢i siifin kendini yeniden {iretmesi amaciyla

kent igerisinde yerini almistir. Saglikli kentler yaratmak amaciyla {retilmeye
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baslanilan bu alanlar bi yandan is¢i sinifin tekrardan kendi emegini {liretmesi i¢in
kullanilirken tist gelir gruplan tarafindan da kentin kaotik ortamindan kagis ve daha
saglikli bir ¢evrede yasama olanagi saglayan bir mekan olarak tanimlanmistir. Kentte
yasanan g¢evresel sorunlar ve sagliksiz yerlesme ayni1 zamanda iist gelir gruplarinin
kent ¢eperine kagmasina ve oraya yerlesmesine neden olmustur. 19. yilizyildan
itibaren, yapilan bazi konut projelerinde, yatirimcilar tarafindan yesil alanlar

yaratilarak cazibe arttirilmaya caligilmistir.

II. Diinya Savas1 sonras1 doneme gelindiginde ise savas yliziinden zarar goren kentler
yeni ekonomik ve politik sdylemler ¢ergevesinde sekillendirilmeye baslanmustir. 1.
Diinya Savasi sonrasi refah devleti olgusu ortaya ¢ikmis ve refah devleti politikalar
ve ideolojileri ile birlikte kentlesme ve kentsel yesil alanlar da farklt motivasyonlar
cergevesinde iiretilmistir. Devletin, hemen hemen her alanda baskin oldugu bu
politika dogrultusunda, kendi sinirlar1 dahilinde yasayan insanlara hizmet saglamasi
birincil kosul olarak karsimiza g¢ikmaktadir. Kent parklart da devlet tarafindan
tiretilen bu hizmet icerisinde yer almis olup esitlik¢i ve katilimci gibi kavramlar
dogrultusunda iiretilmeye baslanmustir. Ilkay (2016, 310)’in bahsettigi gibi bu
donem, boliisiim siyasalarinin ve refah devlet anlayisinin hakim oldugu bir dénemdir
ve yesil alanlar da gerek kentsel refahin gerekse kamusal hizmetin pargasi olarak
tanimlanip {retilmistir. Ancak, giiniimiizde tartisilmaya baslanan her kesimin
ulagabildigi esit nitelik ve biiylikliikte kent parklar1 tartismalari o donemde yer
almamistir. Dolayisiyla, tiretilen parklar her ne kadar esitlik¢i bakis agisina gore

tiretilmis olsa da nitelik bakimindan degil nicelik bakimindan yatirimlar yapilmastir.

20. ylizyila geldigimizde ise ekonominin krize girmesi ve yeni politik ve ideolojik
cerceveler sonucunda kent mekani farkli dinamiklerin etkisi altinda kalmistir.
Kapitalizmin kiiresel bir boyuta sigramas1 ve yeni liberal politikalar kent mekanini da
etkilemistir. Kog¢’un (2011, 45) belirttigi gibi * kapitalizm, mekan1 da bir meta haline
dontistiirmiistiir ve artik kapitalizm ile mekan arasindaki iligkilerden bahsetmek
yerine, kapitalizmin metalagtirdigl, cografi bir alan olmaktan c¢ikarip islevsellik
kazandirdigi bir mekan tasarrufundan séz etmek gerekmektedir’’. Yani kent

mekaninin kendisi almir-satilir ve kar edilir bir olgu haline gelmistir. Mekan
119



tizerinden elde edilen karin artmasi ile birlikte, sermayenin krize girdigi durumlarda,
yatirnmlar kente yonlendirilerek c¢oziimler bulunmaya calisilmistir. Ancak kent
mekani tiretilip miktar1 artirilabilen bir olgu olmadigi i¢in yapili ¢evre lizerinden bu
stratejiler devam etmektedir. Erdogan’in (2015, 53) Atadve’den yaptig1 alinti bu
durumu net bir sekilde agiklamaktadir; ‘‘Kent merkezlerinde, sinirli alanda olusan
kentsel degerlerden en fazla yararlanmak isteyen islevler, digerlerini disa itme
egiliminde olup merkezi kentsel alanda yer almak istemektedir. Dolayisiyla “istila-
yerine gecme’’ kent merkezlerinde mekan yapilanmasini belirleyen temel

stire¢lerden biri olmaktadir’’.

2000°’1i yillar ile birlikte, tiim bu gelisen dinamikler dogrultusunda, artik kentsel
doniisiim kentlesme sisteminin temel faktorlerinden biri haline gelmistir. Yapilan
dontisiim projeleri, devlet tarafindan devletin stratejisi olarak da uygulanmaktadir
(Inroy,2000; Kurtulus, 2006; Ghertner,2010; Dooling,2009; Bhan.2009; Gould &
Lewis,2012). Hem kentsel donilislimiin 6nem kazanmasi hem de rekabetgilik
ortaminda kentlerin birer marka yaratmaya calismast yesil alanlarin farkh
motivasyonlar tarafindan iiretilmesine neden olmustur. Ghertner ‘in (2010) Delhi

tizerinde yaptig1 arastirma da bunu dogrulamaktadir.

Delhi’de, devlet politikas1 olarak, ‘birinci sinif” yasam alanlar1 yaratma stratejisi yer
almaktadir. ‘Birinci sinif’ yasam alanlar1 ise devlet tarafindan diizensiz, pis ve
estetikten yoksun olarak tanimlanan gecekondu mahallerinde yapilmaya
baglanmigtir. Gherther (2010) agilan bir davanin sonucunu konu ederek kentsel
yenilemenin devlet géziindeki yerini gostermistir. Mahkeme karar1 Delhi’nin baskent
oldugu vurgusu yapmis ve burada yapilan yenilemeyi gecekondu alanlarini
temizlemek degil yeniden yaratmak oldugunu sdylemis, boylelikle ‘birinci simf’
yasamin bu alanlarda tiretilecegini belirtmistir. Gelismelere bakildiginda, Delhi’nin,
kiiresel piyasada rekabet kosullarini arttirmak i¢in yoksul kesimin yer aldig1 yerlesim
yerleri lizerinden ‘birinci simif’ atifi ile yeni bir yerlesim yeri yapma girisimleri
oldugu goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla yapilan yenileme projeleri , zayif olan siifin
yerinden edilip gii¢lii olan smifin bu alanlara yerlestirilmesi ile ekonomik bir strateji

olarak uygulanmaktadir. Ghertner (2010)’1n bahsettigi gibi Delhi’de bu yenileme
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projeleri i¢in kullanilan tabirlerden biri ‘Daha Temiz ve Daha Yesil Delhi’dir.
2000’lerde Delhi’de yasanan bu doniisiim sonrasinda gecekondu alaninda yasayan
insanlar, evlerini iist gelir gruplu insanlara terk etmek zorunda kalmistir. Yani bir
nevi ‘soylulasma’ projesi yesil vurgusu ile elde edilmistir. Detroit ve Los Angeles’da
yasanan doniisiimler de yesil alanlarin nasil birer soylulastirma araci olarak
kullanildigin1 gostermektedir. Sanat parklari, yoksul smifin bu alanlardan disar

atilmasi i¢in kullanilmistir (Pincetl, 2007).

Yukarida anlatilanlarin yani sira Brooklyn de bdyle bir doniisiime sahne olmustur.
Prospect Park yenileme projesi ile Brooklyn’de bulunan bir parkin cazibesinin
arttirtlmas1 amaglanmigtir. Park yenileme projesinden Once, parkin etrafinda, yoksul
ve etnik smif olarak Afro-Amerikan gruplar yasamaktadir. Ancak, parkin
yenilenmesi sonucunda artan cazibesi ile park cevresindeki yasam alaninin da
pahalandig1 goriilmektedir. Boylelikle, ¢evresel diizenlemeler ile park etrafindaki
yerlesim yerlerine etnik olarak Amerikan kdkenli ve orta-iist gelir grubu insanlarin
gd¢ etmesi amaglanmistir. Nitekim, yenileme projesinde ¢evrede yasayan yoksul
kesim, beklenen grup ile yer degistirmistir ( Gould & Lewis, 2012). Tiim bu yeni
caligmalar ile yasanan bu gelismeleri adlandirmak i¢in farkli kavramlar literatiirde
yerini almaya baslamistir. Dooling (2009), yoksul kesimin parklar ile yerinden

3

edilmesini ° ekolojik soylulastima’ (Ecological Gentrification) olarak tanimlarken
Gould & Lewis (2012) ‘yesil soylulagtima’ (green gentrification) ismini vermislerdir.
Yukarida bahsedilenlerde goriildiigii gibi kent parklarinin {iretimi arkasinda yatan
motivasyonlarda tarihsel siire¢ icerisinde yasanan degisimler politik , ekonomik ve
ideolojik degisimler ile paralel olarak yasanmistir. Ankara 6zelinde bakildiginda da
benzer gelismelerin sahne buldugu goriilmektedir. Ankara 6zelinde tarihsel inceleme
1923-1950, 1950-1980, 1980-2000 ve 2000’den giiniimiize kadar gelen siiregler

olmak iizere dort farkli donem icerisinde yapilmistir.

Ankara’da planli kentlesme olgusu Cumbhuriyet’in ilani ile baglamistir. Cumhuriyet
Tiirkiyesi’nin Yeni Baskenti olma olgusu ile sekillenen Ankara’da, Atatiirk’{in
modern ve kentlesme acisindan diger sehirlere Ornek yaratma ¢abasi dikkat

cekmektedir. Hem bir ulus devlet hem de bati sehirlerine benzer modern bir
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kentlesme yaratmak donemin temel motivasyonlarini olugturmaktadir. Bu donemde,
Tirkiye’de heniiz sehircilik ve mimari bilimleri gelismedigi i¢cin ve Atatiirk’iin
modern batili kent anlayisin1 yaratmak istemesi ile iinlii mimar ve sehirciler

Ankara’ya cagrilmistir.

1924 yilinda Lorcher tarafindan Ankara igin ilk plan hazirlatilmistir. Giinay’in
(2005) agikladigi gibi s6z konusu planda Ulus ve Kizilay olmak iizere iki ayr1 isleve
sahip merkezler gbze c¢arpmakta olup demiryolunun giineyinde kalan Yenisehir
olarak adlandirilan alan; Kizilay’1 da kapsayan ve Atatlirk Bulvar1 boyunca Sihhiye
Meydani, Zafer Meydani, Tuna ve Izmir Caddeleri giris meydan1 bu planla gelismis
ve Atatiirk Bulvar1 Giivenpark ile sonlandirilmigtir. Batuman’in (2012) ifadesi ile
‘Bagkentin odag1 Yenisehir geng ulusun iradesini ve ideallerini temsil edecek ve ayni

zamanda hem yeni idare seklinin hem de yeni bir yasam bi¢iminin mekan1 olacaktir’.

[lk iiretilen planlar igerisinde yer alan Giivenpark’in olusturulma amaci da ulusal
sOylemle ve merkeziyetci bi yaklagimla olmustur. Batuman’in (2012) bahsettigi yeni
yasam bigimi iretilen park {izerinden gozlemlenebilmektedir.  Sozii edilen
imgelesmeyi en i1yl gosteren sey ise Giivenpark igerisinde yer alan Gilivenpark
Anitidir. Anit iizerinde bulunan heykellere bakildiginda Cumhuriyetin vurgusu olan
giivenli ortam tahayyiilii goériilmektedir. Bu tahayyiil aileyi koruma amac1 tasiyan bir
erk ile saglanmistir. Amtin diger yiiziinde ise Atatiirk figiirii ve ‘Tiirk , Ogiin,Calis,
Giiven’ sozleri yine ulus devletin yardimci figiirleri olarak géze ¢arpmaktadir. Devlet
etkisinin yani sira toplumsal dinamikler de ulus-devlet vurgusu altinda yer alan
burjuva toplum yapisinin dogusunu da simgelestirmektedir. Cumhuriyetin ilk
yillarinda Gilivenpark’in kullanimu iist siniflar tarafinda saglanmakta olup aksam
vakitlerinde genglerin miizik esliginde oturdugu mekana doniligsmiistiir. Ayoglu’nun
(2010) ifade ettigi Ertunanin “Anit okul gezilerinin baglica duraklarindan birisi
olmus, yaz gecelerinde gengler ellerinde gitar ve akordeonlarla Giivenpark’ta

bulusmaya baslamist1.” deyisi de bu durumu desteklemektedir.

1928 yilinda Alman planci Hermann Jansen tarafindan hazirlanan bir diger plan da

1950’lere kadar olan donemde Ankara’da 6nemli parklarin olusumunda etkili
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olmustur. Ankara i¢in hazirlanan planda da kendisini gosterdigi gibi Jansen Bahge
Sehir kuraminin savunucularindan olmustur. Hazirlanan planda yesil alanlarin kentin
topografik Ozellikleri dogrultusunda biitiinciil bir sekilde ele alinmaya calisildig
goriilmektedir. Kayasii’niin (2005, 174) ifade ettigi gibi “Ongoriilen yesil alanlar
arasinda yesil koridorlar ile baglantilar olusturulmus kentte giliclii bir yesil sistem
kurulmustur”. Byrne & Wolch’un (2009) elitist bir ¢dziim olarak tanimladigi bahge
sehir mantigindaki bu plan igerisinde ise Cumhuriyet Tiirkiye’sinin Batilagma
iddiasin1 ortaya koyan, batili kentlerin ana mekani1 olarak kent parki da yer
almaktadir. Planda yer alan yesil alanlarin tamami uygulamada yerine getirilememis
olmakla birlikte, bat1 sehir tarzlarinin 6ngérdiigii gibi planda yer alan kent parki

planin iiretilen kisimlar1 arasindadir.

1943’te tamamlanan bu park 19 Mayis Genglik ve Spor Bayrami giinii agilmasindan
dolay1 Genglik Parki adini almistir. 1/3 {inlin havuz kaplayacak sekilde tasarlanan
park, Ozer’in (2005) makalesinde belirttigi Uludag’in ifadesi ile kentte gelenleri
karsilayan ve hatta Cumhuriyetin modern bagkentiyle ilk tanisilan, kentin modern ve
cazip atmosferini yansitan ve ayni zamanda rejimin ideallerini temsil eden bir kent
parki olarak tanmimlanmaktadir. Kisaca deginmek gerekirse, bu donemde iiretilen
parklar merkezde konumlandirilmistir. Her ne kadar belirli simiflara hitap eden
etkinlikler parklarda goriilse de merkezi konuma sahip olmast bu kent pargalarina
toplumsallagsma o6zelligi kazandirmistir. Bu donemde {iretilen parklar, dinlenme,
eglenme, egitim ve sosyallesme gibi ¢cok fonksiyonlu yapilara sahiptir. Donanimsal
acidan bakildiginda ise daha ¢ok dogal unsurlarin kullanildig: ve kapali alanlarin ve

biiyiikk kiitlelerin olmadigi, her noktadan ulasilabilir alanlar olarak One

cikmaktadirlar.

1950-1980 yillar1 arasina gelindiginde ise devletin planlama {tizerindeki etkileri
devam etmekte iken kente gelen yeni smiflar farkli toplumsal bir dinamik
yaratmistir. Marshall yardimlar ile bagslatilan tarimda makinelesme kirlarda bir itme
giicii yaratirken kent merkezlerinde yaratilan sanayi alanlar1 ile meydana gelen yeni
istthdam alanlar1 ise kentlerde yeni bir ¢ekim giiciinii ortaya cikarmistir. Bunun

sonucunda, kirdan kente go¢ arttirmistir. Buna ek olarak, 1965 yilinda kabul edilen
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634 sayili Kat Miilkiyeti kanunu ise tek parselde birden fazla miilkiyetin olusmasina
olanak tamiyrp kentsel niifus yogunlugunu arttirmistir. Nitekim Ankara da bu
degisimden payimni almis olup 1950-1975 arasinda hizla kentlesmistir. Yeni gelen
kirsal niifus ulus-devletin yarattigi ve genel olarak burada yasayan biirokratlara
hizmet ettigi mekanlarda kendilerine yer bulamamistir. Devletin de hizla gelen bu
niifusa yasam mekani yaratamamasi sonucunda kentte gecekondularin 6bekleserek

farkli bolgelerde ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olmustur.

Bu gelismeler sonucunda yeni bir plan ihtiyact dogmus olup 1955 yilinda bir yarigma
acilmis ve yarigsmayi Rasit Uybadin ve Nihat Yiicelin hazirladigt plan kazanmustir.
“Uybadin- Yiicel Plan1” olarak anilan bu plan diger planlarla karsilastirildiginda yesil
alanlarin plana dahil edilmesi agisindan zayif kalmaktadir. Yesil alan vurgusunun az
olmasinin nedeni ise yapilan planin aslinda hizla gelen niifusu yerlestirmeye yonelik
olmasidir. Kayasii (2005, 176) bu durumu su sekilde 6zetlemektedir; ‘‘Kurtulus
Park1 iizerinde hizmet verecek lunapark onerilmis, Abdi Ipek¢i Parkina Belediye
Sarayr  diistiniilmis, Dil-Tarih-Cografya karsisinda yiiksek yogunluklu yerlesim
bolgesi 6nerilmis olup ayrica Jansen planinin gelistirdigi agik ve yesil alan sistemini
bozan bir takim Oneriler de getirilmistir’’. Yeni park Onerilerinin olmadig: hatta
varolan parklarin ise bu donemde yapilagsmayla birlikte yitirilmeye calisildig
goriilmektedir. Ayn1 donem igerisinde yasanan toplumsal hareketler de benzer

sekilde kent parklari tizerinde olumsuz sonuglar dogurmustur.

Kente yeni gelen farkli siniflarin yarattigi toplumsal siireglerdeki etkileri incelemeye
baglarken aslinda Batuman (2012) in makalesinde yer verdigi Orhan Veli Kamigin
dizeleri genel bir ¢erceve ¢izme agisindan etkili olmaktadir. S6z konusu dizeler su

sekildedir;
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Kutu gibi bir dairede oturular
Ne camagira gidilir artik, ne cam silmeye;

Bulasiksa kendi bulasiklari,
Cocuklar olur nur topu gibi;

Elden diisme bir araba satin alinur.

Kizilay bahgesine gidilir sabahlari;

Kumda oynasin diye kii¢iik Yilmaz,

Kibar ¢ocuklari gibi.

Yukaridaki siirde ‘Kibar ¢ocuklar gibi’ tarifi burjuva ailelerinin ¢ocuklarini, ¢ Kiigiik
Yilmaz’ ise kente yeni gelen is¢i sinifin ¢cocugunu betimlemektedir ve farkli iki
smifin  cocuklart  ‘Kizilay’in  Bahgesi” olarak imgelenen  Giivenpark’ta
karsilagmaktadir. Batuman’in (2005) da ifade ettigi gibi Yenisehirin kendisi farklh
iki grubun ¢atisma ve karsilasma mekanlarina doniismektedir. 1965 yilinda yasanan
Kizilay Olaylar1 olarak anilan olaylar da iki farkli kutubun kentte karsilastiklari

ortak mekanda yasanmaktadir.

Temsiliyetini iist orta ve biirokrat siniftan alan ulus devlet projesinin pargast olan
parklar artik bu donemde yeni simifsal miicadelenin mekani olmaktadir. Devletin
istegi dogrultusunda Giivenpark’in bir kismi1 dolmus duraklarina ayrilmis, Kizilay
meydanm ise git gide kiiciiltillerek bir ¢igek tarhina, ardindan da bir kavsaga
doniistiiriilmiistiir. Kisaca soylemek gerekirse 1950-1980 aras1 donemde kent parklari
tiretiminden ziyade var olan parklarin da kiigiiltiilmesi ya da farkli kullanim

kararlariyla yok edilmesi s6z konusu olmustur.

1980-2000 arasina gelindiginde ise artik ulus-devletin tek basina varligindan soz
etmek yanlis olmaya baslamaktadir. Yasanan gelismelerle birlikte tiim diinyada
kentsel mekan iiretimi agisindan bir doniistim yaganmistir. Yukarida da bahsedildigi
gibi yeni liberal politikalar , disa agilma ve kiiresellesme bu donemde en ¢ok etkili
olan dinamiklerdir. Liberal ekonomik politikalarin benimsenmesi ile digsatim, ithal

ikameci politikalarin yerini almistir. Refah devlet olarak tanimlanan devlet yapisinin
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artik biriken harcama yiikiini karsilayamamas1 ve kiiresel ekonomiye eklemlenme
cabasi ile yerini 6zel sektdre birakmasi gézlemlenmektedir. Ozal donemi olarak tarif
edilen bu donemde o6zellestirmelerin Onii ac¢ilmis olup kamu kurumlarindan 6zel
sektore devredilebilen hizmetler artik 6zel sektor ile yiiriimektedir. Ekonomik siiregte
ve iretimde yasanan bu gelismeler toplumsal ve kentsel mekanda da kendini
gostermistir. Ayn1 donemde kiiresel ekonomide goriilen ve diinya ile de aym
dogrultuda doniisen sektorler, Tiirkiye’yi de etkilemis olup sanayisizlesmenin hiz

kazandig1 ve bunun yerine insaat sektorii ile kar elde edildigi doneme girilmistir.

S6z konusu donem aymi zamanda Tirkiye i¢in imar aflar1 donemi olarak
nitelendirilmistir. Donemin bakis agisi gecekondu ve kacak yapilagmalarin
yasallastirilmas1 olgusudur. Bircok yasa ile diizenlenen bu strateji gecekondu
alanlarma ¢6ziim getirmekten ziyade afla alinan tapular ve hak sahipligi sonucu bu
yapilagsmalarin yeniden yapilmasini tesvik etmistir. Cikarilan yasalar sirasi ile ; 1983
yilinda 2805 Sayili Imar ve Gecekondu Mevzuatina Aykirt Yapilara Uygulanacak
Bazi Islemler ve 6785 Sayili Imar Kanununun Bir Maddesinin Degistirilmesi
Hakkinda Kanun 1984 yilinda ¢ikarilan 2981 sayili imar ve Gecekondu Mevzuatina
Aykir1 Yapilara Uygulanacak Bazi Islemler ve 6785 Sayili Imar Kanununun Bir
Maddesinin Degistirilmesi Hakkinda Kanun, 1986 tarihli 3290 Kanun, 1987 tarihli
3366 Sayili Kanun ve 1988 tarihli 3414 Sayili Kanundur.

Avrupa ve Amerika’da yasanan gelismelere paralel olarak Tirkiye’de de hem kent
mekani iizerinden kar elde edilmesi hem de yeni liberal politikalar sonucunda kentsel
dontisiim kentlesme dinamikleri igerisinde 6nemli bir konuma oturtulmustur. Sayilan
yasalarin yani sira kentsel doniisiim projeleri kapsaminda arag niteliginde kullanilan
bazi1 yasal diizenlemeler de getirilmistir. Kamulastirma Kanunu , 1984 tarihinde
cikan 3030 sayili Biiyiiksehir Belediye Kanunu, 1985 tarihinde ¢ikan 3194 sayili
Imar Kanunu kentsel doniisiimde ara¢ olarak kullanilan kanunlar olarak

sayilmaktadir.

1982 yilinda onaylanan 1990 Ankara Nazim Plani ise kenti yonlendirmesi agisindan

onem arz etmektedir. Plan incelendiginde, gelisim yonlerinin bati ve gilineybati
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koridorlar1 dogrultusunda sehirler arasi yollar vasitast ile sekillendirildigi
goriilmektedir. Cikarilan tim kanunlar ve gelismeler {ist 6l¢ek planlarin yapilmadan
sadece bolgelere yonelik planlar yapilmasina sebep olmustur. Ustelik bu dénemden
sonra iiretilen parcali planlar bile tam anlanu ile uygulanamamustir. Uretilen planlar
ve yaklasimlarda 1950’lerden itibaren mevcut yesil alanlarin korunmasimin diginda
(hatta ¢ogu durumda yesil alanlarm kirpildigs goriilmektedir Orm. AOC arazisi)

yaratilan bir yesil alan sisteminin olmadigini sdylemek miimkiindjir.

Yasanan siireclere bakildiginda park {iretimi acgisindan ulasilacak sonu¢ 1950lerden
1990larin sonuna kadar mevcut degerlerin korunmaya calisilmasi ancak yogun bir
kentlesme siirecinin yasanmasi ile mevcut yesil alanlarin da yapilasmaya basladigi,
mevcut parklarin énemlerini yitirdigi ve Cumhuriyetin Baskentini yaratma arzusu ile

iretilen kent parklarinin zamanla yitirildigi ya da kiigiiltiildiigiidiir.

Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediyesinden alinan iiretilen parklarin listesine bakildiginda
ozellikle 2000 y1l1 sonrasi biiylik parklarin iiretildigi géze ¢arpmaktadir. 50 yillik bir
siire icinde etkin bir kentsel yesil liretme ¢abasi olmayan kentlesme dinamikleri
icerisinde Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi tarafindan kullanilan “Yesil Ankara’
sloganlar1 ile yapilan reklamlar tezin ortaya cikmasindaki temel sdylemlerden
biridir. Yukarida bahsedilen tarihsel siire¢ igerisinde yer alan parklar1 anlatmak i¢in
faydalanilan ¢aligmalar bulunmakla birlikte 21.yy’da kentsel doniisiim projeleri ile
elde edilen kent parklari O6zelinde c¢aligmalarin  bulunmamasi ¢alismanin

yapilmasindaki bir diger temel itici gii¢ olmustur.

Bu tez c¢alismasi ile amaglanan, 21.yy’da Ankara’da kentsel doniisiim projeleri
igerisinde iiretilen parklarin arz ve talep gruplari i¢in ne ifade ettigini ve bu alanlarin
kamusal bir alan olmaktan 6te farkli ideolojik ve politik mekanlar oldugunu agiga
cikartmaktir. Calismada bunu yaparken Ankara’da Cumhuriyet doneminden itibaren
farkli donemlerde iiretilen kent parklarina iliskin konumsal, islevsel ve donanimsal
karsilagtirmalar yapilmistir. Tezin inceleme alanini, 2005 sonrasi igerisinde biiyiik
yesil alan kullanimi barindiran kentsel doniisiim projeleri olusturmaktadir. Kuzey

Ankara, Giineypark ve Goksu kentsel doniistim projeleri ile planlanan bu parklarin
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belediye, insaattan sorumlu proje sahipleri, gecekondu sahipleri ve yeni konut

sakinleri agisindan ne ifade ettigi tezin temel bulgularini olusturmustur.

Tezin temel hipotezlerinden olan kent parklarmin kamusalliktan Gte baska
motivasyonlar ¢er¢cevesinde de iiretildigini incelemek i¢in bu ii¢ projede yer alan dort
hedef kitlesi 6zelinde incelemeler yapilmistir. Bu hedef gruplar1 gecekondu sahipleri,
belediyede proje sorumlulari, yeni konut sahipleri ve proje firmalarini
kapsamaktadir. Hedef gruplarinin hepsi her projede bulunmadigindan belirli gruplar
ile belirli projeler 6zelinde yar1 yapilandirilmis goriismeler yapilmistir. Goksu
kentsel doniisiim projesinde, belediye proje sorumlusu, projeyi yapan firma ve yeni
gelen konut sahipleri ile, Kuzey Ankara kentsel doniisiim projesi i¢in belediyedeki
proje sorumlusu, proje gelistirici firma ve gecekondu sahipleri ile, Giiney Park
kentsel doniisiim projesinde ise belediye proje sorumlusu ve proje gelistirici firma ile

yar1 yapilandirilmig goriismeler yapilmistir.

Giiney Park kentsel doniisiim projesi icerisinde yer alan rekreasyon alanlari, diger iki
projeden farkli olarak projeyi yapan insaat firmasi tarafindan gelistirilmektedir.
Belediye bu alanin sadece imar planini onaylamistir. Yatirimlarin proje firmasi
tarafindan yapilmas1 planda yer alan bolgesel kent parkinin konut projesinin bir
parcasi olarak kullanilmasina neden olmustur. Kamusal alan olmaktan ziyade proje
Ozelinde yaratilan bir parkmis gibi lanse edilen bu alanda kayak merkezi ve spor
tesisi gibi tist gelir gruplarina hitap eden kullanimlar yer almaktadir. Alanda yer alan
konut projelerinde ise gecekondu sahiplerine ayr1 bir alan tahsis edildigi ve alansal
olarak ayristirildig1 goriilmiistiir. Buna gerekge olarak da firma sahipleri her iki

grubun ayni1 yerde yagamasini uygun gormediklerini diislindiiklerini gdstermistir.

Goksu projesinde ise mevcut park alaninin kentsel doniisiim i¢in hazirlanan planda
daha da biiyiitiildiigli gértilmiistiir. Belediyede proje sorumlulari, parkin yeni plan ile
biiyiitiilmesini alanin cazibesini arttirmak amaci ile oldugunu sdylemistir. Sahada
yapilan c¢aligmalar dogrultusunda park alaninin heniiz faaliyete ge¢gmedigi goriilmiis
olup proje firmast ve proje kataloglar1 incelenmistir. Yapilan incelemeler

dogrultusunda, bu kamusal alanin sanki projenin bir parcasi gibi sunuldugu gorilmiis
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olup kullanim olarak da yine belirli smiflara hitap edecek golf alanlari gibi
projelerinden biri olan Kagsmir Gol evlerinde yasayanlara soruldugunda konutlarini
Goksu Rekreasyon projesi dolayisiyla aldiklarini dile getirmiglerdir. Bu da yine

rekreasyon alaninin pazarlama strateji olarak kullanilmasini destekler niteliktedir.

Kuzey Ankara projesinde yer alan yesil alan ise belediye sorumlusu tarafindan
jeolojik agidan sakincali alan oldugundan boyle bir kullanim karar1 getirildigi dile
getirilmistir. Ancak sahada yapilan incelemeler gostermektedir ki alanin ortasinda
yer alan yesil kullanim iki farkli grubu birbirinden ayiran bir engel olarak
tasarlanmistir. Rekreasyon alanmin bir tarafinda gecekondu sahipleri igin yapilan
konutlar yer alirken diger tarafinda finansman konutlar1 yer almaktadir. Yesil alan
cevresi ile tasarimi incelendiginde gecekondu sahiplerinin yasadigi konut
alanlarindan yesil alana ulasimin saglanamadigi arada tasit yolunun bulundugu ancak
diger yandan finansman konutlarinin ise erisilebilirligi yliksek rekreasyon alanina
ulagabilecekleri yollarin tasarlandigi goriilmiistiir. Firma sahipleri ile yapilan
goriigmelerde de bu yesil alanin iki farkli grubu ayirict 6zellikte tasarlandigi dile
getirilmistir. Diger iki projeden farkli olarak burada gecekondu sahipleri ile de
goriismeler gerceklestirilebilmistir. Yapilan incelemeler sonucunda alanda alti
senedir yasayan bolge sakinleri parka bir ya da iki defa geldiklerini ¢iink{i ulagimin
sikintil oldugunu dile getirmistir. Diger iki projede park igerisinde yer alan
kullanimlar daha cok iist gelir gruplarina hitap ederken bu projede ortaya cikan ise
daha ¢ok Islami degerlerin 6n plana ¢ikarildig1 cami ve biiyiik kiilliye alan1 ile farkl

ticari Unitelerdir.

Asagida yer alan tabloda kentsel doniisiim icerisinde yer alan kent parklarinin
uiretilirken arkasinda yer alan motivasyonlarin ne oldugu ve bu dort farkli hedef
grubu nasil etkiledigi konusunda inceleme yapilabilir. Belediye ve 6zel sektor ayni
Dooling’in (2009) ve Lewis ve Gould’un (2012) ¢aligmalarinda oldugu gibi yesil
alanlar1 alan cazibesini arttirma, pazarlama ve bunun sonucunda da birer
soylulastirma araci olarak kullanmak istemektedir. Bu da kent parklarinin bu déneme

kadar olan kamusalliindan uzak bambagka bir anlam kazanmasina neden
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olmaktadir. Projelerin sunumunda da bu yesil alanlar iizerinden sdylemler
gelistirilmektedir. Tipki ‘Yesil Delhi, Temiz Delhi’ sloganlarinin kullanilmasi1 ve
dogurdugu sonuglar1 maskelemesi gibi Ankara Ozelinde de projeler ile yaratilan
olumsuz sonuglar, yeni biiyiik yesil alanlarin yaratilmasiyla ya da ‘Yesil Ankara’

sloganlar1 ile maskelenmektedir.

Tablo 1: Parklarin Projede Yer Alma Nedenleri

L ) B} Gecekondu Yeni Konut
Proje Ismi Belediye Ozel Sektor o o
Sahibi Sahipleri
Jeolojik agidan
Pazarlama
Gliney sikintilt o Gortismeye
Hak sahiplerini | Gorlismeye o
Park o ) ) izin
aylirma izin verilmedi _ ]
Ankara Markalastirma . verilmedi
Ticari tiniteler
Cazibe arttirma
Goksu Pazarlama Pazarlama
Jeolojik acgidan Ulasilamayan
Pazarlama )
sikintili L bir alan
Kuzey Hak sahiplerini
Ankara ayirma
Markalagtirma Gece giivensiz
Ticari {initeler

Tiim bu bulgulara ek olarak tarihsel siire¢ igerisinde kent parklarinin kamusal alan
olma disinda farkli motivasyonlar ile iiretildigini anlamak i¢in Cumhuriyet donemi
parklar1 ile karsilastirmalar da yapilmistir. Ankara Biiyiiksehir Belediyesinden
1994°ten 2013 yilina kadar tretilen kent parklarinin listesi alinmistir. Listede de
goriilmektedir ki 2005 y1l1 ve sonrasinda Harikalar Diyari, Mogan, Mavi G6l, Goksu,
Kuzey Yildizi gibi parklar Ankara Biiyliksehir Belediyesi tarafindan {iretilmesi
planlanmistir. Lokasyon olarak kentin ¢eperlerinden yer alan bu parklar Cumhuriyet

Doénemi {iretilen parklardan bu yoniiyle tamamen farklidir. Toplumsallagma
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Ozelliginin 6n planda olmasindan kaynakli merkezi konumda {iretilen kent parklar
son donemlerde yerini yeni konut projelerinin iiretilecegi, yapilasmalarin yeni
basladigi, kent ¢eperlerinde bulmustur. Dolayisiyla, kent parklarinin toplumsallasma
islevi yerini yatirimcilarin ve alicilarin dikkatini ¢ekmek amaci ile cazibe yaratma

islevine birakmustir.

Cumhuriyet parklar1 ile diger farklar1 ise fonksiyon ve donamim Ozellikleridir.
Cumhuriyet doneminde ¢ok fonksiyonlu olarak iiretilen parklar bu donemde daha
cok ticari Unitelerin bulundugu alanlar olarak tasarlanmistir. Donanimsal olarak
bakildiginda ise her birinde su ogesi kullanilmakla birlikte Cumhuriyet Donemi
parklarinda kullanilan su daha ¢ok sakinlestirme ve dinlenme amagli iken bu
donemde su Ogelerinin etrafinin ticari {linitelerle sarildigi goriilmiistiir. Cumhuriyet
doneminden farkli olarak daha ezici ve biiyiik kiitleli yapilarin kullanildig1 (6rnegin
Kuzey Ankara projesinde yer alan kiilliye gibi) da bir baska degisimdir. Yine bir
diger farklilik ise Cumhuriyet Parklar1 agik alanlar olup giris ¢ikisin parkin her
noktasindan yapilabildigi erisilebilirligi yiiksek olan alanlar olarak tasarlanmistir
ancak son donemde iiretilen parklarin etrafi duvarla cevrili olmakla birlikte giris
cikisin kontrollii oldugu ve gilivenlik gorevlilerinin bulundugu alanlar olarak
tasarlandig1 goriilmektedir. Bu da yine parklarin kamusalliktan uzak ozellestirilmis
kapali alanlar olarak karsimiza ¢ikmasina neden olmustur. Tiim bu farklar aslinda
donemler arasinda ortaya cikan ve tarihsel siire¢ igerisinde izledigimiz politik,
ideolojik ve ekonomik farkliliklarin birer yansimasi olarak ortaya c¢ikmustir.

Sekil 1’de bu degisim 6zetlenmistir.
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1950-1980
-Kent Merkezinde

-Yeni Uretilen kent
parklarinin olmayisi

-Cok fonksiyonlu

-Toplumsallagma -Kent Ceperinde

Ozelligi -Mevcut parklarin yok | g ya da iki
olma tehlikesi altina fonksiyonlu
girmesi

-Ayrigtiric

-Ozellestirilmis alanlar

Sekil 1: 1923’ten Giiniimiize Parklar Ozelinde Yasanan Degisim

Bu ¢alisma gostermektedir ki 21.ylizyilda kentsel doniisiim projeleri igerisinde yer
alan parklar, Avrupa ve Amerika’da oldugu gibi alanin soylulastiriimasina, kentsel
rantin arttirilmasina, doniisiim projelerinin markalastirilmasina ve belirli siniflarin
kullanima yonelik olarak iiretilmistir. Kentte yasayan herkesin ulasabilirliginden
ziyade ekonomik getirilerin ve ideolojik yansimalarin 6n planda olmasi sebebiyle
belirli kesimlere hitap eden bu parklar kamusallik iglevini kaybetmistir. Alanda
eskiden yasayan hak sahiplerinden ziyade alana yeni gelecek olan daha iist gelir
gruplu kullanicilarin gbz oniine alinmas ile iiretilen bu parklar temsiliyetini belirli
smiflardan almistir. Her ne kadar kent parklar1 kamusal mekan olarak gdsterilse de
hem tarihsel siirecler hem de inceleme alani ile Cumhuriyet donemi parklar
kapsaminda yapilan karsilastirmalar gostermektedir ki kent parklar1 kamusalligin
Otesinde politik, ideolojik ve ekonomik motivasyonlarin da yansimasin

barindirmaktadir.
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