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ABSTRACT

HUMAN TERRITORIAL FUNCTIONING AT THE SCALE OF
RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONMENTS

Memliik Cobanoglu, Nihan Oya
Doctor of Philosophy, City and Regional Planning
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Z. Miige Akkar Ercan

January 2019, 291 pages

Beginning from the late 20" century, increasing dynamism and mobility in the daily
life of urban residents along with the advances in transportation and communication
technologies deemphasized the decisive role of spatial proximity in the establishment
of social relations as well as access to resources. Nevertheless, contact with the near
home environment is still important for the cognitive, emotional, and moral
development of individuals. Correspondingly, man-environment relations also took
new conceptions which has left contemporary cities with the problems of loss of
spatial control, diminishing sense of community and alienation. Along with this
process, spatial organization of residential environments has also transformed
significantly. Today, organization of residential environments in the form of
continuous fabric such as in the traditional neighborhoods have left its place to
formation of cellular developments in the form of gated communities and mass
housing developments. Yet, residential areas are of critical importance since they form
the secondary territory of urban dwellers after their homes and constitute a large
portion of the urban built environment. In this regard, the concept of 'territoriality’,
which can be utilized in both understanding and regulating man-environment
relations, emerges as one of the premise spatial behaviors that strengthen place

attachment. Thus, the main aim of this research is to reveal how individuals perceive,



behave and transform their near home environments in relation to the concept of
‘territoriality’ in different spatial layouts. For this purpose, territorial functioning will
be inquired based on a comparative case study in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar

Districts in Ankara.

Keywords: Human territoriality, Residential Environments, Kavaklidere, Cukurambar
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EGEMENLIK BOLGELERININ KONUT CEVRESI OLCEGINDE iSLEYiSi

Memliik Cobanoglu, Nihan Oya
Doktora, Sehir ve Bolge Planlama
Tez Danismant: Prof. Dr. Z. Miige Akkar Ercan

Ocak 2019, 291 sayfa

20. yy.in ikinci yarisindan itibaren ulasim ve haberlesme teknolojilerindeki
gelismelerle birlikte kentlilerin giindelik yasamina giren dinamizm ve hareketlilik,
mekansal yakinligin sosyal iligkilerin kurulmasinda ve sosyal donatilara erisimdeki
belirleyici roliini zayiflatmigtir. Buna karsin, bireyin yakin g¢evresi ile kurdugu
iligkinin ve aidiyet hissinin bireylerin biligsel, duygusal ve ahlaki gelisiminin 6nemli
bir parcasi oldugu bilinmektedir. insan-mekan iliskilerindeki bu déniisiimler giiniimiiz
kentlerini ve kent sakinlerini, mekansal denetimin yitirilmesi, kamusalligin ¢cokmesi
ve yabancilagma problemleri ile kars1 karsiya birakmaktadir. Bu doniisiimlere paralel
olarak, konut alanlarinin tasariminda da belirgin degisimler gdzlemlenmektedir.
Giinlimiizde, konut alanlarinin tasariminda geleneksel mahallelere 6zgii ¢evresindeki
kullanimlar ile biitiinlesik ve stirekliligi olan dokular yerine, toplu konut ve kapali site
biciminde, daginik, kendi i¢ine kapali, pargaci ve konut yasamini konutun igerisi ile
siirlayan dokular tretilmektedir. Bu kapsamda, insan ve mekan iligkilerinin hem
coziimlenmesinde hem de denetlenmesinde kullanilan ‘egemenlik bolgesi’ kavrami
mekana iligkin aidiyet hissini giiclendiren 6nciil mekansal davranislardan biri olarak
ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu baglamda, bireylerin evlerinden sonra ikincil egemenlik
bolgeleri olan ve ayn1 zamanda kentsel yapili cevrenin biiyiik bir boliimiinii olusturan
konut gevreleri kritik 6nem tagimaktadir. Bu arastirma kapsaminda, bireylerin konut

cevrelerini nasil algiladiklar, kullandiklar1 ve doniistiirdiikleri ‘egemenlik bolgesi’
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kavrami gercevesinde ve mekansal organizasyon bic¢imleriyle iligkili olarak ortaya
konulmustur. Bu kapsamda, Ankara’nin Kavaklidere semti ile Cukurambar semti

karsilastirmali olarak incelenmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Egemenlik Bolgesi, Konut yakin g¢evresi, Kavaklidere,

Cukurambar
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

‘We shape our buildings, and afterwards our buildings shape us’
— Winston Churchill

In his seminal book ‘Urban design: The American experience’ Lang (1994) defines
the main role of urban design as to enhance and enrich the contribution of the built
environment on the experience of its users by creating more livable and delightful
environments. In order to guide urban designers to attain this aim, primarily the human
experience of space in different settings needs to be further investigated. In this regard,
Lang (1994) argues that to explore the role of physical layout on everyday life, the
foundations of urban design have to shift from prejudices and casual observations of
the environment more on to advanced empirical research on the human experience of
the built environment. Hence, these explorations are defined as necessary for the
assessment of the efficiency of different urban patterns to satisfy, inhibit, and support
human needs through built form. From this point of view, the role of the urban
designer is set as one of an applied behavioral scientist (Lang, 1994). In a similar
manner, Keller (1968: vii) denotes that in order to attain intrinsic knowledge upon
human settlements, ‘in addition to discerning how they operate, satisfactory levels of
these ways of operating and the way they could best operate, and trying to understand
why they operate the way they do’ is a critical issue. In this context, the tendency of
the field of environmental psychology to rely on applied inquiries on man and his
environment is also claimed to be associated with the focus of the field on the ways to
improve management of the surrounding environment to better fit human needs (Bell
et. al., 1990).

On the contrary, planning and urban design studies principally rely on norms and
standards to guide decision-making processes rather than assessments on human

experience in order to meet human needs and attain user satisfaction through the built



environment. A widely accepted assumption is that, these norms and standards may
guarantee meeting human needs and user satisfaction universally, whereas these rules
are often bent in order to fit the constraints of technological efficiency, scale
economies, and market potentials. Albeit, although there are consistencies among the
demands of urban residents, they are often unique and context specific. Therefore,
universal rules to guide planning decisions falls short in satisfying the needs of specific
users of a setting. Thus, the resulting environment guided by these norms and
standards needs to be assessed in terms of their reflections on everyday life to reveal
beneficial insights and also to gain validity. In this regard, Buttimer (1972) states that
in order to assess the success of design implications and reveal beneficial insights,

emphatic understanding of the urban life as lived experience is important.

In this context, investigations on the mutual and reciprocal relationship between the
design of the built environment and human experience, that is the cognition and
behavior patterns, in that environment takes a crucial role within the planning studies.
This bidirectional relation is briefly explained by Porteous (1977) under two
successive processes, primarily man transforms its environment by specialized forms
of behavior, that is the design and planning of urban environment, therefore the
environment itself is a human artifact either planned or unplanned and in return the
designed environment influences human behavior. Edney (1974: 966) explains this
multifaceted relationship between physical environment and human behavior as
follows; ‘environments and contiguous behaviors serve each as determinants and
effects.” In a similar manner, Lee (1963-1964/1973:100) claims that ‘architects and
planners manipulate space, and in return space governs behavior’. Hence, this
interrelation can also be defined as a socio-spatial dialectic in which social life
structures the place and in return place shapes the social life. Yet, it would be
presuming either to claim physical layout as the sole determinant of human cognition

and behavior or to approach human cognition and behavior separate from the place.



The understanding of the relation between the built environment and human
experience has evolved significantly within the last century. At the beginning of the
early 20" century, the physical environment was regarded as manipulating human
behavior thus as a mechanism for achieving desired socio-spatial goals within the field
of environmental design. From this perspective, the built environment was regarded
by the Modernists as a stimulus to which people will respond in the way that the
designer intends. For instance, as a reaction to the negative consequences of unplanned
urban growth including social as well as environmental problems in the
industrialization era, ‘community planning’ was brought to the forefront in order to

suppress these deficiencies and recreate urban communities.

In this regard, Perry developed the neighborhood unit formula with the aim of forming
planned communities to overcome the social and environmental problems of modern
cities (Skaburkis, 1974). The neighborhood unit concept was proposed as a means to
achieve social ends (Banerjee and Baer, 1984). One of the main intentions of forming
planned neighborhoods was to recover the social decays of the modern communities®.
Nevertheless, the role of physical and spatial design in fostering social cohesion may
be ‘auxiliary rather than autonomous’ (Keller, 1968: 146). As a result, much of the
criticism on Modernist Movement is based on reliance of the movement on
environmental determinism, the role set for the urban designer as a social engineer,
and its failure to meet human needs. Yet, the interrelation between physical layout and
social behavior of inhabitants is far more complicated than assumed and needs further
investigation which lies at the heart of environment-behavior studies. Besides these
criticisms, the basic goal set by the Modernists to create a well-functioning and poetic
world and advocacy of public interest in the political realm should remain at the core
of urban design studies rather than recent market-oriented approaches. (Lang, 1994).

! Likewise, many theories including Tyler’s (1939 cited in Skaburkis, 1974) ‘territorial contiguity’,
assumed that if a group of people reside within proximity to each other and share the same amenities,
they will later form a community.



The critique on Modern Movement and its deterministic understanding of human-
environment relations shifted the orientation of the investigations on the relation more
onto subject-oriented, humane explorations on behavioral and cognitive aspects of
human experience in relation to the built environment. From this point forth,
examining the environmental behavior of humans in relation to the physical layout has

been at the focus of both human geography and environmental psychology studies.

Human geography is a social science primarily concerned with human’s spatial
behavior and the interest on the exploration of micro-spatial behavior of individuals
rather than larger human populations in order to understand the evolution of larger
landscapes has arisen within this field from the early 1970s onwards (Anderson and
Tindall, 1972). Correspondingly, resulting from the growing search in the field of
environmental design on the ways to explain human interactions with the physical
environment and in order to better adapt environmental design to meet human needs,
research on environmental behavior arose also in the field of psychology again in the
second half of the 20" century (Stea and Blaut, 1973). Yet, until the emergence of the
discipline of ‘environmental psychology’ at the beginning of the 1970s, theories were
falling short of explaining the impact of physical environment on behavior, and

physical surrounding was treated merely as a background variable.

In this context, the concept of ‘territoriality” which is at the focus of this study, that is
established within the ethological studies in the 1920s and later translated to the field
of environmental psychology, was put forth as a concept which fills the gap between
linking the attributes of molar environment (physical dimensions of a territory, its
appearance, boundaries, and geographic relationship to others) with organism’s

behavior (Edney, 1974).

Following the studies exploring environment and behavior, articulating this
knowledge into design processes has been an ongoing challenge. In this regard,
Horayangkura (2012) states that this knowledge is applicable to especially two phases



of design process which are the programming phase before the final design and post-
occupancy evaluation (POE) phase that is concerned with testing the fit between
environment and behavior after occupation. POE is often based upon the assessment
of satisfaction, performance, and transaction (adaptation) levels. The other approach
which is concerned with the programming phase that takes environment and behavior
knowledge, such as the information from the potential occupants and social context,
as an input into the design process is often termed as ‘social/behavioral design’. Unlike
the formal design process, social/behavioral design is better at addressing human
needs and thus creating more humane and habitable built environments. Hence, the
social/behavioral approaches to understanding human-environment relations can lead
the way to the formulation of more responsive and people-centric design guidelines
(Horayangkura, 2012).

To sum up, investigations on human-environment relations has been at the focus of
many disciplines from human geography to environmental psychology from the 20™"
century onwards and formed the basis for urban design studies both at the
programming and post-evaluation phases. These interrogations mainly rely on the
lived experience of the users through the examination of the user’s spatial behaviors
and cognitions. Such investigations are crucial for both achieving and assessing
success in satisfying human needs through urban design. Yet, ‘territoriality’ emerges
as a critical phenomenon from which both the fields of environmental design and
environmental psychology benefits since it helps designers both to uncover and

organize the interrelation between the built environment and human experience.

In addition to these, it is also important to note that human-environment relations are
also time- space variant. Hence, the profound changes in the societal and economic
order transformed both the urban order and the human-environment relations
throughout the history. For instance, within the pre-industrial period, place and
organizational patterns were interlinked, while later in the industrial era place was

ordered with regard to functional divisions, and thus people order and place order were



separated (Castell, 2010). The ‘people order’ which means the intermingling of all
people from different classes in the same place left its place to a ‘place order’ that is
the segmentation of people and activities by location (Lofland, 1973 cited in Taylor,
1988:167). Subsequently, new settlement patterns such as predominantly residential
zones emerged in relation to this new order (Taylor, 1988). As a result, today much of
the city growth is piecemeal and uncoordinated, whereas urban patterns have been and
still are being governed by certain norms of behavior, sets of rules and by the nature
of real estate market (Lang, 1994). In this context, beginning from the late 20" century,
the increase in the mobility and changing societal patterns which transformed the
urban order also affected human-environment relations. Although people are still
dependent on place, the relation between human behavior and physical environment

has taken a whole set of different connotations.

Beginning from the late 20™ century, along with the advances in transportation and
communication technologies, the importance of ‘place’ for social and economic
relations have been widely debated and many claimed that spatial proximity was no
longer important for these relations. In this regard, Webber (1964) claimed that the
notion of propinquity has lost its place to accessibility in the maintenance of social
communities and although there are still place based communities’ individuals are part
of multiple and various communities of interest that are not territorially defined and
which function at various spatial ranges, as a result ‘a community without propinquity’
is possible. The declining importance of ‘place’ and other classical ‘locational factors’
from the late 20" century onwards is often associated with the social and demographic
shifts, increase in mobility, advances in communication technologies and the spread
in virtual worlds, and globalization of capital increasing geographic fluidity of
economic and social life2. Hence, the role of environmental design and ‘place’ in
manipulating human behavior to achieve desired social goals lost its significance more

than ever before.

2 During this epoch, ‘whether modern city dwellers lost their territorial associations and now that cities
can ben planned as one undivided lump’ emerged as a controversial issue (Lee, 1963-1964/1973:91).



Despite the theories de-emphasizing the importance of place which pave the way to
lack of control over physical space and its negative consequences, there is a
considerable amount of research disclaiming those theories. Hence, Brain (2005)
states that attachment to particular places has been asserted as a very vital part of
cognitive, emotional, and moral development of individuals in the modern society, as
a medium that we maintain our sense of ourselves and our orientation to the world,
and a tie to the social world that can be sustained even as the people around us pass
away. For instance, contemporary research by Badger and Quoctrung (2018) explores
the dependence of Facebook friends to geographic location within the U.S.A. In this
research, a map is produced showing the index of connectedness by location based on
the data of friendship links between pairs of anonymous Facebook users in April 2016.
The results of the study reveal that residing location is still a determinant factor for

acquaintances and connecting with other people (Figure 1.1).

Share of friends who live within 50 miles
—
43% 5% 59%  68%  82%

Figure 1.1. Map prepared by Badger and Quoctrung (2018) showing the share of Facebook friends
living within 50 miles in the U.S.A.
(Source: https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2018/09/19/upshot/facebook-county-
friendships.html?smid=fb-share)

As a result of de-emphasizing the importance of place, one of the most important
problems of postmodern cities arises as the lack of control over space. Due to the lack

of spatial control, arbitrary developments and production of stereotypical



environments having identity, sustainability and security deficiencies overspread upon

urban areas, resulting in the lack of places that people can attach to.

Perturbation in the physical environment stems from many reasons while one of the
prominent ones is the loss of clear boundaries between public and private territories,
lack of interface zones in-between these territories and inappropriate distribution of
public territory within urban space. For instance, the way of promoting security and
control of space has been induced to surveillance mechanisms and guards, while the
fact that environmental design and sense of territoriality can reduce crime and
motivate people to control and defend their own environment and enhance their sense
of belonging and security is often disregarded (Newman, 1972; Gifford, 1997,
Farkisch et al., 2015). According to Gifford (1997), resulting from these approaches
to environmental design urban dwellers are now facing high levels of stress resulting
from high rates of urbanization, decreasing familiarity with the environment and
people residing at the same place (alienation), safety problems, pollution, car
dominance over streets etc. These deficiencies which are related to environmental
design affected the sense of community as well. According to Brain (2005), what is
lost is not the sense of community which implies our relatively personal ties of
solidarity and familiarity, but civility which connotes to our relations with everyone
else, with strangers: in both the actual spaces and in the metaphorical public space of
politics. Correspondingly, the main problems in urban areas today is defined by Lang
(1994) as the loss of community, uneven distribution of power to make decisions
regarding urban areas, and inability of the urban environment to serve diverse sets of

people with variant needs that change over time.

All in all, the main problems facing contemporary cities can be regarded as the lack
of spatial control, loss of boundary mechanisms and interface zones, the diminishing
sense of community and alienation resulting from the new urban order excluding
locational factors and importance of spatial proximity. Hence, in order to assess why

recent functioning of urban space falls short in meeting residents needs and result in



many negative consequences, the field of urban design should re-focus on the

exploration of spatial behaviors and lived experience of urban residents.

Parallel to the profound changes discussed previously, the transformation in the urban
order is rather visible through the ways urban residential environments are designed
and subsequent human behavior and cognition at this scale. In this regard the questions
of what impacts housing has upon human behavior and what aspects of the physical
environment at this scale are important in producing those changes considered
desirable became critical (Lee, 1963-1964/1973). Hence, systematic observation
studies are needed to examine the relation between physical environment and human
behavior at the scale of residential living space, in order to evaluate these new forms

of housing and to make accurate generalizations for the future.

In this context, urban residential environments have an important place in the daily
life of urban residents since they form the secondary territory after their homes. These
environments are critical since they are the main locus of everyday life which shape
both our being and our relation with the wider community and city at large beginning
from early childhood. They also constitute a major part of the building stock in urban
areas. According to Schorr (1966/1970), there are three main impacts of housing
environment on residents. Firstly, the housing environment has impacts on stress;
health; and feelings of satisfaction at the individual scale. These impacts are related to
direct physical attributes of the housing such as its space, maintenance, facilities and
arrangement. Secondly, the physical attributes may affect the privacy and crowding,
housekeeping, as well as habits of the residents. Lastly, the relationship of the
neighborhood with the rest of the city also affects its residents in terms of social and

family relations, which is often referred as the ‘neighborhood effect’.

Furthermore, planning issues at this scale are crucial for the residents since it is
directly related to their quality of life and also economic wellbeing especially for the
homeowners. Besides, the aims of planning at neighborhood level, both in the creation



of new ones and preserving the old, also goes beyond achieving good physical design
or individual satisfaction to counter wider problems facing cities, nations and even the
world such as: alienation, crime, poverty, political apathy and perceptions of
powerlessness, economic marginalization, and environmental degradation (Rohe,
2009). Planning efforts at this scale are also more responsive to local problems since

problems are relatively small and engaging the community is easier.

Moreover, the underlying logic behind the subdivision of urban areas into smaller
spatial (residential) units by planners is the presupposition that the availability and
accessibility of certain services and facilities within a delimited area would promote
concentrated use of them and besides encourage local attachment. Hence, how to
achieve ‘an equitable distribution of facilities and services geared to meaningful local
subunits and stimulate local cooperation’ is a key issue that planning has to adopt at
this scale (Keller, 1968:6). In this regard, in addition to spatial behaviors governed in
each residential setting, how each setting provides certain facilities and amenities at

the residential scale is another important field of inquiry.

Despite the significance of the scale of residential environments, defining the
geographically specified neighborhood and its content is a difficult task which is the
reason behind the variety of definitions on the notion (Park and Rogers, 2014). As
argued by Keller (1968) early as in the second half of the 20" century; residential areas
are no longer separable from the mainstream of larger urban life and local areas are
no longer of primary importance, and thus provision of very few facilities are vital at
this scale. Besides, the existing physical neighborhoods are no longer the sole
providers of information, identity, and social relations while the only definite spatial
neighborhoods units are the isolated ones such as slums, suburbs or immigrant ghettos.
Thus, the local self-contained units of the past are often regarded as anachronistic from
the beginning of the modern era. Hence, though the human scale is still an important
notion it does not necessarily coincide with the local scale in the modern metropolis

(Keller, 1968). Yet, there has been an ongoing nostalgic and even romantic longing
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for the good old neighborhoods, while the idea of developing a new design paradigm,
for both the development of new and rehabilitation of the old residential areas,
providing the satisfaction of the historic neighborhoods and meeting today’s

necessities has been left idle by urban designers.

Nevertheless, there are studies focusing on the evaluation of residential environments
or so-called neighborhoods in order to investigate the different levels of satisfaction
regarding the physical and social needs of the residents. These evaluations are
conducted in various ways, while they are mainly based on three aspects which are:
the planning perspective (functional aspects such as the quality of and access to local
services, physical aspects such as the visual quality of the neighborhood, density etc.),
the social aspects of the neighborhood (such as social meaning, neighborliness, sense
of community and also the political life in the neighborhood), and environmental
perception of local environments (for instance; image of the local area which can be
designative (such as cognitive organization of space) or appraisive (feelings toward
the area such as neighborhood satisfaction) (Talen and Shah, 2007) (Figure 1.2).

- Functional aspects - Meaning

(quality of and access - Sense of Community

to local services) Planning Social
- Physical aspects
(visual quality, density)

- Neighborliness
- Political Aspects

Environmental
Perception

- Designative aspects (cognitive organization of space)
- Appraisive aspects (feelings towards the environment)

Figure 1.2. Different perspectives for the evaluation of residential environments
(Drawn by the author based on Talen and Shah, 2007)

In addition to these perspectives residential environments are evaluated, there are also

different strategies and measures used in these evaluations. In this regard, Nicotera
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(2007) puts forth different strategies employed for measuring the construct of
residential environments with respect to different conceptions of ‘neighborhood’ as
an ‘objective entity’ or a ‘subjective experience’. Hence, the environment—place
duality is set as a framework which can be used to choose between these measures®.
In this context, Nicotera (2007) claims that placing neighborhoods in an environment—
place continuum and employing mixed quantitative and qualitative measures of
neighborhood accounting for both neighborhood structural characteristics and social
processes is needed in order to provide divergent ways of evaluating neighborhood as
well as designing interventions that are able to change macro structures which can also

result in individual micro-solutions (Figure 1.3).

ENVIRONMENT PLACE
OBJECTIVE ENTITY SUBJECTIVE EXPERIENCE | ~eom |

census & rating resident \ PRACTICE
administrative scales written drawings
data descriptions

windshield (un)structured photographs
surveys interviews

Figure 1.3. Different strategies and measures used in research and practice based on the conception of
neighborhood (Drawn by the author based on Nicotera, 2007)

3 Measures of neighborhood as environment, such as census data, social indicator data, and wind shield
surveys, are most often associated with large sample, quantitative research that leads to prediction of
developmental outcomes and theory testing. These measures mainly focus on structural neighborhood
conditions from an outsider’s perspective and falls short in explaining lived experience within a
particular locale, residents’ perceptions and meanings attached to that locale and uncovering social
processes and social networks within that locale. Besides, these measures are used to predict and create
interventions for individual level outcomes and changes while structural neighborhood characteristics
may predict different individual outcomes. On the other hand, measures of neighborhood as place, such
as neighborhood rating scales, residents’ written descriptions and cognitive maps are associated with
both large sample quantitative studies and smaller sample qualitative studies. These measures enable
examination of the social processes within the environment and residents” meanings and perceptions of
the locale. However, these measures do not provide generalizable developmental outcomes. Moreover,
these measures could both represent neighborhood as place (resident taken and interpreted photos) or
neighborhood as environment (researcher taken and interpreted photos) depending on the method
employed (Nicotera, 2007).
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In this context, ‘territoriality’ which provides both an ‘insiders’ perspective and the
display of ‘structural’ characteristics of place is an important spatial behavior both for
understanding and regulating the dynamics of human-environment relations arises as
a critical tool for the assessment of residential environments. Yet, the notion is
redefined within the scope of this thesis to provide an integrated understanding from
both the planning as well as social and cognitive aspects of the residential

environments.

In general terms, territoriality refers to the control of the environment by individuals
or small groups in order to regulate social interactions which in return foster place
attachment, place identity, sense of security and provide stimulation for the individual
and the community at large. Territoriality is briefly defined by environmental
psychologists as ‘a set of behaviors and cognitions a person or group exhibits, based
on perceived ownership of physical space’ (Bell et al., 1990:256). The sense of
territoriality can be based on both emotional attachment and familiarity with the space,
as well as from more abstract forms of control over space through monetary; legal and
institutional power over space (Madanipour, 2003). Territorial appropriation is also
part of territorial functioning in humans, that is defined by Lefebvre (cited in Castell,
2010:5) as ‘urban inhabitants’ resistance to the power elites’ faceless domination of
urban spaces, it is when they claim their right to the city and create places out of
abstract spaces’. In this regard, territorial appropriation can be seen as a means of
creating common spaces out of abstract space, while it may also threaten publicness

if one group’s appropriation excludes others from that space (Castell, 2010).

Human territoriality is also a dynamic notion, transforming with respect to spatial and
temporal context. For instance, according to Hall (1969) since the increase in the use
of automobiles while traversing the space has separated the kinesthetic space and
visual space, man’s spatial experience is separated from both direct environmental
experience and human contact. Besides, the design of physical environment has also
significant influence on territorial behavior and cognition of man. Briefly put,

13



individual characteristics along with societal patterns, mobility, and the way physical
environments are designed can be listed as the exogenous parameters guiding

territorial functioning especially at the scale of residential space.

According to Hall (1969), in order to understand the territorial needs of urban residents
better and to address deficiencies of the existing ones and rebuilding cities, a further
exploration of man’s needs and many sensory worlds with respect to cultural
differences is crucial. In this regard, finding suitable methods for computing and
measuring human scale in all dimensions and meshing human scale with the scale
imposed by the automobile and sprawl is needed (Hall, 1969). In order to do develop
these methods, investigation on human behavior and cognition in everyday life again
takes a critical role;

‘Suffice it to say that when planning, transportation, and design
professionals plan new towns and cities, they usually structure them so that
they read well at an altitude of 30,000 feet.

The methods used by ordinary people on the ground are perhaps more
relevant and, apparently, more interesting’ (Appleyard, 1970:116).

All in all, in order to set up a substructure for the design of new settlements more
responsive to the human needs of the recent era and addressing wider urban problems
faced today which are related to environmental design, investigations on the relation
between physical environment and behavior and cognition patterns of urban dwellers
at the scale of residential environments will be further evaluated based on the concept

of territoriality within the scope of this study.

1.1. Problem Definition: The Rationale for the Focus on Residential

Environments

‘Any movement to change the way we design and build human settlements
inevitably implies a sociology and, to be sure, a politics’
— Brain, 2005:218

‘How natural are these ties? - natural ties of the neighborhood community -

Can we do without them? Will the children of tomorrow miss the local neighborhoods more
than we miss the villages of our grandparents?’

— Keller, 1986:7
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In the recent era, urban landscapes are rapidly transformed to address globalization,
intercity competition and requirements of post-modernity. This fast-paced
transformation results in social segregation and disparities, diminishing sense of
community and alienation, lack of spatial control, loss of boundary mechanisms
resulting in security and socio-environmental sustainability issues. As a part of urban
restructuring processes to meet the changing demands, patterns of urban residential
developments and therefore territoriality at the scale of residential space has also
transformed significantly. In this regard, Coulton et al. (2013) state that
neighborhoods, both as a social and geographic concept, and also ‘neighborhood
effects’, are at the focus of both recent research and practice in terms of their

connection with inequalities in health and well-being of urban residents.

The functions that a housing environment should satisfy can be listed as: shelter;
housekeeping; accommodation; connection; meaning; and recreation (Rofe, 1995).
On the other hand, the housing unit isn’t the sole source to serve these functions, the
streets; parks; day-cares; restaurants; laundries serve as the extensions of the house
and help to satisfy these functions. These functions are heavily dependent on the
housing-unit in some cases; while more dependent on the home-related facilities in
others. The difference between home-based and facility-based provision of residential
functions also affects the quality of experience and each has different social outcomes

and also appeals to different sets of people (Brower, 1996).

Today, organization of residential areas as continuous fabric such as in the traditional
neighborhoods has left its place to the formation of cellular developments in the form
of gated communities and mass housing developments unsustainable in ecological
terms with the lack of feeling of community. Neighborhood organization has been left
idle, while housing estates with fortified walls are constructed all over urban areas. In
other words, facility-based organization of residential areas has left its place to home-
based ones which in return affected the quality of experience and satisfaction of

housing needs in urban residential areas. In a similar vein, Saghatoleslami et. al.
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(2014:78) depicted this transformation in Iranian neighborhoods as well and state that;
‘changes in the physical structure of neighborhoods caused change of the
concentrated neighborhood division into decentralized unites’. According to Porteous
(1977:79), with the massive social; technological; and political changes in the 20™
century the traditional neighborhood solely remains under ‘ethnicity, poverty, lack of
mobility and preference for kinship ties based on spatial proximity’. Besides, these
traditional neighborhoods are often under the pressure of urban transformation (Figure
1.4).

Figure 1.4. Single apartment resisting urban transformation in a traditional neighborhood: Fikirtepe,
Istanbul (Source: https://zete.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/kentsel-
d%C3%B6n%C3%BC%C5%9F%C3%BCme-direnen-ev-2.jpg)

In the production of residential environments, the form of traditional neighborhoods
has left its place to insular subdivisions and residential enclaves based on economic
segregation which neglect the basic principles of sustainability, livability, quality of
life, community for the sake of economic progress, while there is also a fallacious
common understanding which undertakes these notions as contradictory. Yet,
Greenberg (1995) claims that the principles of proximity and connectedness also have
been replaced by fragmentation and separation both in the expanding periphery and

renewed or decaying center of the cities.
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Consequently, the transformation in residential development patterns from facility-
based to home-based; continuous fabric as in the traditional neighborhoods to cellular
developments in the form of gated communities and mass housing developments also
caused shifts in terms of territoriality of urban residents. In this regard, Hall
(1969:129) defines the impact of changing patterns of design in residential areas on
territoriality as follows;

‘The world’s population are crowding into cities and builders and speculators are
packing people into vertical filling boxes- both offices and dwellings. If one looks at
human beings in the way that early slave traders did, conceiving of their space
requirements simply in terms of the limits of the body, one pays very little attention
to the effects of crowding. If, however, one sees man surrounded by a series of
invisible bubbles which have measurable dimensions, architecture can be seen in a
new light. It is then possible to conceive that people can be cramped by the spaces in
which they have to live and work. They may even find themselves forced into
behaviors, relationships or emotional outlets that are overly stressful.’

Nonetheless, urban residents are no longer dependent solely on their residential
environment for their needs and human needs are far more complex and wider ranged
to be met at a single territory. Today, people rather use multiple territories with the
help of advances in mobility and communication technologies while home
environments still have a distinct position in daily life. Yet, it is proved by empirical
data that even though people are not dependent on their residential area for social
contact or livelihood, residents still believe in the importance of their residential area

in terms of their quality of life (Banerjee and Baer, 1984).

Furthermore, the absence of a good neighborhood environment may result in even
more exclusion of less advantaged groups from the socio-economic life of the city.
Besides, there are certain essential capabilities and value-creating energy of well-
formed communitarian neighborhoods that cannot be duplicated by any other
technology and also beyond the scope of other communications media (Greenberg,
1955) (Figure 1.5).
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In addition to squeezing residential functions into the limits of the home, thus
delineating a territory without taking into account human scale or territorial needs, the
recent developments in residential areas also form an image of a bad replica of the
radical modernist visions. The developments are formed as ‘a combination of private
dwellings like landed rockets from the sky within the vast public lands in which there
is no intermediary zone between the private zone and the public domain. At the door

step you leave the private zone, you enter the public domain’ (Castell, 2010:7).

Within these new residential areas, the private domain takes on the role of the old
neighborhoods and functions as a local group territory in the form of well-equipped
homes offering various facilities from laundry to social interactions within single
building, while commercial and other services maintained at the neighborhood scale
are also transferred to the city scale. Hence, it can be claimed that the change in the
way urban residential environments are designed with the changing role of the private
domain resulted in the erosion of the semi-public domain (Castell, 2010) whereas the
importance of semipublic spaces in urban planning has been advocated by prominent
theorists including; Jacobs (The Death and Life of Great American Cities, 1961), Gehl
(Life Between buildings, 1971) and Madanipour (Public and private spaces of the city,
2003).
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Beside the problems related to quality, satisfaction, and erosion of semi-public domain
the transformation in the way urban residential environments are designed had also
societal outcomes. According to Castell (2010), the ‘new neighborhoods’ emerged in
this era in the form of gated communities and mass housing developments are made
up of ‘imaginary communities’ which are sustained by perceived similarities in life-
style, that is induced to similar patterns of consumption and cultural cues, rather than
shared activities and practices*. Yet, these ‘new neighborhoods’ limit the unknown
experience and encounters with strangers, other sections of the community, which may
force residents to question their values and identities (Kohn, 2004). Thus, it can be
claimed that these new developments foster social segregation and alienation. As a
result, the gap between the newly developed and depriving old neighborhoods have

been expanding in terms of both the distribution of facilities and social cohesion.

Along with this process, the fast-paced transformation of the urban landscape,
increasing mobility, and profound social changes have impacted the sense of
territoriality as well as territorial functioning of urban residents in the recent era.
Territorial functioning of urbanites has transformed significantly in relation to both
profound changes in the society as well as the way physical environments are
designed. In this context, the way residential environments are designed not only
affected the notions of a sense of community and quality of life, but also transformed
the ways residents perceive, utilize, and behave in their residential territory. Thus, it
can be claimed that the new residential developments are lacking a sense of
territoriality in terms of appropriation of space by its residents. Whereas, the
appropriation of near-home territories by residents creating semi-public, semi-private
zones is set as essential both for the development of local social networks and security
issues (Castell, 2010). Hence, the fact that sense of territoriality can foster place

4 In this regard, gated communities are defined by Castell (2010:13) as ‘manifestations of the small
group realm; enabling legal and physical protection of economic rights to shared neighborhood
attributes.
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attachment and the feelings of identity; security and stimulation within these

environments have been left idle in these new developmental patterns.

In this context, parallel to the shifts in the conception of human-environment relations
as well as the ways urban residential environments are produced, the questions of how
do urban residents perceive, behave and transform their residential environments in
the recent era? and what is the relationship between territorial functioning and spatial

layouts? are at the focus of this thesis.
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Figure 1.6. Outline of the problematic of the thesis

In the Turkish case, the transformation on the design of residential environments
began with the introduction of neo-liberal policies in the 1980s with the articulation
of national economy to global economy which restructured the socio-economic and
political dynamics while the reflections of these policies became apparent after the
1990s. The reflection of these policies on urban space became visible in the form of
greater and more speculative investments especially in the housing sector, macro-

scaled public infrastructure projects, and rapid and massive urban transformation in
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the housing areas. Bigger and more speculative investments in the housing sector
resulted in higher rents and emphasized new meanings on housing. Meanwhile, spatial
segregation between different social classes became more concrete in these residential
developments in the form of high-security apartment blocks and gated communities
surrounded by surveillance mechanisms. Thus, the segregated luxury housing areas
and the squatter areas around the periphery became the two main forces shaping the

macro form of the cities in Turkey (Arikan, 2013).

In terms of residential environments in Turkey, there are three major problems
according to Tekeli (2009). First, the supply of different types of housing for different
income groups, especially for the most vulnerable groups, could not be met with recent
housing policies. Second, urban macroform is negatively affected by the recent
housing developments scattered along the periphery. Last but not least, high quality
residential environments could not be developed, while the existing ones are under the
threat of fast-paced transformations. For instance, when the housing supply in Ankara
is examined with respect to population growth between the years 2002-2011: 483.085
apartments were built which could accommodate a population growth of 1,593,371
people; however, the population growth occurred in the same period was only 756
956. Thus, there is an excess supply of housing in Ankara (Ankara Kalkinma Ajansi,
2013). In this regard, it can be claimed that the housing demand is supplied in terms
of quantity in Ankara; however, the housing problem is more related to the quality of

these developments and their success in meeting diverse human needs.

Furthermore, lack of identity is another significant problem in these new housing
developments since similar designs are implemented in all cities regardless of their
context. Hence, the urban landscape in the recent era started to converge with the
standard; ready-made housing estates with a vertical sprawl transforming the skyline,

while historic neighborhoods are under the threat of fast paced transformations.
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Along with the fast-paced transformation of traditional neighborhoods and
development of new ones in the form of gated communities and mass housing
developments, another major transformation regarding residential environments in
Turkey began with the introduction of new legislative regulations regarding residential
areas. The prominent one is the Law no. 6306 on Transformation of Areas under
Disaster Risk enacted in 2012. Along with the enactment of this law, massive urban
transformation processes started in Turkey from the parcel to the neighborhood scale.
There has been controversial use of the law in order to transform older neighborhoods
within the inner-city for the sake of economic gain rather than use value. Besides,
implementations at the parcel scale were aiming mainly to increase the building
heights and floor space rather than creating better living spaces for all. These
implementations caused a decrease in the environmental quality as well as
infrastructural problems. Another law that had a direct impact on the residential
environments is the Law No. 6360 on the Establishment of thirteen Metropolitan
Municipalities in 13 Provinces and 26 Districts and Amending Certain Laws and
Decree Laws published in the Official Gazette on 6 December 2012 and No. 28489.
With this Law, metropolitan city borders have been extended to encompass the
administrative borders of the province. In this regard, special administrations in rural
settlements have been abolished and the duties of the provincial special
administrations have been transferred to metropolitan municipalities. Hence, villages
and small towns are transformed into ‘neighborhood’ status. In this regard, the notion
of neighborhood took a brand-new meaning becoming an even fuzzier concept and
the significance of administrative boundaries at neighborhood scale became a

controversial issue both in the central and peripheral urban areas.

To sum up, fostering social segregation, decreasing quality of environment, inability
to meet human needs, erosion of semi-public domain, diminishing significance of
administrative boundaries, fast-paced transformation, lack of identity, and loss of
sense of community and alienation can be denoted as the major problems that arose in

Turkey with the transformation of residential development patterns from facility-
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based to home-based, continuous fabric as in the traditional neighborhoods to

scattered cellular developments.

In this context, the investigations on the relation between physical environment and
human behavior and cognition patterns of urban dwellers, territorial functioning, at
the residential scale will be further assessed within this research focusing on the two
districts in the capital city of Turkey, Ankara both from a traditional and a

contemporary residential area with different physical layouts.
1.2. Aim of the Research and Main Research Questions

‘We cannot revive the naive past.
We dare not promise an unrealizable future. But to make peace with our task of designing

the ordinary we must seek more intimate knowledge of'it’
— Habraken, 2000:3

Hall (1969:168) claims that ‘in order to meet the human needs, spatial design has to
set principles to maintain a healthy density, a healthy interaction rate, a proper
amount of involvement and continuing a sense of identification’. In order to set these
principles and provide insights for the future residential developments, the main aim
of this thesis is to investigate the way humans interact with their environments at this
scale and try to grasp their lived experience as an ‘insider’. Thus, the relation between
physical environment and human behavior and cognition patterns in that environment,
in other words territorial functioning in residential environments at the age of

postmodernity is further investigated within the scope of this thesis.

The notion of territoriality is at the focus of the study since it enables the interrogations
on space both from the perspectives of human experience and spatial organization.
Yet, the thesis aims to redefine the term to comprise both the people and place-oriented
connotations of the notion. Besides, examining the extent and content of forms of
territorial functioning in newly developed and traditional layouts and putting forth the

territorial association of urban residents will provide insights to discuss the
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dependence on near-home territories and the importance of spatial proximity in terms

of both housing needs and attachment to place.

On the other hand, there are also exogenous factors that have an impact on territorial
functioning of urban residents. In addition to social organization patterns and mobility,
the design of the physical environment is also a significant attribute shaping the
relation between space and behavior. Yet, another important aim of this study is to put
forth the relationship between the territorial organization of space and human
territorial functioning. Hence, territorial functioning will be investigated with respect
to its relation to territorial organization of the urban space through the conduction of

a comparative case study in divergent urban fabrics (Figure 1.7).
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Figure 1.7. Investigating territorial functioning at the scale of residential environments

In this regard, territorial functioning of urban residents in their near-nome territories
will be examined based on a comparative case study in Ankara, Turkey within the
scope of this research. The case study areas are selected to represent both home-based
and facility-based provision of residential functions as well as having continuous
fabric such as in the traditional neighborhoods and the cellular developments in the
form of gated communities. With the evaluation of territorial functioning in each
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residential area, it is aimed to understand different behavior and cognition patterns of
residents in different physical settings to be able to assess existing residential
developments and evaluate insights for the future residential developments in the case

of Ankara and rest of Turkey.

In this context, further research questions that will guide the investigations can be

listed as follows;

- Asaresult of changes in social structure, increasing mobility, and advances in
communication technologies providing virtual networks urban residents are no
longer dependent on a limited territory for their needs, they rather use multiple
territories at various scales.

e What are the new forms of territoriality at the age of postmodernity?
What is the content and extent of urban resident’s territory? Are we
still dependent on space?

e What is the significance of residential environments in urban resident’s
territorial network?

- Design of residential environments has transformed from facility-based
organization as in the continuous fabric of the traditional neighborhoods to
home-based provision of housing needs as in the form of scattered cellular
developments such as gated communities and mass housing developments.

e Did urban residents lose their territorial associations with their near-
home territories or are they still dependent on near-home territories?

e [s the notion of ‘mahalle’ (neighborhood) disappearing, residential
areas becoming solely dormitories? Whether provision of certain
services and facilities within a catchment area still valid?

e How do urban residents perceive / behave in their near-home territory?

= How do residents perceive their residential territories? Do
residents still conceive their residential living spaces as a

meaningful territorial unit?
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= How subjective definitions of neighborhood boundaries are
constructed and used by residents living in diverse urban
fabrics?

= Can we talk about a consensus about the conception of
residential territories among its residents? What parts of the
territorial unit are included/excluded in their spatial cognition?

= What are the impacts of socio-economic and demographic
characteristics of residents on the cognition of residential
territory or territorial behavior?

e What aspects of physical environment has an affect on human
territorial functioning at the scale of residential living space? What are
the impacts of physical characteristics of the surrounding context on
territorial functioning?

= How do different spatial organization of residential areas affect
territorial functioning? How the changes in residential
developments affected the sense of territoriality? How different
territorialities are formed in different residential areas, such as
traditional neighborhoods and contemporary ones?
=  Which types of physical environments enhance or weaken
residents’ territorial attachment?
In this context the below mentioned hypothesis will be inquired within the scope of
this research;
H1: Urban residents still conceive their residential living space as a meaningful

territorial unit. They can demarcate the territorial boundaries, significant
landmarks and activity nodes within their residential environments.

H2: There is a consensus among conception of residential territories among its
residents, while the degree of consensus reveals information about the level of
territoriality.

H3: Territorial functioning of urban residents differ with respect to physical
organization patterns of each residential environment both in terms of
territorial cognition and behavior.
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1.3. The Method of the Research and Structure of the Thesis

The main aim of this thesis, as previously discussed, is to investigate human territorial
functioning at the scale of residential environments with respect to different territorial
organizations of space. In order to attain this aim, primarily human territorial
functioning is re-defined through a model proposition based on the existing literature
from the fields of environmental psychology and design. The model combines the
different aspects of territorial functioning in humans both at the behavioral and
cognitive levels as well as exogenous factors which have direct impacts on this
functioning. Later, parameters for each aspect is clearly defined in order to provide

more operational tools for the assessment of different settings.

The adoption and redefinition of the notion of territorial functioning allow the
assessment of residential environments both through the lens of environmental
psychology and environmental design. In this context, residents’ patterns of territorial
functioning (both cognition and behavior) at the meso scale (near-home territory,
home-base) within different spatial layouts are examined through a case-oriented
comparative study. In this regard, empirical research based on both self-report
measures as well as observational techniques and later comparative analysis is
conducted for each case. Besides, these interrogations refer to the post-occupancy

evaluation of the existing residential fabrics.

During the empirical research, an interpretative approach to the phenomenon of
residential space is adopted in order to better apprehend the lived-in space and
experience of urban residents at this scale. In doing so, the human experience of the
physical environment is interrogated with a bottom-up perspective and a user-centric
approach. Besides, the cognitive and behavioral patterns of individuals are derived to
attain an understanding of territorial functioning at the social group level and provide
an understanding of residential environments, so called neighborhoods, as a social

construct. In addition to these, the relation between territorial functioning and
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territorial organization of space is correlated with a probabilistic rather than a

deterministic approach.

In this context, this thesis comprises of two main parts. In the first part, primarily the
notion of territoriality both as a spatial behavior regarding its foundations and
significance in the field of environmental psychology and as a spatial strategy that is
used in the territorial organization of urban space (the hierarchical order between
different territories in urban space) within the field of environmental design are
discoursed. Later, based on the discourses in the literature, concerning both the
behavioral and spatial aspects of the notion, an integrative model is proposed in order
to assess human territorial functioning at the residential scale. Human territorial
functioning is discussed mainly based on how residents perceive / utilize / behave in

that territory.

In the second part of the thesis, a case-oriented comparative research is conducted to
investigate the impact of different spatial layouts on human territorial functioning in
residential environments with the aim of both to evaluate the existing fabrics and to
provide insights for future design considerations within residential areas. In this
section, primarily the brief history of the case residential areas, which are Kavaklidere
and Cukurambar districts located in the south and southwest part of Ankara with
diverse physical layouts is presented. Later, both districts are inquired in terms of both

territorial organization of space and human territorial functioning.
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Figure 1.8. The structure of the thesis
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CHAPTER 2

TERRITORIALITY: UNDERSTANDING AND REGULATING
MAN-ENVIRONMENT RELATIONS

There are intrinsic behavior patterns of organisms such as display and aggression,
which make living in a shared space difficult to maintain, but there are also ways to
handle these controversies among the members of the species living in the same place,
such as means of social regulation including development of hierarchies and spacing
mechanisms (Hall, 1969). In this regard, spatial behaviors utilized for social regulation
include territoriality and dominance behavior (Sommer, 1969). Theories on
territoriality claim that, almost all animal species including homo-sapiens tend to
assert exclusive jurisdiction over physical space both individually and in groups
(Porteous, 1976). Yet, territoriality which is a basic behavioral system in all living
organisms including man appears as a prominent mechanism for spatial regulation and

thus social organization within shared space.

Spatial regulation involves control of space which is dependent on the ability to defend
space against unwanted intrusions. Yet, the space controlled is territorial. Hence, the
very act of inhabitation, which is the occupation of a space and controlling entrances
to and exits from it, is fundamentally territorial. Hence, territorial organization of
space is one of the most instinctive and historic behavior of man towards the built
environment (Habraken, 2000).

In this context, theoretical discussions based on the notion of territoriality which is a

premise tool for both understanding and organizing human-environment relations is

further elaborated in this chapter.
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2.1. The Foundations of Territoriality

Territoriality is a notion with diverse and speculative connotations discussed under
ethological, evolutionary, organizational and behavior-setting theories. Territoriality
can be briefly defined as the exclusive control of a portion of land by an individual, a
pair or a group, the notion is intraspecific since the use of territory by others from the
same species is restricted while other species may often freely enter, and the notion
involves both direct or indirect display of aggression for the control and defense of
that specific land (Porteous, 1977). Territoriality and the scale and type of control
differentiate with respect to ‘the genuine characteristics of the species, habitat,

climate, population, social organization, food supply and many other factors’ (Edney,

1974).

Territoriality involves the behavior and attitude patterns of individuals or groups based
on the perceived, attempted, or actual control of a definable physical space, object or
an idea arising from habitual occupation, defense, personalization, and marking of that
specific site (Gifford, 1997). In other words, territoriality is laying claim to, marking
for identification and defending a particular physical territory (Hall, 1969; Brower,
1980). Territoriality is about how people use, organize themselves within a space and
how they give meaning to their space (Farkisch et al., 2015). In a similar vein,
according to Bell et al. (1990), human territoriality can be defined as the behavior and

cognition patterns of a person or a group based on ownership over a physical space.

Hence, Gold (1981 cited in Hirschon and Gold 1982) puts forth three main
perspectives to contextualize the notion of territoriality. Initially, territoriality is the
basic framework for daily life. Territoriality is both the expression of the social order
and the basis for everyday activities. Secondly, territoriality is a mechanism to achieve
certain goals such as regulation of access to space; inhibit crowding and provide
privacy. Third, territoriality is a form of communication, a language to express

ownership and indicate identity.
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In return, the term territory mainly refers to a specific delimited space or geographical
area which is the primary, secondary or latter domain of individuals or small groups.
Territory is the area that is defended as an exclusive preserve. On the other hand,
different territories share adjoining boundaries, hence ‘formation of a territory is at
the same time provision of a periphery’ (Flachsbart, 1969:413). Lay (1998:187)
defines territory as ‘the expression of social organization in spatial terms.” The term
conveys the idea of ownership, involve personalization, control of boundaries, and
concerns about intrusion and defense (Altman, 1975). According to Habraken (2000),
territory connotes to the inhabitation and control over space by an agent, spatial
extension of that agents’ self, in which boundaries are often marked. Yet, marked
boundaries must be backed up with real control for the total control of a territory
(Habraken, 2000).

Moreover, types of infringement over a territory include invasion, violation or
contamination; whereas defense could be preventive, reactive or by the use of social
boundary mechanisms (Gifford, 1997). Territoriality, whether achieved through
dominance, mutual consent, aggression, or administrative authority establishes which
individuals have access to what areas of a physical setting, thus to what extend the
needs of each will be satisfied in that setting (Proshansky et. al., 1970). Therefore,
territory is an area claimed and used almost exclusively by individuals and groups
(Sell, 1983). Hence, territorial behavior is related to the use of senses in order to
distinguish between different spaces or distances and access to those spaces (Hall,
1969).

2.1.1. The Significance of Territoriality

Territoriality serves diverse functions while these functions change with respect to
each species and different scales. In this regard, territorial functioning in humans is
far more complex than a response to an intrinsic behavioral pattern but rather a spatial
strategy to satisfy human needs at diverse scales. In this sense, territoriality provides

three main satisfactions to its occupants at all levels from body space to national
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loyalties which are: identity, security and stimulation (Porteous, 1976). Consequently,
‘security is felt strongest at the center of a territory, whereas stimulation is strongest
at the borders’ (Ardrey, 1966 cited in Edney, 1974:961). Stimulation is achieved
through making, modifying and defending the territory, whereas territorial control
enables security and privacy especially at the territorial core. Besides, the control over
an exclusive space confirm and support individual’s self-conception of his identity
(Porteous, 1977) as well as promoting group identity (Edney, 1976). In other respects,
territoriality contributes to the achievement and maintenance of the social order and
social roles, the psychological health of the individual (stimulation, security, and
identity), delimitation of the space in which to exercise everyday functions, and the

desired level of privacy (Edney, 1974).

Territoriality enables predictable and efficient resource distribution (Edney, 1976). In
terms of resources, territorial functioning also has implications for resource allocation
and resource conservation. Yet, allocation of some resources into ‘territories’ better
serves resource management and diminishes the risk of resource overuse (Taylor,
1988).

Throughout the history and prehistory human communities tend to assert territorial
behavior for the exploitation of resources. Hence, the nature; scale and importance of
the territory differ with respect to the key resources available on the site central to the
community’s economy. In this regard, the territorial behavior densifies with the
increase in resource density within the territory while the amount of resource
predictability also has an impact on the mobility of the group for the sake of access to
different resources within different territories (Dyson-Hudson and Smith, 1978 cited
in Bintliff, 1999). In this regard, analysis of the limits and size of the territory in
archeological studies rely mostly on the ‘Catchment Analysis’ (put forth by Vita-Finzi
and Higgs, 1970). Based on this theory, hunter-gatherer settlements are associated
with territories of up to a 10-kilometre radius from the home base, pastoral herder sites

with some 7.5-kilometre radius of territory, while farming communities with a 5-
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kilometre territorial radius. Yet, the Greek polis extends approximately to a ‘chora’ or
territory typically from 2-3 km (Figure 2.1) to 5-6 km in radius. These distances are
formed based on the principles of least effort and land rent. Besides, these map
distances may differ in terms of walking time due to the physical attributes of the site
(Bintliff, 1999).
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Figure 2.1. (On the left) Settlement territories in the classical era of Boeotia, Greece drawn based on
the 2.5 km Radius pre-defined as the village-city subsistence territorial extent for that period
(Bintliff, 1999:517). (On the right) Territorial systems according to resource allocation
(Bintliff, 1999:510).

Hence, based on the evolutionary dynamic of the settlement systems, these static
distances of the ‘catchment analysis’, transformed into dynamic ‘nested’ patterned
networks (Bintliff, 1999). In this regard, three main shifts regarding the modern
territorial structure are claimed as: (i) increasing number and variety of supply forms
penetrating into the territory, (ii) increasing number and variety of foreign elements,
such as global networks of commercial and institutional organizations, penetrating
into the local scale and diminishing the scope of local territorial control, (iii)
increasing size of buildings disordering array of supply forms and diminishing

territorial control on the smaller domestic scale (Habraken, 2000).

In addition to exploitation of resources, territoriality also serves as an interaction

(social) organizer. It enhances the sense of identity with the help of geographical
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fixation; and gives a sense of competence for the inhabitant resulting from familiarity
with the environment which is similar to the term ‘home-field” advantage in sports
(Gifford, 1997). All in all, the need for territoriality arises from necessities related to

both social regulation and individual satisfaction.

Furthermore, Taylor (1988) defines important positive outcomes of small group
territorial functioning as follows;

Psychological outcomes: Reduction of personal stress at home since the
activities outside and inside are controlled, which also foster individualization
process of the individuals by the provision of privacy.

Social - Psychological outcomes: Promotion of group identity and bonding
since small group territoriality is the expression of group solidarity and
cohesiveness

Social - Ecological outcomes: Maintenance of behavioral settings within a
territory is at high levels due to both habitual use and attachment to that
specific space.

In general, purpose of territorial behavior is mainly associated with regulating social
interaction within shared space. Hence, it can be defined as a self-other boundary
regulation mechanism; a spatial strategy referring to intertwining of physical attributes
and clear boundaries with people belonging to a place (Altman, 1975; Farkisch et al.,
2015). As a social regulation mechanism, territoriality provides both the minimum
space needed that is less distracted by others, thus provides and maintains a certain
level of comfort and privacy; and a larger space to satisfy other social drives and
motives in a limited physical setting at the same time (Proshansky et. al., 1970). In
other words, territoriality acts as a mean towards achieving a desired level of privacy
by regulating social interaction which in return avoids social conflict and
miscommunication (Altman, 1975). In this regard, spatial separation is
instrumentalized to provide different settings for different activities; achieve different
levels of privacy needed for each activity; thus, to prevent conflict (Brower, 1980).
Yet, the tension between the invader and the territory controller vary in relation to
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many factors. For instance, regarding human territoriality at the city scale, lot layout
and type of boundaries and degree of penetration between public and private domains

vary among different cultures (Porteous, 1976).

As discussed previously, territoriality promotes a sense of personal identity since the
development and maintenance of an identity is directly related to the acquisition of
places and things which enable individuals to define and evaluate their self-identity
and communicate it to others (Proshansky et. al., 1970). Thus, laying claim to
particular places, beds and chairs not merely guarantee the satisfaction of biological
and social needs, but also to preserve a sense of personal identity (Altman and
Haythorn cited in Proshansky et. al., 1970). It is also claimed that well founded sense
of space and well-defined conception of personal territories foster a well-defined sense
of the self (Sell, 1983).

Moreover, in a similar vein to the ideas set forth by Newman (1972) in the theory of
‘defensible space’, Taylor (1988) claims that territorial functioning, when applied to
every day practices, may serve to analyze and overcome certain social problems and
might lead to effective solutions if coupled with other ‘tools’. In this regard, he claims
that problems of disorder such as crime; fear of crime and vandalism has direct
relations with territorial functioning. For instance, when a common space is perceived
as a group territory, sense of group identity is likely to emerge as well as a sense of
place and belonging between the residents which in return increases surveillance
(Edney, 1976; Cooper and Sarkissian cited in Lay, 1998). Besides, territoriality at the
scale of residential space strongly enhances resident’s sense of satisfaction, place
attachment and social cohesiveness (sense of community) which is also directly
related to the physical organization of the setting (Ono, 2001). Thus, territorial
functioning can be used for the reduction of larger scale problems of disorder by
influencing the perception and behavior of the offender with the presence of both

people, ‘eyes on the street’, and territorial behaviors such as surveillance mechanisms
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or territorial markers informing the offender of the caring and willingness to intervene

to intrusions of the residents (Taylor, 1988).

In addition to these, Bell et. al. (1990) puts forth the main functions of territoriality as
follows;

Territoriality reduces environmental load by creating a sense of order that
decreases the amount of complexity of the stimulants and makes it easier to
cope with the environment

Territoriality reduces stress on a personal level by providing the control over
the number of stimuli to be contended and also the provision of the desired
level of privacy

Regarding ethological considerations, territoriality prevents aggression as well
as affording identity

According to the control models, territoriality facilitate performance of chosen
behaviors which is beneficial for humans.

2.1.2. Human Territoriality

‘Man is a kind of animal that lives by what he knows, by what he can guess
and by the plans he makes. He is a restless, searching animal. He has been
selected for speed; he is quick to perceive and quick to decide. He tends
towards oversimplification, toward prejudice, and toward going off half-
cocked. He has been called aggressive and territorial, and probably
correctly. But he is also loyal to his group, and size of the group to which he
is loyal may vary widely. He is fascinated by violence and intolerant of
boredom. He is quick and efficient, at his best under difficult circumstances,
eager to learn, to explore, and to act.

He seeks and creates order’

— Kaplan, 1973:77-78

Territoriality is born out of ethological studies. Animals utilize territoriality mainly
for regulating density, coordinating activity spaces, holding the group together,
express status, and provide protection and defense of the resource base (Hall, 1969).
Although ethological studies provide a basis for understanding human territoriality,
human nature is far more complicated which differ in various aspects. Despite the fact
that establishment of a territory is intrinsic for the survival of all species and functions

in humans similar to animals, the way territoriality takes shape and is translated into
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physical space varies widely due to the impact of culture and civilization in humans
(Madanipour, 2003). Territorial behaviors differ in humans since they are not solely
hereditary but also modified by culture and learning. Hence, human territoriality is
defined as a set of transmitted answers to particular problems which vary across
different cultural contexts (Gold, 1982). In this regard, territoriality studies should take
into account species-specific ecological adaptations that affect spatial, temporal,

social and behavioral aspects of activity patters (Sell, 1983).

Taylor (1988) claims that, hominids demonstrated territorial functioning, exclusive
use of an area centered around the home base, due to certain advantages such as
reduced exposure of offspring to predators, more time for parenting, decreased hazards
from travelling, and spatially and temporally stable allocation of resources. Yet, a
larger territorial system was developed within small groups in order to cooperate for
hunting and defense against predators or resource competitors. In this regard,
territorial system based on small groups may have increased the fitness of these groups
and allowed them to evolve. Hence, territoriality is a spatial behavior grounded on
small group structure which emerged from cooperation not competition and it
facilitated group functioning. Later, as civilization emerged and larger groups started
to live first in villages than in larger units as well as labor division, the importance of
territory as a resource base declined and territories based on functional groupings
emerged. According to Gold (1982:50), ‘anthropologists overemphasized the role of
kinship over territoriality for the preindustrial societies as the major principle of
social organization’ while territoriality is also directly associated with intra and
intergroup relations. For instance, some groups did aggressively maintain their
territories while others were content with loosely defined ones in that period. In this
regard, territorial control was mainly dependent on the exact resource endowment
available and forms of cultural adaptations. Yet, social groups may co-act to exploit
resources or allow movement between different groups rather than direct exclusive
use of territory (Gold, 1982).
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In this context, there are two lines of thought regarding human territoriality, embracing
a nature-nurture controversy. Part of scholars address the notion as an expression of
biological functions, while the others refer to it as a manifestation of sociocultural
patterns that vary across space and time (Van Vliet, 1983). First line of thought regard
human territoriality as an instinctive predisposition, a basis for social regulation, a
means of channeling aggression, and a mechanism for resource allocation. Hence,
human territoriality is regarded as homologous to animals. The others approach human
territoriality as analogous to animals due to cultural processes and learning abilities
enabling adaptations in humans. According to these scholars, although there are
similarities between the two notions, the underlying processes are significantly
different in animal and human territoriality (Gold, 1982). Yet, man exhibits territorial
behavior driven from an instinctive base, while it is heavily modified by cultural
conditioning (Porteous, 1977). In this regard, humans are predisposed toward
territorial behaviors through instinct whereas learning determines the intensity and
form of territorial actions. Hence, animal territoriality serves mainly survival functions
while in humans it is used as a tool for ‘organization’ and ‘order’ on various

dimensions (Bell et. al., 1990).

In animal studies, territoriality refers to laying claim to, marking for identification and
defending against intrusion a portion of space by animals and these acts are associated
with survival instincts such as mating, guarding food supplies and protecting the nest.
Whereas, human territoriality is defined by Hirschon and Gold (1982) as being far
more varied, less consistent and less predictable. For instance, in addition to the
survival instincts, human territoriality serves far more complex social needs including
identity and self-actualization processes as well as purely symbolic purposes such as
conveying status. Human territoriality is also less consistent and more adaptive, since
it has developed gradually over time and passed over generations through the process
of socialization. Human territoriality involves claiming space by occupancy, which
may be permanent or temporary, and also personalization and marking for conveying

this message is achieved through symbolic means. In addition to these, human
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territoriality also does not include physical aggression in terms of defense, it is rather
flexible and exercised only under specific circumstances (Hirschon and Gold, 1982).
In this context, human territoriality and animal territoriality are analogous rather than

homologous.

Animal territoriality is connected to physiological needs such as survival, while
human territoriality is rather linked with higher needs such as identity; status and
recognition (Gold, 1982). Human territoriality is analogous to animal territoriality also
with respect to relations between territorial ownership; territory size and social status.
For instance, the size and allocation of offices is a reflection of the extent of the
business and the status of the office occupant. On the other hand, large territories are
not always a sign of higher social status, for instance a large country estate may be
exchanged for a penthouse based on preferences of the user and the physical location
is also a mediating factor in this process (Edney, 1974). Humans also use a complex
amalgam of types of ownership and status relationship for laying claim upon a
territory. The most unique type is that of ‘rented space’, where an area that belongs to
somebody is used by another for a prescribed period in return for a fee (Sommer,
1969).

Human beings also have distinctive territorial needs such as tendency to systematic
territorial exploration; enlargement and modification. In addition to this, man also
perceive, conceive and organize each territory differently (Anderson and Tindall,
1972). The main distinct features of human nature related to territoriality are listed by
Sell (1983) as; tool making, abstraction of thought, learning over instinct, change in
behavior along life cycle and relation between home and the resource base. Resulting
from ability to make tools, territorial behavior in humans can also be exhibited on
things rather than solely on places. In addition to this, people can bring familiar things
into new territories in order to adapt. Humans can also reshape the environment into
familiar patterns in order to fit. In return, reproduction of the environment also fosters

attachment to that environment. Abstraction of thought enables humans to attain
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territorial feelings over ideas, unfamiliar environments (such as the whole national
land), and even the creation of abstract territories by dreaming and remembering.
Although territorial behavior may be based on instinct, territorial behavior in humans
is far more flexible due to the ability of learning over instinct. In addition to behavior
in territory, the range, utilization and attachment to territory also vary greatly along
the lifespan of humans. The last but not least distinction is that people are becoming
less and less dependent on a single territory for their necessities. Although home-base
still has a special meaning, people roll between multiple territories. In this regard,
human territoriality cannot be seen solely as innate, but a continuum of degrees of
identification with places based on transactions among people and places (Sell, 1983).
Thus, identification of the different resource bases is an important subject of human

territoriality studies.

In this regard, Gold (1982:46) claims that human territoriality briefly comprises of
‘the network of paths and places to visit and use’. These paths and places may
sometimes overlap, while the contradiction is resolved through temporal and spatial
orders. In other words, ‘particular forms of bounded space that people establish | use
| move about in’ are called as territory (Scheflen and Ashcraft, 1976:4). Hence, it can
be claimed that human territoriality is a dynamic notion which transform with respect

to different time intervals and locations.

Human territoriality is occasionally associated with active defense particularly by
those who acknowledge direct links between human and animal territorial functioning.
On the contrary, the notion of ‘laying claim’ to a site by communication of ownership,
access and control over the area is more valid in humans than active defense. Laying
claim to an area can be in various forms such as creating, maintaining, or highlighting
boundaries, or use of signs, markers, labels (Taylor, 1988). In this regard, behaviors
that maintain territorial form are defined by Scheflen and Ashcraft (1976) as; (i) cues
and signs, (ii) monitors and disciplinary actions, (iii) synchrony, (iv) gating, (V)
cognitive images and (vi) conceptions and affects. These behaviors help describing,
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modifying and manipulating territorial forms as well as using and abusing them
(Scheflen and Ashcraft, 1976).

Besides territoriality, its rules; mechanisms and symbols that are used are also
distinctive in humans which also have a dynamic character that evolve over time
(Gold, 1982). For instance, territory, which can be regarded as the extension of the
organism, is marked by visual, vocal and olfactory signs. Hence, territorial marking is
an essential part of territorial behaviors. Yet, in animals territorial marking involve
urination, defecation, release of glandular secretions or vocal cues. Similarly, humans
also personalize or mark their territory in order to communicate ‘ownership’ by its
occupants or users. However, man has invented indigenous ways of marking his own
territory. Distinct from animals, man has created material extensions of territoriality
by his ability to reshape the territory as well as visible and invisible territorial markers.
In this regard, humans rather use symbols, objects, and artifacts such as; insignias,
fences, and nameplates. In addition to this, distinction between private property that
is the territory of an individual, and public property that is the territory of the group is
carefully made, and removal of boundary markers and trespass upon the territory of
another man are punishable acts in human societies (Hall, 1969; Altman, 1975). Yet,
territorial behavior may solely be used to achieve purely symbolic purposes in human
beings (Brower, 1980).

In this context, boundary relations appear as a prominent notion in human
territoriality. Hence, according to Sell (1983) territories are well-defined spaces when
their boundaries are known by their occupants. In this regard, Taylor (1988: 275) puts
forth the creation and maintenance of boundaries in human territoriality as follows;

‘Territorial functioning, at the most basic level, involves a segmentation of space;
locations are differentiated into those ‘belonging to’ or used by one person or group,
or another. As part of this allocation process boundaries are created or maintained.
They are selectively permeable: Certain people at certain times, or for certain
purposes, are allowed to enter one spatial segment from another, or to cross the
boundary. The boundary may be clear-cut or fuzzy, agreed upon or disputed,
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acknowledged by others or ignored, and consistent or variable. Nonetheless, this

process of spatial differentiation is fundamental to territorial functioning’.

Furthermore, it is also important to note that boundaries are not solely used for

absolute separation between different territories but they may also act as interface

zones in which diverse territories and their occupants intermingle. For instance,

Farkish et al. (2015) put forth in their study that traditional neighborhood centers as

semipublic territories function as a boundary between public and private territories,

thus foster and encourage resident's territoriality feeling. Thus, boundaries do not

make a territory more or less accessible but rather define its borders to accommodate

its specific use and provide the needed level of privacy. In this regard, Karrholm
(2007:447) denotes that,

‘It seems that making accessible (and, in this respect, making public) cannot be
equated with the erasing of boundaries. In fact, the opposite seems more likely: The
access to space has to be subdivided (in time or space) to accommodate different uses
and to make room for as many different categories of users as possible. A certain
degree of territorial differentiation and super positioning could very well bring about
a much greater degree of accessibility. Spatial rules and conventions are necessary if
we are to be able to act (and co-act) at all’.

Allinall, Edney (1974) states that the main distinguishing factors between animal and

human territoriality can be listed as follows;

Human territoriality has a learned rather than a genetic basis.

Territoriality in humans is unlikely to be associated with aggression, except
extraordinary times such as warfare. Passive defense is often adopted in human
territoriality. Yet, humans are the only organisms that totally invade others
territory as in the times of warfare.

Animal territoriality primarily serve biological needs (shelter, food sources),
whereas for humans’ territories may serve secondary purposes such as
recreation.

Animals usually use single territory and for continuous periods of time, while
humans maintain several territories (home, office etc.) in different locations
and more temporarily (e.g., tables at a restaurant).
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At this point it is also important to note that even though all people embody a sense of
territoriality, the notion is also not generic but varies with respect to other determinant
factors. These factors include, i. Personal Factors (age, sex, personality and
competence of the individual), ii. The Social Context (social climate, social class, and
level of competition for resources among the group), iii. The Physical Context
(discussed within the defensible space theory developed by Oscar Newman which put
forth the effect of physical layout on territorial feeling and behavior of individuals
which in return affect the infringements over that territory), and iv. Cultural Factors

(also have an impact on territoriality but rather on a small scale) (Gifford, 1997).

Altman (1968 cited in Skaburkis, 1974) also defines four sets of factors that have
impact on territoriality. Primarily, there is the situational context which comprise the
properties of the environment. The impact of subjective factors on the assessment of
these properties is also non-negligible. Secondly, there are the properties of the
organism which refers to the social group within that territory. The qualities of the
social group, social needs and the social roles they inhibit are also very effective.
Besides, territoriality is also used as a means of social organization within these
groups. Later, there are antecedent factors driven from the instinctive behaviors of
people such as forms of intrusion, the concept of privacy and utilization of territorial
boundaries. Lastly, there are behavior forms which refer to the use, occupation and
defense of that territory. Possession of a specific territory is communicated either
verbally or nonverbally (with the use of territorial markers and symbols).

In addition to these, territorial claims in humans may be either permanent as in the
scale of personal space or temporal such as the occupation of sidewalks by commercial
uses (Habraken, 2000). As in the case of occupation of sidewalks by stores or cafes,
‘built form may suggest territory but it is the ongoing act of occupation that fixes the
actual extent of the claim’. Hence, the built environment demarcates the boundaries

of territories, however these margins may shift temporally with the acts of agents, in
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other words we can observe ‘shifting spatial claims in relation to stable form’
(Habraken, 2000:130) (Figure 2.2).
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P TIME e
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Figure 2.2. Shift in territorial claims along with space-time
(Drawn by the author based on Habraken, 2000).

In this context, Taylor (1988) puts forth the different approaches to human
territoriality based on conceptualizations of the notion according to its position on the
continua’s regarding the make-up, interpersonal function, linkage with space and

spatial extent of territoriality (Figure 2.3).

Makeup Interpersonal Linkage with Spatial
Function Place Extensiveness
Primarily Behavioral Power Heavily Place Dependent Spatially Limited

certain behaviors occur in certain
situations, given the physical, social
and cultural characteristics of the
situation

Primarily Cognitive
or/and Affective

the meaning, associated affect, and
perception of a location is prime
determinant of how people behave in
them

territorial behaviors and sentiments
accrue power to individuals/groups
‘home court advantage’

Cooperation

territoriality promotes orderly social
interaction between individuals or
groups

‘good fences make good neighbors’

behaviors, attitudes and sentiments
are heavily place dependent, certain
locations allow or promote certain
kinds of territorial functioning

Primarily Socially and/or
Culturally Determined

behaviors, attitudes and sentiments
are socially and culturally determined

territories are limited in scope and
actualy quite small

Spatially Unlimited

territories can be any size, ranging
from personal space to nation states

Figure 2.3. Dimensions of human territoriality (Drawn by the author based on Taylor, 1988).
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In terms of make-up of the notion, human territoriality is a broad term comprising both
behavior and cognition patterns related to a place (Gifford, 1997; Taylor, 1988). Yet,
basic concepts related to human territoriality can be listed as ‘space (fixed or moving),
defense, possession, identity, markers, personalization, control, and exclusiveness of
use’ (Edney, 1974:962). Hence, the term has many connotations and definitions while

some of them and key concepts are summarized in the following table;
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author

Parr,
1965/1970

Stea,
1965/1970

Brower,
1965

Sommer,
1966

Altman,
1968

Hall, 1969

Proshansky
Ittleson, and
Rivlin,
1970

Table 2.1. Conceptions on human territoriality and key concepts

conceptualization

territory is the space an individual or a member of a closed-knit group
(family, gang etc.), in joint tenancy, claims as his or their own, and
defend (Parr, 1965/1970:12).

territorial behavior is the desire both to possess and occupy portions
of space is pervasive among man (Stea, 1965/1970:38).

a tendency on the part of organisms to establish boundaries around
their physical confines, to lay claim to the space or territory within
these boundaries, and to defend it against out- siders (Brower, 1965:9
cited in Edney, 1974:962).

territory is an area controlled by an individual, family, or other face-
to-face collectivity. The emphasis is on physical possession, actual or
potential, as well as defense (Sommer, 1966:61 cited in Edney,
1974:962).

encompasses temporally durable, preventive, and reactive behaviors
including perceptions, use, and defense of places, people, objects and
ideas by means of verbal, self-marker and environmental prop
behaviors in response to properties of the environment, and is geared
to satisfying certain primary and secondary motivational states of
individuals and groups (Altman,1968:10 cited in Skaburkis, 1974:39).

behavior by which an organism characteristically lays claim to an
area and defends it against members of its own species (Hall, 1969:7).

territoriality in humans is defined as achieving and exerting control
over a particular segment of space (Proshansky, Ittleson, and Rivlin,
1970: 180).

laying claim to
an area

possession

laying claim to
an area

possession

laying claim to
an area

control

key concepts

defense

defense

defense

behaviors
including
perceptions, use
and defense

defense

establishing
boundaries

over places,
people, objects
and ideas

particular
segment of
space
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author

Gold,
1982

Taylor,
1988

Table 2.1. (continued) Conceptions on human territoriality and key concepts

conceptualization

Many activities are organized on a territorial basis, and a significant
proportion of human behavior is directed, explicitly or implicitly,
towards partitioning space and towards maintaining the territories
and boundaries so formed... Territory implies a defended and bounded
space with connotations of attachment and exclusiveness. Hence,
territoriality refers to the processes and mechanisms by which people
establish, maintain and defend territories... Mammal territoriality
encompass the network of paths and places to visit and use; they may
overlap while the contradiction is resolved through temporal and
spatial orders (Gold, 1982:44-46).

...an interlocked system of attitudes, sentiments, and behaviors that
are... specific to a particular, usually delimited site or location
which... in the context of individuals in a group or a small group as a
whole... reflect and reinforce, for those individuals or groups some
degree of excludability of use, responsibility for, and control over
activities in these specific sites (Taylor, 1988: 81).

attachment and
exclusiveness

attitudes,
sentiments, and
behaviors

key concepts

defense,
habitual use

excludability of
use,
control

establishing and
maintaining
boundaries

delimited site
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Despite the fact that human territoriality is a complex and variable notion dependent
on various factors, there are generally acceptable dimensions of human territoriality
common to all. In this regard, Sell (1983) put forth six main dimensions of human
territoriality which include: territorial definition and marking; defense and control;
resources and territory; territory and social activity; psychological qualities;

territoriality and self-identity which the author discusses as follows;

Territorial definition and marking: Territory is a well-defined space whose
boundaries are well known to its occupants. Although boundaries may change
over time and overlap with other territories, territory is a well delimited area
whose boundaries are well known and often marked.

Defense and Control: Control of territory can be maintained by exclusive use,
dominance, marking, avoidance and many other mechanisms. Although
aggressive defense is often noted in ethological studies as a control
mechanism, it is utilized as a last-resort mechanism by animals. Besides,
control of territory is more important in humans than overt defense in normal
situations. Aggressive defense is utilized only at times that are considered
deviant and criminal such as burglary or war, when threats can’t be solved by
relying on social intercourse to maintain claim. Humans rather use verbal and
nonverbal communication (displays, rituals, manners etc.) and marking
behaviors to maintain control. Control of the territory provides a way of
organizing the environment around the needs and goals of the occupant such
as access to resources, provision of privacy and social interaction, and
maintenance of a stable base within an individual can operate and develop.
Control over territory may also be exchanged temporally, especially in
common spaces.

Resources and Territory: Claim to a specific territory provides access to
certain resources and allocation of resources among groups, in return certain
resource needs of a group defines the territorial configuration and behavior.
Familiarity with the territory provides an advantage while exploiting these
resources and feeling more responsible and in control of these resources also
increases the conscious management and conservation of them.

In the urban era, although there are complex and wide range of needs and
access to multiple territories for those needs and also territorial behavior
variances developmentally and temporally, spatiotemporal fixing of
occupancies and functions is still important for the orderly exchange of
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materials, ease and comfort of the users. Additionally, multiple territories are
used mainly for secondary needs and especially children and elderly still rely
to their primary territories (near-home) to satisfy their needs.

Territory and Social Relations: Territoriality serves to organize social patterns
within delimitated boundaries in two ways: territory is a mean for both social
recognition and interaction. Primarily, territoriality serves for group
identification. For instance, religious, ethnic and working-class groups are
mainly associated with their neighborhoods within the urban area, likewise
belonging to a certain territory, neighborhood, also functions as an indicator of
social status. Secondly, it is used for controlling group interaction through
integrity, dominance and privacy regulation. While individual territories
function to isolate the occupant of the territory, group territories function to
bind the occupants whom share the same territory. The form and attachment to
territory is directly related to the form of social life within that territory, and
the size and allocation of territories is related to the social hierarchy.

Psychological Qualities: Territorial bond that is formed between the occupant
and its territory, resulting from familiarity and comfort due to habitual and
intensive use of the area, provides certain psychological qualities. These
qualities include; reducing the complexity of the environment and thus easing
the decision-making processes with the feeling of continuity and ability to
predict and control future events, optimal level of arousal, feeling of safety,
ability to perform habitual behaviors and routines, freedom of choice for
behavior. Formation of a psychological bond also results in the defense of and
attachment to that territory.

Territoriality and Self Identity: Territory promotes the formation of self-
identity and thus enables the occupant to be recognized as an individual by
others. Territoriality provides the needed level of privacy, thus allows the
occupant to be alone, which enables the development of one’s sense of self.
Hence, a well-defined territory supports a well-defined ego. Territory, that is
the physical environment, also reinforces a person’s self-image or the image
one wishes to project on others or develop. In this regard, territory can be
defined as a self-place system in which intensity of association with the place
helps define self-identity. Attachment to certain places is also resulting from
the degree of relation between a territory and sense of identity. (Sell, 1983).
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Moreover, there are also related environment — behavior concepts to territoriality, that
are often used interchangeably, which are; personal space, jurisdiction, home range,
attachment to place and privacy. Their similarities and differences are discussed by
Taylor (1988) as follows;

Both personal space and territoriality are notions related to claim over a space
and exclusive use of that a space. Intrusion is regarded as a disturbing act in
both cases while physical environment is utilized to help delineate or clarify
boundaries. However, personal space is attached to the individual and rather
mobile while territory refers to a more delimited and bounded area which can
be left behind. Besides, the size of the personal space is much smaller than that
of a territory in most cases.

Jurisdiction over space is defined as the right of access to a particular bounded
area, similar to territories. They are larger than personal spaces but smaller
than territories. However, jurisdictions are dependent on the functional role
assigned to the holder, therefore they are more temporary and withdrawn when
the role assigned is accomplished such as in the case of the electrician or the
plumber given access to the home territory for a short while.

Home range refers to a larger area including daily activity areas of individuals
which are regularly visited. Hence, home range is the arena in which different
territories are nested.

Attachment to space has resemblances with territorial attitudes, whereas
attachment is applicable to larger scales such as nations and less dependent on
physical space.

The relation between privacy and territorial functioning is two-fold. Degree of
desired level of privacy sought may determine territorial functioning, while
once in that territory occupants also enjoy other benefits.

Behavior settings are regularly occurring, temporally and spatially bounded
person-environment units. Territorial functioning serves to maintain behavior
settings by territorial markers signaling appropriate kind of behavior in a
setting and by physical and behavioral processes that support the behavior
setting programs (Taylor, 1988).
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All in all, ‘human territoriality’ can be briefly put forth as in the following flow

diagram;

laying claim to

communicating ownership

——— OFA TO
controlling and defending - e ‘
lusive use specific geographic area regulate social interactions '*““
exciusive u
definable physical space attain desired level of privacy o
‘TERRITORY’ recognition and social interaction 3
=
—— ABOUT identity P
how people use, BY through geographical fixation
organise themselves in feeli £ distincti
and give meaning to occupants/users eeling of distinctiveness L
. e % =
specific territories individuals/groups secunt): &
competence &
BASED ON P &

- through familiarity with the
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Figure 2.4. Human Territoriality

2.2. Territoriality and Spatial Organization

There are three main lines of thought regarding man environment relations which area:
‘environmental determinism’; ‘environmental possibilism’ and ‘environmental
probabilism’. Yet, physical determinism falls short in explaining complex interplay of
environment, actor and behavior. In addition to this, it ignores the influence of social
characteristics and personal attributes such as competence level of the individual in
this relation (Porteous, 1977). Hence, the relation between physical environment and
territorial functioning cannot be induced to one of a deterministic relation, but is more
of a probabilistic relation. In this regard, ‘the environment can be manipulated to
promote or hinder certain behaviors’ (Porteous, 1977:58) rather than as a determinant

of behavior.

Territoriality is a basic notion both guiding man-environment relations and enabling

us to understand these relations. Territoriality functions at various scales from intra-

52



individual (the individual), inter-individual (the small group) to the community level
while at each level it is context and content specific (Edney, 1974). Mechanisms that
operate at each scale have differences, whereas the effects and benefits often overlap.
At each scale, territoriality reduces the amount and complexity of information an
individual has to process by providing order and predictability with its spatial and
cognitive organization qualities, and yet promotes the efficiency of the individual to
develop more advanced behaviors and adaptive efforts (Edney, 1976). In addition to
this, also the feelings of responsibility, recognition of users, and control over intruders
lessen as one moves away from the lower levels of territoriality such as the house
(Taylor, 1988).

Hence, it is one of the most important principles of human organization of
environments corresponding to a wide range of scales from private ownership such as
a fenced yard of the home to the neighborhood at micro level, to social groups,
political units at national scale and even international scales such as the iron curtain at
macro level (Sell, 1983).

Figure 2.5. The Citadel Gate, Cairo, 1864
(Source:http://monovisions.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/cairo-egypt-in-the-19th-century-1860s-
1880s-vintage-everyday-life-05.jpg)

Dynamics related to territoriality at each scale differs in terms of both cognition and
behavior patterns. In this regard, physical form of space is one of the main

determinants of how that space will be used, while the functions and meanings are
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also affected by social and cultural patterns (Castell, 2010). Though the impact of
physical form on territorial functioning is non-negligible, it has a variant effect with
respect to scale of territory. In this context, Porteous (1976:385) puts forth the relation
between the scale of territory; territorial control and physical environment based on
Hall (1969) as follows;

‘At lower levels of territoriality, such as personal space, personal control is
predominant, but fixed space is absent. At more extensive levels of
territoriality, such as the individual’s daily range or orbit, fixed-feature space
is dominant, but personal control is strongly reduced because of the presence
of others.’

2.2.1. Territorial Production and Types of Territories

‘The human body implies territorial presence.

Therefore, being in a public space is partaking in a game of instant territorial
reconfiguration, shifting as people use things: sitting on benches, waiting for buses, parking
cars, entering telephone booths, standing by the sidewalk.

A game of fleeting spatial claims and territorial inclusions follows the flow of use within the
contextual setting of a given public space’

— Habraken, 2000:160

Karrholm, (2007) argues that, territorial production occurs everywhere while these
territories can be either permanent or temporary. Territorialities are produced in
different ways; in different contexts; by different means; and at diverse scales such as
a nation, an urban district, a parking space, or someone’s favorite bench. Moreover,
Karrholm (2007) defines four different forms of territorial production. Primarily,
territorial strategies and tactics are intentional attempts to mark a territory. Territorial
strategies are impersonal and planned at a distance in time and/or space from the
territory produced, whereas territorial tactics are personal relationships between the
territory and the person or group who mark it as theirs. On the other hand, territorial
associations and appropriations represent productions that are not planned or made
with the intent of producing a territory. Territorial appropriation produces territories
through a repetitive and consistent use of an area by a certain person or group, these
territories are perceived by its users as their own such as one’s home, one’s street, or
one’s regular table at a restaurant. Territorial association represents an identifiable

area, characterized by a certain usage but are not perceived by any person or group as
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“their own” such as bathing places, climbing trees, or a gravel path in the parks. In
addition to these, different forms of territorial production may operate at the same

place at a same or different time (Table 2.2).

Table 2.2. Forms of territorial production (Drawn by the author based on Karrholm, 2007: 441)

Forms of Territorial

Production Impersonal Control Personal Control
; TERRITORIAL
Int P t
ntended Production | TERRITORIAL STRATEGY TACTICS
Production Through Use TERRITORIAL TERRITORIAL
ASSOCIATION APPROPRIATION

In addition to the way they are produced, the scales in which territories are formed
and conceived also vary significantly. For instance, home is the basic focus of
territoriality, thus many studies show that cognitive maps are most detailed in the
home range especially for women and children (Porteous, 1976). In order to better
interrogate the territorial functioning especially in the field of environmental studies,
various classifications that define different territorial scales are referred to.

In this regard, Altman (1975) puts forth a threefold typology for territories within a
hierarchical order as; primary, secondary and public territories. Those territories are
identified based on the duration of occupancy, the cognitive impacts of the space on
the occupants and visitors in generating a sense of ownership, the amount of
personalization, and the likelihood of defense when violated. In other words,
distinction is based on the degree of control and use by occupants and relative duration
of users’ claims on space.

Primary territories: Owned and used exclusively by individuals or groups,
clearly identified as theirs by others, controlled on a relatively permanent basis,
and central in everyday lives of the occupants (E.g. home). Long terms absence
of primary territory may result in lack of self-esteem and self-identity.

Secondary territories: Less central in everyday lives, relatively exclusive with
semipublic quality. Durable quality of ownership but not continuous or
permanent since main users may vary over time and although individuals or
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groups have some sort of control, ownership and regulatory power, it is not as
if in the primary territories (e.g. home territories, classrooms).

Public territories: Almost anyone has free access and occupancy rights but
their use is restricted by laws, customs and regulations and use of these
territories are usually limited in time (Altman, 1975).

Brower (1980) defines a fourfold typology for the division of the territory based on
control over space, particular type of occupants, and distinctive territorial signs that
serve as cues for behavior. These categories include; Personal Occupancy,
Community Occupancy, Occupancy by Society and Free Occupancy Territories.
Occupancy types are not intended to serve as general classifications for physical
settings since form of occupancy may change over time, but to divide space for the
hierarchical regularity and control of the environment. Brower (1980) describes two
types of public territories: occupancy by society (such as streets and parks) and free

occupancy settings (such as deserted beaches).

Lyman and Scott (1967 cited in Sommer, 1969: 43) also asserts four types of territories
in human societies: public territories, home territories, interactional territories, and
body territories. Public territories such as courtyards and parks provide citizens with
freedom of access but not necessarily of action. Home territories are public areas taken
over by groups or individuals, such as children’s clubhouses, bars and coffechouses.
In each case the regulars have a sense of intimacy and control over the area.
Interactional territories are areas where social gatherings may occur; they have clearly
marked boundaries and rules of access. Lastly there are body territories, which are
most private and inviolate spaces that belong to an individual.

These classifications on territories are also related to the proxemics studies which
investigate the spacing mechanisms in humans during interpersonal interactions.
Proxemics studies can be briefly defined as the study of nature, degree, and effect of
spacing mechanisms in humans and how these mechanisms are related to

environmental and cultural factors (Proxemics, n.d.). The prominent theory of
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proxemics is developed by Hall (1969), putting forth different distances in man with
conspecific attributes. Hence, a four-fold typology is developed by Hall (1969),
including; intimate distance; personal distance; social distance; and public distance
(Figure 2.6). For instance, personal space can be defined as the invisible bubble
surrounding the individual to which intrusion is limited, its size varies among different
species while it may also change with respect to seasonal or other rhythms as well as
according to groups hierarchy (Gold, 1982). Hence, this classification on diverse
distances also corresponds to different territories at the micro-scale in which humans

initiate different behaviors.
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Figure 2.6. Proxemics by Hall (1969).
(Source: (On the left) http://www.northernarchitecture.us/interior-design-2/images/3095_66_172.jpg,
(On theright) http://proxemics.weebly.com/uploads/1/8/7/4/1874719/1877266.jpg?330x323)

In this regard, Hall (1969) also defined three types of space/territory, which provide
the desired physical configuration for the different needs associated with each level of
proxemics:

Fixed Feature Space is one of the basic ways of organizing the activities of
individuals and groups, which includes material manifestations such as
building groups and interior division of buildings, layout of cities as well as
hidden, internalized designs that govern the behavior of man.

Semi Fixed Feature Space is formed through mobile materials such as
furniture. Besides, what is fixed feature in one culture may be semi fixed for
another (for instance, the movable walls in Japan).

Informal Space connotes to the distances maintained in encounters with others.
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In a similar vein, Goffman (1971) sets the concept of ‘claims’ at the center of social
organization and territories as the prominent type of these claims. Hence, he classifies
territories in terms of their organization. In this regard, three main types of territories
are defined as: (i) Fixed Territories; staked out geographically such as yards or houses,
(i) Situational Territories; fixed equipment in a setting such as park benches and
restaurant tables, and (iii) Egocentric Territories; which move with the claimant such

from personal space to possessions like handbags and purses.

Last but not least, Newman (1972) puts forth a hierarchical typology for territories
referring to four main categories (Figure 2.7) with each level having different degrees
of personalization, ownership, and control; Private spaces, such as one’s home, a
student’s room, or a workstation are those that are likely to be highly personalized and
also highly defended. Supporting territories are either Semiprivate or Semipublic.
Semiprivate spaces refer to residents’ lounges in dormitories, swimming pools in
residential complexes, or areas of privately-owned space, like the front gardens of
houses that are under the surveillance of others; while semipublic spaces include such
places as corner stores, local taverns, and sidewalks in front of houses. Semiprivate
spaces tend to be owned in association, while semipublic are not owned by the users,
who nevertheless, still feel they have some possession over them. Public spaces are
peripheral territories which are not possessed or personalized or claimed by users.
Newman (1972) claims that clear hierarchical definition of territories in urban space
is the key to achieving security which is a fundamental human need.
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Figure 2.7. Spatial hierarchy created through the formation of different territories.
(On the left) Souce: http://we-aggregate.org/media/files/2ab4b2e9e55386b530eee85ea608d368.jpg)

Moreover, Taylor (1988) defined four types of settings in which territorial functioning
occur according to their ‘centrality’ (referring to importance of a setting); (i) Spaces
within residential settings, (ii) Spaces immediately outside residences, (iii) Regularly
used settings (workspace etc.) and (iv) Public locations, temporary territories.
Regarding this classification, space becomes less multifunctional moving towards the
spaces that are of highest centrality to the lowest (such as the home vs public library).
Besides, group boundaries also dissolve and boundaries between occupants and non-
occupants become less visible. Although similar causal processes regarding territorial
functioning are applicable to settings of varying centrality, both territorial strategies
and consequences of territorial functioning and the salience of type of consequences
(psychological, social psychological, ecological) vary according to the type of space
(Taylor, 1988).

Besides their formations, territorial boundaries between different territories such as
the private and public realms may shift both horizontally and vertically over time.
These shifts also result in variances in territorial depth. In the horizontal axis, lot
divisions can be shifted in times of urban densification for building bigger or more
masses within the same territory of the block, public streets can be enlarged towards

the private lots due to traffic, dead end streets can be transformed into controlled
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spaces of the small community, such as in the Dutch ‘woonerf’ implications, or
neighbors may negotiate to shift the boundary or even remove it at the backyards of
the dwellings. In the case of urban densification, increasing density not only results in
the enlargement of the private territory but also leads to an increase in the territorial
depth. In the vertical axis, private territory may run over the public territory in the
form of ‘covered streets’ or sidewalks can be temporarily under the occupation of

private use (Habraken, 2000).

All in all, it is also important to note that the main principle of territorial organization
of urban built environment can be noted as the continuity, that is the flow, between
different territories from the most private to public. Yet, the territorial claims, duration
of this claim and defense mechanisms to protect each claim is divergent at each scale
(Table 2.3).

Table 2.3. Territorial categories and territorial claims at each level

Duration of
L Territorial Territorial
Author Té‘\;t:to(ﬂal Claim Claim Hi Dhefgnieow
gory High > Low Temporary > g
Permanent
Altman Primary

Newman Private
Family Private

Rappoport | yividual Private

Altman Secondary

Newman Semi Pu_blic
Semi Private

Urban Semi Public
Rappoport  Group Public
Group Private
Altman Public
Newman  Public
Rappoport  Urban Public

2.2.2. Territorial Organization of Urban Space

Urban space takes its form with the use of territorial boundaries. These boundaries can

be physical such as the city walls and gated residential developments, symbolic as for
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the periphery and the center or psychological as between residential areas with
diverging socio-economic profiles. Besides, territoriality occurs in urban space at
different levels; ‘from informal small scale, social network-based level as in the street
block neighborhoods to larger scale in the form of property ownership to national
boundaries’ (Castell, 2010:3). Yet, territorial organization has unique connotations at

each scale of the urban environment (Figure 2.8).
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Figure 2.8. Different scales of territories in urban space (Castell, 2010:10)
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In this context, there are different conceptualizations developed for understanding
man—environment relations with respect to territorial organization of urban space. In
this regard, there are four main theories developed by Parr (1965/70), Stea (1965/70),
Roos (1968 cited in Porteous, 1977), and Porteous (1977) respectively (Figure 2.9).

Observation of different territorialities produced by individuals, as well as their orbit
in-between these territories is prerequisite in order to develop an extensive
understanding of man-environment relations within a specific territory. In this context,
Parr (1965/1970) developed a simple model for explaining the individual’s interaction
with his environment based on territoriality. In this model, the space claimed and
defended by individuals or groups as their own is defined as the ‘territory’, while the
wider space through which an individual habitually or occasionally roams is defined
as the ‘orbit’. Furthermore, the orbit may contain two or more territories (e.g. home,

office); as well as the traversed or irregularly occupied spaces. The model also
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propounds elaborate investigation on frequency and duration of tenure as well as the

perception of the environment both in terms of the territory and the orbit.

The territorial organization of urban space cannot be studied without taking into
account the attributes of the physical environment. The physical environment effects
and even shapes territorial functioning especially at smaller scales. Hence, it can be
claimed that different designs of the environment, reveals different territorialities. In
this regard, Stea (1965/1970) puts forth a conceptualization based on the territorial
behavior of urban dwellers on a daily basis. In the model, inhabited portion of space
by an individual or a group is defined as the ‘territorial unit” which has its inhabitants,
occupants and occasional visitors; the cumulative of frequently visited territorial units
and paths taken to reach them make up the ‘territorial cluster’, while the sum of total

territorial clusters of a given community make up the ‘territorial complex’.

Stea (1965/1970) also highlights that, these territorial units have certain properties
such as: size, shape, number of units, extensiveness, type of boundary, and
differentiation and relatedness which has direct influences on territorial functioning.
Furthermore, he notes that the perceived nature of units, clusters and complexes can
be examined through the use of mental maps. In addition to this, a change in the
defining characteristics of territorial units effects the behaviors that occur within it,
and conversely change in the behavior pattern alters the territory. In other words, the
alteration in shape, size, boundedness and differentiation of the territorial cluster or
the territorial unit alters the behavior of individuals. For instance, the increase in the
permeability of external boundaries of territories within office spaces results in the
loss of autonomy and psychological stress related to the restriction of alternative

behaviors and restriction of freedom of movement.
Although, the model developed by Roos (1968 cited in Porteous, 1977) is similar to

the previous models in terms of delineating a prime territory and an orbit based on this

base territory, the model further elaborates the micro environment of individuals and
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defines the orbit not solely as paths but rather as a delimited area. The model defines
territorial organization within the environment basically under four main components:
range as the total area traversed; territory as the area that is defended; core area as the

area mostly occupied by the individual; and home as the area slept in.
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Figure 2.9. Main theories on territorial organization of urban space
(Drawn by the author based on Parr, 1965/70; Stea, 1965/70; Roos, 1968; and Porteous, 1977).

Another conceptualization is developed by Porteous (1977) which presents a trifold
series of nested spaces in daily life, each scale having its specific territorial
connotations that are the micro space of the personal space, meso space of the housing
territory such as in the neighborhoods and the macro space of the city. Each scale

defined by Porteous (1977) can be briefly discussed as follows;

The Micro Scale: Personal Space

Primarily, there is the micro space which is the personal space actively defended
against intrusions for securing acquired level of privacy and in which level of
personalization is high. Micro space not only covers the personal bubble of privacy
around the body zone, but can also refer to a wider territorial unit such as an office or

a bench, and even reach collective scales such as a small group occupying a restricted
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space. Thus, personal space is rather mobile when it is not associated with fixed

feature elements of the environment (Porteous, 1977).

The Meso Scale: Home Base

Secondly, there is the meso space which is the larger semi-permanent and semi-static
space actively defended by an individual or a small primary group. Territorial units of
meso space are mainly static but they can also be relocated at intervals; such as the
house and the yard. Meso space is often termed as the home-base, corresponding to
an area operating as the base for the individual or a small group in which mainly
housing needs such as resting, reproducing etc. are met (Porteous, 1977).

Home base refers to both extensions of the house such as its facade and yard, and also

to the more collective level of near-home territories in which other needs are satisfied

within a proximate reach. In this regard Taylor and Brower (1985:183) states that:
‘Home does not end at the front door but rather extends beyond...those
exterior spaces adjoining the home: porches, steps, front yards, back yards,
driveways, sidewalks, and alleys. These spaces are of crucial interest for two
reasons. First, they immediately adjoin the home; consequently, what happens
in these outside spaces strongly influences the quality of life in the home.
Second, they represent spaces where the two major types of settings in
residential life—the private, personal, and owned versus the public, shared,
and open to the community—interpenetrate. Consequently, these settings are

of considerable interest for understanding the dialectic between individuals
and local society’.

In this regard, Taylor (1988) claims that, outdoor residential spaces such as the front
yard, porches, alleys, sidewalks and the street itself are part of the home and these
spaces form the bridge between the individual or the household and the immediate
local society. Hence, within these spaces the private world of the dwelling is nested
into the shared space of the local society - the neighborhood (Hirschon and Gold,
1982). Moreover, territorial organization of outdoor residential environments can be

identified with respect to patterns of functional activity, behavioral types of
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socialization occurring within that territory and dwellers attribution towards that
territory (Lay, 1998:187).

Yet, home base can also be divided into smaller units. In this regard; three types of
territories are used in the study of the neighborhoods in Baltimore by Taylor et. al.
(1981) as: home; near-home and off-block territory. Another study is conducted by
Kusenbach (2008) in which a four scale hierarchy is used referring to sub-categories
for the home base including: ‘enclaves’ of people with similar lifestyle and socio-
economic status or the cultural quarters; ‘walking distance neighborhoods’ resulting
from residents walking and nodding habits; ‘street blocks’ that is the block neighbors

knowing each other by face and sharing same amenities, and ‘micro-settings’ which

is the smaller groups with more connections within the street block (Table 2.4).

Table 2.4. Hierarchy of urban communities (Kusenbach, 2008:232)

Dimensions Practical Use  Sentiments Neighborly Collective Events
Interaction and and Representations
Zones Relationships
Micro settings  Mutual Trust, Passive contacts, Informal gatherings,
visibility of dependency  sociability, nicknames,
private and Proactive ‘reputation’ of places
semi-private neighboring,
routines friendships
Street Blocks Leaving and Tolerance, Friendly greetings, Block-based social
arriving, responsibility  sociability, reactive events, defense in
short outings, neighboring emergencies,
children’s block captains
play
Walking Recreation Familiarity Recognizing others, Formal organizations,
Distance (walking) nodding relationships  newsletters,
Neighborhoods daily needs neighborhood events,
names or nicknames
Enclaves Lifestyle Comfort, Identification of Holidays, festivals,
necessities, belonging peers, assumed landmarks, area
shopping, connection and names or nicknames
errands, understanding
leisure

The notion of the home base has also been an important input for spatial planning,

especially for the neighborhood planning studies. One of the most important issues
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that neighborhood planners have been concerned with is the limits of walking distance
for children, in order to determine the appropriate distance, standards, to locate
playgrounds and schools (Van Vliet, 1983). Hence, previous studies reveal that,
increase in the extension of home base of children is based on factors such as;
socioeconomic status and social-class related variables such as car ownership and
child-rearing values, urban and suburban living which differentiates the distance to

reach activity spaces, and also age and sex (Van Vliet, 1983).

Besides, territoriality at this scale manifests itself in various forms. In this regard,
maintenance of the home, the space in front of the home and even the sidewalk in front
of the home; personalization of the exterior of the house (fagade) to indicate the
identity of the owner (‘the personal imprint on the external environment’) are the most
common forms of manifestations (Hirschon and Gold, 1982). The variations at this
scale is discussed by Habraken (2000:194) as follows;

‘The relationship between form and territory is inherent in forms of enclosure:
housing compounds, halls, and rooms are defined by perimeter walls. Network
forms, such as the street net that defines urban blocks, still represent enclosure
forms. But at a scale larger than physical enclosure, networks and supply
forms may invite territorial interpretation in their own right’.

In this context, meso scale comprises of both the ‘housing of the individual and the
small primary group’ in the form of clustered apartments or isolated mansions; and
the ‘near home territory’. Besides, when a group shares a common sense of belonging
to a territory a ‘group home-base’ emerges as in the ethnic and small street
neighborhoods. (Porteous, 1977). In other words, home base can reach collective

levels such as the scale of the neighborhood.

The Macro Scale: Home Range
Lastly, there is the macro space which is the total area where the individual traverses
beyond the home base for simple purposes such as acquiring food or satisfying other

drives. The territory covered at the macro space is termed as the home range. Home
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range is not a discrete unit of space completely occupied or defended, but rather
connotes to the public arena where the individual occupancy is restricted to paths and
nodes and the area is defended only temporarily at nodal areas during occupancy
(Porteous, 1977).

Home range can be defined as the area encompassing the regularly visited locations
of an individual. For instance, the home and adjoining spaces, working space and
regularly visited bar of a person. Planners and geographers often refer to it is as the
‘activity space’ of the individual, and the sites in the home range which are more
intensively used are referred as the ‘core areas’. Hence, home range adjoins and
surrounds viable territories of the individual. In other words, different territories are
nested within the home range. The degree of control over and excludability also differs
between the home range and lower scale territories. The resources in home range are
public and do not need exclusion, whereas the resources in lower scale territories are

more selective and may need some amount of excludability (Taylor, 1988).

Gelwicks (1970:149 cited in Anderson and Tindall, 1972:1) defines home range as the
‘series of linkages and settings traversed and occupied by the individual in his normal
activities’. In addition to these, home range can be continuous: a compact area as for
children, as well as discontinuous: a set of separated noted as for adults (Anderson and
Tindall, 1972). Besides, the extension of home range is regarded as ‘a prerequisite of
a healthy physical, social and cognitive development for humans’ (Bruner and
Connoly, 1974 cited in Van Vliet, 1983: 567).

2.2.2.1. Territorial Organization of Urban Space at the Meso Scale
‘Once form is present, life makes use of it, adjusting it and adjusting to it,

offering ever-changing territorial interpretation within its relative constancy’

— Habraken, 2000:156

The most important notion regarding the territory and the design of built environment

is the provision of territorial boundaries. In this context, the importance of clear
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boundaries and the hierarchical regularity of the environment through division of
public, private and semi-private territories both at concrete and symbolic levels have
been at the focus of environmental design studies (Madanipour, 2003; Newman, 1972;
Salvesen, 2002 cited in Farkisch et al., 2015). At this respect, provision of public and
private territorial zones within the territorial continuum both benefit from and
contribute to the individual and collective residential quality of life (Taylor and
Brower, 1985). Yet, development of spatial hierarchies through boundary mechanisms
which enable the provision of different levels of territories from private to public is a
vital issue especially at the scale of near home territories (home-base) (Figure 2.10).
Yet, it is important that residential environments have the public spaces for holding
the community together and fostering social cohesion; as well as private spaces, which

refer to homes, secured from intrusions of outsiders.

Intaior
L= 11
Epese

Sermiprivate m Semipubliz

Garden aparimant
24 1o 35 cu/scre

.

il Public

Figure 2.10. Spatial hierarchy in near home territories.
(Source: http://www.defensiblespace.com/images/cds/chapl/figure-i-10.gif)

In this context, design considerations related to territoriality are listed by Ono (2001)
as; presence of clear demarcation lines between different types of territories that
residents maintain a sense of identification with space and prevent intrusion,
maintenance of both private and public domains providing a gradual transition

between each, facilitation of use through encouraging residents to use especially semi-

68



private and semi-public zones, and flexibility of space for personalization enabling

residents to modify their environments. (Table 2.5)

Table 2.5. Potential design considerations related to residents’ territoriality for spaces around the

dwellings (Ono, 2001:23).

Site boundary

Install border plants, a gate or fences to create site boundary to prevent
unwanted intrusion and establish community territory

Dwelling
Arrangement

Create recessed area on ground level so that residents can establish their
own territoriality within

Entrance area

= Provide environmental cues that help residents personalization
(entries with skeleton porches or roofed overhangs for window
boxes, hanging planters or other personal additions)

=  Provide enough space around the front door for such elements as a
doormat

=  Provide transition point, from public domain to private domain such
as a private front path, a front porch, a foyer. Even if spatial
dimension is limited, grade change may be applied to create
transition of residents’ territory. Additional features may also be
applied, such as planters, overhang or recess off the access deck.

=  Provide individual entries as much as possible

Front yard = Leave personal planting strip between dwelling and public open
space
= Allow front yards to be sloped or terraced toward the street to
enhance their display function and extend their territoriality from
dwelling
Back yard Provide screening for backyards where private activities are likely to
occur
Others =  Provide each ground level dwelling with a separate front path
(sidewalk, = Locate pedestrian ways so that residents often walk through
parking lot) communal areas on route to parking, laundry and mail box
Regulation Permit residents to modify their front and backyard, or to add their

personalization to their front door.

Built environment sets certain boundaries for the demarcation of different territories

within residential areas, while these boundaries may shift or even dissolve with certain

behaviors such as entering someone’s house on notice or placing plants on the

doorstep or a bench on the sidewalk. In this regard Habraken (2000:132) denotes that

‘territory interprets architecture, but by no means in strict obeisance to it’. Hence,

human occupation and behavior defines the territorial relations; ‘architectural and

urban space function in much the same way, offering an articulated context on which

inhabitants impose territorial interpretations’ (Habraken, 2000:132).
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Furthermore, Habraken (2000) claims that boundary mechanisms between different
territories creates an asymmetrical relation upon being on the opposite sides of the
boundary. This asymmetry also implies a hierarchy; territories are composed of
smaller territories which are also situated in larger territories. This nested character of
territories can be investigated based on the ‘erritorial depth of space’ that is the
number of boundaries needs to be crossed while moving from outer public space to
the innermost private territory. Hence, different territorial structures are directly
related to urban from. Different spatial organizations, such as row house urban tissue
or courtyard houses tissue, provide various types of territorial depths with each scale
creating different territories (Habraken, 2000) (Figure 2.11).

A Street Sidewalk Garden Hall, Mailboxes Elevator Hall,4 doors Apartment
Public Street  Entrance Door  House |
J/ Street Sidewalk Entrance Door Elevator Apértment
SBemi-private é'{reet Sidewalk P Hall, Concierge Qa;den Swimming Pool Garden Hall House |
J/ Street Sidewalk Garden House
C Street Sidewalk Private Street  Private Garden House |
Private
Beach Waterfront Border Leisure Harbor Square Passage Entrance House !
Street  Private Pier Boat |

Figure 2.11. (On the left) Territorial Depth; 3 crossings are needed to reach C from A (Habraken,
2000:139); (On the right) Different territorial sequences (Scheerlinck, 2012:1)

In this context, plot layout, territorial structure of lot divisions: walls etc. and ground
floor arrangements are the major physical parameters that define the territorial depth
(Figure 2.12 and 2.13). In addition to physical form, patterns of use and occupation
also determines the variety of territorial configuration. The same housing form may
have different territorial or functional interpretation (Habraken, 2000). Habraken
(2000) further explains this interrelation as follows;

‘Within a flat urban territorial structure, historic Amsterdam’s canal house

form functions like a well-articulated container. Because it reflects no

predetermined territorial model, it easily accommodates a range of lower-level
territorial situations. Courtyard house environment, as typified in Tunisia,
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exhibits more depth in the urban spaces while the houses are very territorial
in form’ (Habraken, 2000: 148).

Semi-public territory:
Shop entrances on the
ground level

loor for the

Ing territorial depth
dimension

e

territorial
physically and visually

Figure 2.12. Territorial depth on a plot in Cukurambar including a gated community namely Hayat
Sebla Evleri (Drawn by the author).

.« Semi-private territory:
-1 Parking lots

in front of the
apartments
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Semi-private
territory:
Front yards

nces and bushes
is physical barriers
they are visually
sable
Semi-privaty
territory:
Back yards
used for
parking

Public tefrit
Schools:

Figure 2.13. Territorial depth on a plot in Kavaklidere along Biikliim street (Drawn by the author).
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One of the major physical parameters that both separate and connect different
territories as an interface zone at the meso scale are building facades (Figure 2.14).
Building facades are no longer solely private territories but an interface zone that
connects the private territory of the house to the public territory of the street. In this
regard, Habraken (2000:164) states that;

‘In a fully urban environment, building and street are closely married:

the fagade forms part of a street wall, at the edge of domestic territory. In the
suburb, that street wall is dissolved and a front yard mediates between house and
territorial boundary’

the suburban house urban houses fronted by the British terraced house
in its garden narrow gardens with an ‘area’ between the
forming a street wall  sidewalk and the building

e e e

the Dutch canal house with ~ Perfect coincidence Northern Italian arcades
a zone for stoops between of territorial boundary with the territorial boundary
pavement and building and building facade located behind the

line of the facade

Figure 2.14. Variances on the relation between territorial boundary and building facade
(Drawn by the author based on Habraken, 2000:165)

On the other hand, the relation sequence between territorial demarcation and building
form is rather fuzzy, whether demarcation comes first or after the form is settled varies
in each case. For instance, Habraken (2000) indicates that in the 18" century Beijing,
urban tissue was based on walled-in compounds that are accessed through gates.
Primarily, walls standing alone was settled for territorial demarcation, which defined
the extent of the compound, and later the inner space was articulated as a sequence of
courtyards with extensive territorial depth. In this case, territorial demarcation
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preceded the form of buildings. Besides, various built forms and control distributions

may occur within the same territorial structure (Figure 2.15).

T ENED
*u::u*u::u
fo 11;
al

Figure 2.15. Territorial variations on the urban block: A is the public space, B is the private while C is
the shared space (Drawn by the author based on Habraken, 2000:173)

In this context, it can be claimed that different spatial organizations are used as a tool
to create both different kinds of territories and territorial depths. Besides, diverse
territorial depths can be achieved based on the organization of space within the same
territorial unit. In order to separate and join different territories for diverse functions
certain types of environmental design tools are utilized for territorial demarcation. Yet,
boundary mechanisms are the premise tools in the creation of territories and depths in
residential environments. Yet, each residential environment has its unique territorial

organization providing different territories and transition in between those territories.

Furthermore, Scheerlinck (2012) claims that territorial depth is more than the number
of territorial boundaries crossed on the traditional private | public sequence, but rather
depends on the complex configuration of proximity, permeability and delimitation of
boundaries on physical, visual and territorial levels. Besides, the quality of depth
configuration is also related to the amount, the nature, the integration value and the
structural quality of the collective spaces. Yet, in addition to the existence of collective

space, multiplicity of depth configurations with various spacing mechanisms such as
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configuration of proximity and permeability enriches the urban experience at both
individual and collective levels (Scheerlinck, 2012) (Figure 2.16).

|m—- - -T T H———————==" ! PUBLIC=—— PRIVATE

L e e e |

1 11 11 ] COLLECTIVE = INDIVIDUAL
¢ > ¢ X > RELATIVE DISTANCES

[
i | E (1 | DO O | BOUNDARIES

CONFIGURATION: Collective
Structure

Figure 2.16. Reading depth configurations (Drawn by the author based on Scheerlinck, 2012:12)

Besides, territorial depth is also a dynamic parameter which can alter (increase or
decrease) in time as a result of interventions such as densification (intensification of
use which often result in subdivision of territory creating a new shared zone/collective
space) or re-appropriation of shared space to enlarge private territory by various urban
agents (Scheerlinck, 2012).

In certain instances, there may be limitations on the territorial autonomy. Besides,
intrusion of territory by foreign physical elements do not have to be always unwanted.
Local territory may be occupied by extraneous elements such as infrastructure at all
scales resulting from the play between technology, economics and situations of control
and territorial entrances may be admitted for the import of goods for use®. For instance,
urban residential water lines are mainly distributed under the street, public space,
rather than in the boundary of the private lot. In other words, territorial structure and
supply form are correlated especially at smaller scales of the house and street level,

while at larger scales this relation vanishes as large-scale utility infrastructures move

5 Habraken (2000) claims that the relation between supply forms in terms of both infrastructure and
favorable topography are also related to the configuration of the territorial organization of space.
Territorial decisions, such as location decisions for new settlements, are made based upon many
parameters including proximity to existing infrastructures of supply and transportation. Hence, it can
be claimed that ‘infrastructures of supply inform establishment of a territory’ (Habraken, 2000: 195).
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across territorial boundaries with autonomy. Yet, territorial intrusions for
infrastructure is allowed for the sake of installation costs and efficiency in various
forms depending on the pattern of control. The form of intrusion is also related with
the form of the dwelling, such as row houses having each their own branch passing
through their territory, while high-rise apartment dwellings are served in a form by

which horizontal boundaries are continually crossed (Habraken, 2000).
2.2.2.2. Residential Area as a Territory

‘Territory experienced as an environmental structure

— rather than as a political, market or military domain —

occurs at the relatively small human scale, tied to such fields of common settlement’
— Habraken, 2000: 205

Residential areas or near home territories (home-base) which refer to the meso scale
within the urban space are the second most important territories of urban residents
after their homes. Residential environments are an important domain of quality of life
experiences, besides good residential environments enhance individual’s life
satisfaction as well as the overall sense of well-being (Banerjee and Baer,1984). Thus,
territorial organization of space is of the most importance at this scale. Hence, the idea
of planning by neighborhoods, subdividing the city into manageable and identifiable
bounded units, has been influential in planning and design of the earliest settlements

till today.

Yet, in order to create more comfortable living environments various divisions into
social and physical units is used while the ‘neighborhood unit’ is a prominent one of
these urban subdivisions (Saghatoleslami et. al., 2014). However, defining
behaviorally meaningful and unambiguous boundaries on residential environments to
derive better fit indicators and interventions have been a troubled task for planners and
policymakers due to variations among local actors (households, businesses, property
owners and local government as both the producers and consumers of the

neighborhood) on the perception of these boundaries (Galster, 2001).
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Defining residential areas as a delineated area with specific boundaries have been a
difficult task whereas measures such as physical boundaries, statistical areas, character
areas (based on building type), community facility service areas (such as the
elementary school), land-use and ethnic group residing in certain locales have been
used. In this context theories have been developed by many scholars in the field of
urban planning which try to set the extent of boundaries for urban residential

environments as well as central elements it should contain can be summarized as in

the following table; (Table 2.6).

Table 2.6. Summary of neighborhood models in planning theory
(Source: Park and Rogers, 2014:28).

Author Population Area Central Elements Boundary
=
s 2 . Primary School
O &
5 S Ebenezer (1898) 5000 64ha (5 min) Other facilities Road
!\AacKeq2|e (192.0) , - 53 ha NB Center Green
Industrial Housing
Perry (1929) 5000-9000 | 6ha(smin) | Demenay School -l pogg
202ha Elementary School
Stein (1949) - 809ha High School -
3 NB (town) 1-2 Commercial Center
50ha Playground and Nursery | -
6000 202ha Elementary S_chool )
- Small Shopping
'c 12000 .
g Engelhardt (1943) (2 NB) 809ha Middle School -
z 20000 ) High School )
(4 NB) Shopping Centre
24000 .
(Community) | 3-4 High School -
1200-5000 ) Children based facilities | _
Daily shopping
High School
Nelson (1945) Social and recreational
5000-25000 - facilities -
Shopping center
Health center
Jacobs (1961) 100000 Mobility Political voice -
= - Street
= ; 500 6ha Face recognition )
o) AISEIRET, BT ERE, 500-1500 Min 6ha Local Group L
and Silverstein (1977) 5000-10000 ) Local forum Historic
Geography
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Table 2.6. (continued) Summary of Neighborhood Models in Planning Theory
(Source: Park and Rogers, 2014:28).

Author Population Area Central Elements Boundary
Transit Stop with
£ Carltrophe (1993) - 64ha commercial (TOD)
= Duany and Elementary School
.‘éj PlaterZyberk (1994), - 64ha Small Shopping Road
) Nellesen (1994) Bus Stop
2 Transit corridor
z Farr (2007) 400 dwelling 16-80ha Shared school with Green
adjacent NBs
Spreiregen and (EL LY 7284ha NEHEEES
Dl PR (0L 2000-100000 | B MINAMVING) | oo inity Center
= 25000 - Corner Store
Z 809-1618ha .
14
Gibbs (2011) 5000 (Urban to rural) Convenience Center
1618-3237ha .
15000-2000 (Urban to rural) Neighborhood Center

One of the most influential models that attempt to identify the parameters of a self-
contained delimited area, the neighborhood, was Perry’s neighborhood unit formula
(Figure 2.17), influenced by the ideas of Ebenezer Howard, which was developed in
the early 20th century as an ideal neighborhood model that provides ‘all the public
facilities and conditions required by the average family for its comfort and proper

development within the vicinity of its dwelling’ (Perry, 1929 cited in Rohe, 2009: 211).

Perry’s main concern was to adapt neighborhoods to the automobile age by creating
‘superblocks’ by separating vehicular and pedestrian circulation, providing open
spaces and developing community life around the neighborhood school. Yet, in terms
of boundaries, the model focused on delimitation of the area based on a five minutes
walking distance to a primary school. Although often criticized Perry’s model formed
the basis of neighborhood planning until the 1960s (Silver, 1985). The unit was largely
adopted as a template for post-World War residential developments (Rofe, 1995). The
model was proposed as an ‘antidote to the monotony and drabness of housing estates

built between the two world wars’. The unit was developed both as a service area
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relying on ‘efficiency and utility’, and as a ‘social arena fostering local ties’ (Keller,

1968: 125-127).

NE MILE RM 7
SCHOOL v .

CONCEPT OF A "NEJGHBOR HOOD UNIT "
INTHE B20's - 1930's -

Figure 2.17. ‘Neighborhood Unit’ by Perry
(Source: http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/en/e/e3/New_York_Regional_Survey, Vol _7.jpg)

In spite of its massive adoption and implementation, the model has been criticized for
being anti-urban and having a romantic approach that tries to recreate small town life
in urban areas, its physical determinism and design-oriented conception. Besides, the
notion of ‘self-contained’ community proposed by Perry was also criticized as
fostering social homogeneity within neighborhoods. Perry’s model was also highly
debated regarding the substantial amount of clearance needed for the model’s
implementation. Thus, in the 1940’s, incremental approaches were suggested to
reduce the amount of dislocation caused by the redevelopments in the neighborhoods.
Another criticism was that the model disregarded mobility of urban dwellers and the
instability of social relations (Rohe, 2009; Silver, 1985). In this regard, the in addition
to implications based on garden city movement, the ‘neighborhood unit model’ has
also influenced the new towns movement in the 1940s. On the contrary, another
criticism on the ‘neighborhood unit” model was based on its practical validity with
regard to pace of urbanization, increasing population growth, increasing fluidity of

people, various tastes and resources of households making it difficult to define the
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facilities that form the nucleus of the unit, and the risk of confined units resulting in
social segregation (Keller, 1968).

Alexander et. al. (1977) also proposed a model for well-defined neighborhoods
(Figure 2.18) in which the following characteristics must be regarded;

Approximately 500 residents are needed in order to be able to organize to
bring pressure on the city hall or local governments. Referring to a small
area, nearly to two to three blocks around the house that is approximately
280 meters’ diameter.

Protected from heavy traffic by restricted access into the neighborhood and
keeping major roads outside these neighborhoods while major entrances
should be marked by gateways.

Boundaries between neighborhoods should be non-residential uses to form
a kind of public meeting ground where different groups come together.

Have a visible center that is a common space, a greenery or a small public
square.

Houses and workshops should be arranged in clusters of about a dozen at
a time.

max. population of 500

X

max diameter of 300 yards

Figure 2.18. Well-defined neighborhoods and restricted access into the neighborhoods
(Alexander et. al., 1977:85, 88).

Although not well-known as the ‘neighborhood model” which is widely recognized
and implemented, there were attempts in the second half of the 20" century for the
formulation of a more flexible and adaptive residential designs. For instance, Crane

(1960) developed a framework based on the assumption the infrastructure is more
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permeant than residential cells thus it should be used the main organizational element
(Figure 2.19). Besides, this model set forth that the main aim while planning new
residential environments should be designing the city for change and adaptability
(Crane, 1960 cited in Banerjee and Baer, 1984).
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Figure 2.19. A hypothetical redesign of Chandigarh, India by Crane based on the proposed model
(Crane, 1960 cited in Banerjee and Baer, 1984: 173)

Another model proposal was developed by Banerjee and Baer in 1984 (Figure 2.20).

The main features of the model are as follows;

Optimal connection between the dwellings and necessary public and private
facilities

Dwellings are not based on a hierarchy or building block type of organization

The corridors or nodes of services and facilities set the basis for spatial
organization, while these corridors or nodes are not the exclusive domain of
any single territorial residential unit

Rich amounts of and high capacity services and facilities provided which
reflect the diversity of residents

Homogenous residential cells are not intended but mosaic of ‘residential
clusters’ is acknowledged. These clusters by design, density, affordability or
some other commonly shared characteristic form a homogenous physical unit.
Yet, no presumption is made regarding the social cohesion or ‘neighborliness’
in these clusters (Banerjee and Baer, 1984: 188-189).
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Figure 2.20. Alternative proposal for residential environment design by Banerjee and Baer (1984:188)

Moreover, clearly defined but permeable neighborhood boundaries are listed as one
of the prominent principles in APA’s (2015) “Guidelines for Great Neighborhoods”.
It is claimed that existence of such boundaries enhances discernable locale, sense of
boundary and a sense of place (Talen et al., 2015). Hence, New Urbanists also promote
bounded neighborhoods as a strategy for promoting neighborhood identity, whereas
they claim that such boundaries should be seamless and integrative rather than
isolating (Morris, 2013 cited in Talen et al., 2015).

In this context, the extent of the boundary is important as well as its type. It is argued
that residential unit’s boundaries should be large enough to engage residents and
support local services; while small enough to maintain a shared identity (Weiss et al.,
2007 cited in Park and Rogers, 2014). Regarding the external boundaries of the
neighborhood, optimal size proposed by Perry based on the five minutes walking
distance to a primary school has been replaced by a concern for neighborhood
functionality. In this regard, it is claimed that the neighborhood should contain a
population that can support a critical mass of walkable destinations which is
approximately 50-64ha (Duany, Plater-Zyberk, and Speck, 2010 cited in Talen et al.,

2015). In addition to this, the upper limit for boundaries of a neighborhood to function
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well is determined by U.S. Green Building Council’s (USGBC) Leadership in Energy
& Environmental Design (LEED) rating for Neighborhood Development (LEED-ND)
as 129 ha (Welch et. al., 2010).

There are different types of territorial boundaries at the scale of residential territories.
These boundaries can be natural (wilderness, farmland etc.), as well as manmade
(roads, parks etc.). Boundaries are associated mainly with visible features such as
roads, streams, and railroad tracks, but also with nonvisible features such as property
lines or historically recognized governmental boundaries of city, township, or school
district. In this regard, official clear boundaries such as census units, buffer zones from
individual parcels, and other already defined geographic units such as subdivisions,
planning districts, named neighborhoods, or zip code areas are commonly utilized in
empirical research, however they fall short in representing the actual boundaries of the
unit in the daily life of its residents. Yet, they may solely be used as a limit of physical
or perceived access. On the other hand, residents’ perception often extends beyond
these boundaries (Park and Rogers, 2014).

The preference of administrative boundaries in especially neighborhood studies
results from the availability of large amount of information such as crime reports and
housing values, however resident’s perceptions, although it may vary depending on
the location of the area and sociocultural characteristics of its residents, may offer a
more meaningful and relevant representation of the unit (Coulton et. al., 2001). In
terms of boundaries related to everyday life use of residential environments,
Alexander et al. (1977 cited in Park and Rogers, 2014) argues that, locating different
land uses such as a corner grocery or a street café at the edge of the neighborhood can
also function as a distinguishable boundary and create a recognizable edge between

the neighborhoods.

In terms of territorial extent of the residential area Perchaux et. al. (2016) defines three
types of definitions:
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(1) ‘Classical’ residential exposure area: Approximately 1000 m street
network buffer around each participant’s home which corresponds to a 15 min
walk.

(i) Perceived residential exposure area: The perceived residential
neighborhood boundaries obtained from participants’ self-drawing.

(iii) Activity space exposure areas: Activity space exposure areas defined
using buffers around activity destinations which included all regular activity
places reported by the participants. While, since the degree of exposure
depends on the time spent at the location or on the frequency of visit, varying
buffer radiuses were used depending on the types of activity locations.

In this regard, Galster (2001:2121) puts forth a framework to indicate distinct spatial
scales of the boundaries for different aspects of neighborhood by defining the
neighborhoods as a ‘bundle of spatially based attributes associated with clusters of
residences, sometimes in conjunction with other land uses.’ Yet, the geographical
scale across which an attribute is measured varies; ‘structural characteristics may vary
dramatically over a few meters, whereas public educational quality may only differ
among enrolment zones for elementary schools and air quality may be virtually
constant across vast swathes of a metropolitan area’ (Galster,2001:213), besides the
durability of each attribute is also different which yields a challenge for the bounding
of the neighborhood. Thus, Galster (2001) presents a framework based on ‘multi-
scaled’ boundaries with respect to bundle of attributes associated with a delimited

space which vary also with respect to the actions of local actors as well as time.

To sum up, the extent of residential environments, so called neighborhoods, may be
defined with respect to physical landmarks or features of the neighborhood, social
networks of the residents, spatially based attributes or rather through ‘cognitive maps’
of the residents designating physical boundaries. Yet, the phenomenological
approaches that investigate the subjectively designated boundaries are grounded on

the lived experience of the residents (Campbell et. al., 2009).
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In addition to these, territoriality is not homogenous among residential environments.
There are also specific types of residential environments with certain levels of access
and use. As discussed in the previous sections, in the recent era the form of residential
territories has transformed from traditional neighborhoods to gated communities and

mass housing developments, which in return produce different territorialities.

In this regard, Charmes (2010:371) states that, ‘exclusionary residential territories’,
in the form of enclaves or pods, ‘exist along a continuum, ranging from no-through
streets (cul-de-sacs), superblocks, environmental areas, gated communities and
privately managed communities’ in urban space. Besides, principles of New Urbanism
are similar to these formations. In these exclusionary residential territories namely cul-
de-sacs, environmental areas and gated communities and suburban developments,
territorialities are often achieved through street layout such as gating of residential
streets to transform them into cul-de-sacs and placing barriers and gates at the
entrances of these sites. Barriers such as fences and gates are not utilized solely for
blocking access for the formation of an insulated territory, but also to avoid through
traffic with the formation of cul-de-sacs. Later, these exclusive areas are separated
from the urban fabric with the use of thoroughfares along with green buffers

surrounding these sites (Charmes, 2010).

Formation of exclusionary residential areas in the form of cul-de-sacs, superblocks
and gated communities has both advantages and disadvantages. Primarily, when
combined with single-use zoning, these areas become mono-functional enclaves
which results in the loss of an urban public realm and the increase in car dependency.
On the other hand, these areas allow functional specialization, assertion of specific
territorial rights to their residents and delineation of clear territorial boundaries also
allow establishment of an exclusive communal territory within the site under

communal ownership (Charmes, 2010).
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All in all, residential territories have transformed significantly in terms of both
territorial extent and type of boundaries as well as their territorial organizations. Each

type of territorial organization resulting in certain human experiences.
2.3. Conclusive Remarks

Territoriality is a phenomenon born out of ethological studies, while translated later
into the field of environmental psychology as a spatial behavior asserted by almost all
animal species including homo-sapiens. In fact, the very act of habitation and
delimitation of each domain is territorial. In return, territory refers mainly to a specific
delimited area on which individuals or small groups exert jurisdiction, lays their claim
and uses as an exclusive resource base. Territoriality serves various human needs from
regulation of social interactions at the group level to feelings of security, competence
and stimulation at the individual level. The sense of territoriality, attachment to a
specific territory, is not always as a result of actual ownership, while it can be based
on more symbolic means such as perceived ownership or emotional attachment to a

specific territory.

In addition to these, territorialities occur at different scales in urban space and different
territories are simultaneously produced in each scale. Each type of territory has its
own claims, manifestations of these claims and defense mechanisms to protect this
claim. Thus, urban space consists of different territories nested in each other which
are divided both spatially and symbolically to attain the desired levels of control over
space and the ongoing activities in that space. Furthermore, territorial organization of
urban space refers to division of space into particular territories from private to public
and demarcation of each territory with certain defense and control mechanisms such
as boundary mechanisms. In this regard, design of built environment sets certain
boundaries for the demarcation of different territories, while these boundaries may

shift over time.
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The territorial organization of space at the residential scale is crucial to sustain living
in a delimited and shared space, whereas, defining the extent and content of the
residential territory have been one of the main tasks of urban planning. Today, both
the territorial extent and type of boundaries as well as territorial organization of
residential environments transformed significantly with the transformation of
residential development patterns from facility-based to home-based, continuous fabric
as in the traditional neighborhoods to scattered cellular developments. In return,
human territorial functioning, cognitive and behavioral patterns, and as a result
territorial attitudes at this scale transformed significantly. In order to assess the
changes in human territorial functioning with respect to changes in the territorial
organization of urban space at the residential scale, primarily human territorial
functioning will be redefined in order to comprise both people-oriented and place-
oriented connotations of the notion, and later operational tools to assess territorial
functioning will be further elaborated under a model proposal in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

HUMAN TERRITORIAL FUNCTIONING

Taylor (1988:1) defines territorial functioning as ‘a class of environment-behavior
transactions, concerned with the issues of personal or group identity, cohesiveness,
control, access and ecological management’. In his seminal book ‘Human Territorial
Functioning’, Taylor (1988) sets the main attributes of the notion as follows;

Territorial functioning is highly place specific which vary across time and
cultures. Territorial behaviors, markers, and cognitions are specific to
particular, small scale delimited areas. Yet, the scale of territorial functioning
is more applicable to micro scale delimited areas such as the home or the street
block.

Territorial functioning both emerges from and shapes social dynamics. In other
words, territorial functioning is a group-based mechanism both socially
determined and maintained. Yet, the scale of territorial functioning is linked
with small, face to face groups and individuals.

Territorial functioning is explained under instinct based, group-selection
based, sociological and cultural evolutionary perspectives. According to
Taylor (1988), territorial functioning has an evolutionary basis rather than
being solely instinctive. It is a set of learned, goal-oriented processes.

Physical, social, cultural and class related conditions in a residential context
influence the form, extent and strength of territorial functioning.

Territorial functioning has psychological, social psychological and ecological
outcomes that contribute to person-place relationships and also to well-being
of individuals and small groups. Territorial outcomes / consequences can be
either proximal or distal. The salient consequences are dependent on the
centrality of that specific territory. For instance, moving from places where
people-place transactions are higher to lower, such as from private spaces like
the house to the temporary settings within public space psychological
consequences lessen, whereas ecological consequences became rather
important.

Territorial functioning reflects and reinforce some degree of excludability of
use, responsibility for, and control over activities for individuals or small
groups in specific sites (Taylor, 1988).
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On a previous study, Taylor and Brower (1985) define territorial functioning, at the
block and neighborhood scale, as a coherent system including attitudes (feeling of
responsibility, perceptions of control), behaviors (responding to intrusions and
perceptions of control), and markers (signs, embellishments etc.) which are affected
from contextual factors (Figure 3.1). The authors claim that, territorial functioning is
interposed between the individual and the local society, as near-home territories

interpose physically between home and the larger neighborhood setting.

On block Context
* Social Climate
(similarity, familiarity)
other

Territorial Block Functioning
Societal Context PO
NB stability FunCtlonmg (quality of environment etc.)
*  Other - Attitudes
(proximity to other .
groups and commerce) - Behaviors

Markers

Figure 3.1. Local territorial functioning (Drawn by the author based on Taylor and Brower, 1985:195)

Furthermore, in their study Taylor et. al. (Taylor et. al, 1981 cited in Taylor, 1988:176)
investigated territorial functioning at the street block level with an empirical study in
Baltimore. Territorial functioning was examined at the block level starting from the
outside home territories (steps or yard in front and backyard), near-home territories
(sidewalk or alley in front or back of the house), to the off-block territories (nearby
corner store or playground regularly used by the resident). At the scale of the block,
different dimensions of territorial functioning, for instance high demand gardening,
was recorded and later rated for each case. Afterwards, these indicators were
correlated with territorial cognitions of residents and also with problems associated
with the locale by the residents. The results of the study reveal that, due to the nature
of territorial functioning there is a direct correlation between behavioral, attitudinal

and physical components.

Later in his book, Taylor (1988) developed a casual model investigating particular

factors that shape territorial functioning and the consequences of this functioning
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(Figure 3.2). Primarily, there are the determinant elements including cultural, social,
intrapersonal/individual and physical variables. These exogenous variables shape the
‘meaning’, ‘image’ of a particular territory and influence the extent to which this area
is viewed as a territory by individuals/groups and the type of territory associated with
that place. Hence, they shape ‘place image’ of an area and territorial cognition is part
of that image. Territorial cognitions are the mediating factors that shape the attitudes
towards a territory. Yet, territorial cognitions suggest, support or justify particular
territorial behaviors. Territorial behaviors include verbal/nonverbal/paraverbal,
setting changing and maintenance behaviors. Consequently, these behaviors have
certain consequences. These consequences are ecological, social psychological
(reduction of conflict by boundary mechanisms) and psychological (stress reduction
by achieving desired level of privacy or publicness according to the needs of the
individual) which in return have implications on both antecedent elements and place
image.

Mediating
Exogenous elements factors Outcomes/output Consequences

(clusters of predictors)

Cultural

Social: within group
between groups [~ |

- Territorial
[ Intrapersonal/individual ] behaviors:

individual level
group level

Social psychological

Psychological

Ecological

Physical

Territorial
cognitions

N

Figure 3.2. Conceptual model of human territorial functioning (Taylor, 1988:92)

According to Taylor (1988), although similar basic elements of territorial functioning

are involved at outdoor residential spaces in terms of determinants and consequences,
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territorial functioning at this scale has specific manifestations. These manifestations

mainly include; ‘marking behaviors’, ‘cognitions or attitudes’, and ‘actual

behaviors.’ Yet, these three basic elements are interwoven and support each other. In

this context, determinants and consequences of territorial functioning at the scale of

near home territories is set by Taylor (1988) as follows:

Predictors | Determinants;

Cultural and Subcultural Factors: The form and extent of exterior displays
and behaviors vary across subcultural (ethnic) as well as cultural
groupings.

Personal and related constructs: Individual factors are associated with
extent and strength of territorial functioning in which tenure type and
social class are the prominent ones, while social composition and physical
design of the residential context are more significant rather than the single
individual.

Physical Design Factors: Physical features have a multilevel influence on
territorial functioning since they influence both cognitions over and
behaviors in a space. The connection between physical environment and
territorial functioning is rather contingent than deterministic and also
related to other conditions of the setting.

a. Siting and Land use: Areas such as ‘vacated areas’ or ‘vacant lots’ in
the residential fabric as the gaps in resident’s territorial control.

b. Street form and volume of pedestrian and vehicular traffic: Higher
volumes of pedestrian and vehicular traffic reduce territorial
functioning, since traffic, whether vehicular or pedestrian, drives
people into their houses, feeling less attachment to the block as ‘theirs’
and reduces use of outdoor spaces.

c. Boundaries: Boundaries may enhance behavioral freedom and
perceived privacy, and perhaps place attachment. Boundaries can be
set with the help of physical (fences, hedges, gates etc.) or symbolic
(row of stones or a change in the pavement height, texture or material)
barriers.

Social Factors: Spatial expansion of the domain of territorial functioning
is also related with the aspects of group structure (such as feeling similar
to the neighbors, number of acquaintances in the neighborhood).
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V. In addition to these, time leading to changes in the physical or social
context, as well as passage of time itself and changes in the level of place
attachment also has implications over territorial functioning (Taylor,
1988).

Consequences;

Territorial functioning can both serve the individual by buffering the individual from

the local stressors and also the immediate society by the production of public goods

such as local predictability. Taylor (1988:197) states that, ‘Territorial functioning

links the household members to the immediate local society, and at the same time,

reduces the likelihood of exterior stressors negatively influencing interior household

functioning’ (Taylor, 1988:197). In this regard, consequences of territorial functioning

are discussed under a threefold typology;

Psychological Consequences: Territoriality act as a ‘stress reduction
mechanism’ by providing some degree of control over territory and privacy
which enhance the sense of security, orderliness and quality of life inside
the house for the residents. Besides, the extent of such control varies across
different blocks and neighborhoods. In addition to this, territorial markers
and personalization enable residents to ‘express their self-identity’.

Social Psychological Consequences: Territoriality behaviors serve to
express group identity and solidarity which enhance group cohesiveness
and reduce potential conflicts between individuals or groups. Yet,
expression of solidarity is related to the salience of group norms. Territorial
activities such as beautification, upkeep and maintenance are such norms
formed between residents which also has ritualistic overtones that enhance
the feelings of solidarity. In this regard, Taylor (1988:197) denotes that,
‘small groupings of residents on street blocks, or at the sub block level,
generate social forces that result establishment of norms... these norms
are part and parcel of the standing pattern of behavior or setting program
and, in addition, provide physical and behavioral cues to outsiders about
how to behave appropriately there’.

Ecological Consequences: Territorial behaviors and markers serve to
maintain the standing behavior pattern and the behavior settings by
directive and non-directive channels informing residents and outsiders
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about the appropriate behaviors within a territory and fostering desired
level of participation to it (Taylor, 1988).

Another significant study investigating human territorial functioning is developed by
Je (1986). In this research, again a model for the assessment of territorial performance
of different spatial types of street layouts is developed and later an empirical research
is conducted in Philadelphia. The model is derived from an earlier study by
McCormick in 1976 that investigates the relation between physical environment and
its effects on human performance and work output. The model consists of three main
variable sets including environmental, predispositional and behavioral variables and

examines their interactions (Figure 3.3).

The model works in a circular pattern in which human behavior affects and is affected
by its environment, while human perception and cognition are mediating factors in
this relation. The type of relation between variables is categorized into three
transactions. The transaction between environments to predisposition, that is the
transmission of environmental stimuli to individuals, is a passive transaction. The
transaction from predisposition to territorial behavior is an active transaction, which
enables individuals to extract meaningful signals from potential information. In this
regard, people actively interpret a wide range of information depending upon their
needs and competence levels. For instance, people with high income may employ
security guards as an expression of territoriality. The transaction from territorial
behavior to environment is an automatic transaction resulting from behaviors and
attitudes of the individuals. Hence, people's change of, choice of, control of, protection
of, personalization of, attitude toward, or adaptation to their environment are results
of the active transaction and in turn become environmental messages. Furthermore,
these three transactions simultaneously occur within a closed loop system and

determine a level of territorial performance in an environmental setting.
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Figure 3.3. Model developed by Je (1986), for the assessment of Territorial Performance
(Drawn by the author based on Je, 1986)

In another study, Lay (1998) also investigated the social and physical definition of
residential space as a territory, regarding the “use’, ‘modification’ and ‘maintenance’
of space in residential environments within different physical layouts. Territorial
behaviors are traced in terms of existence of territorial markers, maintenance, creation
of behavior settings, personalization and perception of security within the territory.
The results of the study reveal that, legible layout of the environment as well as spatial
hierarchy has a positive impact on the appropriation of space as a territory as well as

enhancing frequent use and maintenance.

In a recent study, Iranmanesh (2012) examined human territorial functioning at the
scale of residential environments in the walled city Nicosia, North Cyprus. In this
regard, primarily a model depicting the interrelations between both the physical
definition and residents’ definitions of the residential territory is put forth (Figure 3.4).
In terms of residents’ definitions, territorial cognitions as well as social interactions

are examined in relation to the individuals characteristics including age, sex, period of
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living and social roots of the residents. On the other hand, physical territoriality is
examined in terms of personalization, maintenance and signs. Besides, ‘mental
territory’ is inquired in terms of rootedness and memories of the territory in residents’

minds.
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To sum up, human territorial functioning has behavioral, cognitive and affective
dimensions. Territorial functioning is a combination of both cognitions and behavior
patterns related to a place that are shaped by these cognitions. In return, these have
environmental, societal and psychological consequences both in the form of attitudes
and self-esteem at the individual level and community building and social order for
living in a shared space at the social group level. Besides, there are also exogenous
factors which influence territorial functioning that can be briefly listed as: societal
(both individual preferences and affordances, as well as social group attributes),
environmental (physical setting) attributes and mobility. In this context, territorial
cognition and behavior patterns and tools for the evaluation of each is further
discussed in the following sections in order to develop a model for the assessment of

human territorial functioning at the scale of residential environments.

3.1. Territorial Cognition and its Visual Representations

‘How do people relate different parts of the city to each other,

how do they ‘place’ themselves within the urban environment, in other words,
how do they mentally structure the city?’

— Appleyard, 1970:100

The required knowledge for survival and everyday spatial behavior of man includes
the information on location (distance and direction) and attributes (descriptive and
evaluative) of each phenomenon. This information can be collected through senses
and from (in)direct information, whereas it can be expressed and interpreted through
mental maps. Besides, it is also important to note that this knowledge is temporary

which changes with respect to learning and time (Downs and Stea, 1973b).

In this regard, information handling in humans is explained under two main processes;
perceptual process and adaptive decision making (Figure 3.5). Perceptual process is
the initial act for identification of the current situation based on past experiences to
guide future experience. The identification of total pattern of the stimuli, especially in
the recent era, is unique, diverse and uncertain by nature, while man’s capability on

the amount of time and storage he can devote for each experience is also limited. In
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this regard, man must operate in a more schematic basis. Hence, he calls for a
‘schema’, an ‘internal representation’ for processing the information, including the
spatial information, more efficiently. Consequent to the perception and identification
of the situation, the adaptive decision-making process follows. This process embraces
three mechanisms, prediction of potentials from the network of associations between
situations in the memory, evaluation of these potentials based on correspondence with
the past experiences and internal motivational coding (whether the consequence will
be pleasurable/painful), and lastly taking action depending on the comparisons,
criteria and strategy used. Hence, this ‘schema’, ‘embedded information’ is a
prerequisite to develop adaptive behaviors. Within this process, the information about
the representations of objects and situations from the past experiences that are
embedded in humans in a non-planar network like structure is often called the
‘cognitive schemata/maps’. Information handling with the help of cognitive maps is
set both as a survival mechanism by helping the development of adaptive behaviors

and prerequisite for relieving man’s intolerance to ambiguity (Kaplan, 1973).

Structure of Information Handling in Humans
- development of adaptive behavior for survival
- requisite for intolerance of ambiguity

Perceptual Process Adaptive Decision Making

syliereonsisls Prediction,_ Evaluation,.....,,.. Action
identification of the current situation potentials ‘motivational coding’ strenght comparison
‘network of pleasurable / painful criteria
Past Total pattern of stimuli is Future associations’ strategy
experiences _ unique, rich and uncertain _ experiences
........ [i;,:i;;;i;;,;. [EERERTEITET SXii) need for a SCHEMATIC BASIS
time, storage capacity COGNITIVE MAPS

Figure 3.5. Information handling in humans (Drawn by the author based on Kaplan, 1973).

In the theory of perceptual learning the interaction between man and environment is
described in a threefold process: perception, cognition and spatial behavior (Figure
3.6). Primarily, individuals receive inputs from the environment in the perception
process guided by schemata and motivated by needs, later these information (inputs)
are evaluated in the cognition process which than determines the spatial behavior
(actions and responses) of individuals. Yet, the embedded information from previous
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evaluations (learned) and innate information make up the schemata in the mind that
conditions the decisions on spatial behaviors that is also affected by the individual’s

motivations and needs (Lang 1987 referring to Gibson, 1966).

Affordances of the Environment

! 18

Perception —> Cognition & Affect —> Spatial Behavior

‘ Emotional Response l
Schemata ¢——— Perception of the

$ Results of the Behavior

Motivations & Needs

Figure 3.6. Fundamental process of human behavior (Lang 1987:84 referring to Gibson, 1966)

In this context, visual representations of cognitive maps by individuals related to
nature and attributes of the spatial environment, that is often called cognitive mapping
and mental mapping, are used in substantial amount of environmental studies. Yet,
properties of the cognitive maps include: generic quality of representation, the
schematic character, motivational coding of representations that is affected both from
knowledge and preferences, and the network like structure of the past experiences
(Kaplan, 1973). Spatial cognitive maps are also a part of cognitive maps. Yet, man
stores a bulk of information related to his physical environment regarding what leads
to what and relations between them (Kaplan, 1973).

The terms often used in environmental studies regarding the cognition of the spatial
environment can be listed as; cognitive mapping, mental mapping and spatial imagery.
Primarily, the term ‘spatial image’ referring to the visual representation of mental
image is set forth by Boulding in 1956 and later used in 1960 by Lynch. Hence, these
visual representations are examined in order to discuss the ‘imageability’ of the spatial
environment. The term ‘spatial image’ was often criticized for being limited to spatial
perception while falling short in terms of explaining spatial cognition and excluding

the impacts of human aspects on this process, and also for handling visual input as the
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sole generator of cognitive spatial representation. Therefore, the term left its place to
cognitive maps (Downs and Stea, 1973c). Cognitive maps are briefly defined by Evans
(1980: 259) as;

“Cognitive map has remained as a general descriptor of the cognitive
processes involved in the acquisition, representation, and processing of
information about actual physical settings ”

Cognitive mapping is defined by Downs and Stea (1973b) as a process in which
relative locational information and attributes of spatial environment are acquired,
coded, stored, recalled, and decoded by the individual. The mapping process starts
from the transformation of absolute space into relative space that determine our
behavior in the mind. Mapping process comprehends any/all of the processes of;
change in scale, rotation of perspective, abstraction and symbolization. Yet, cognitive
maps of the same environment are not identical to the physical properties of that
environment and vary among individuals and groups due to biases, prejudices, and

personal experiences.

Moreover, Stea and Blaut (1973) states that, spatial learning and thinking are not
identical to visual learning and thinking. Thus, cognitive maps are not solely related
to visual perceptions of space but also interrelated with other sensory inputs including;
time, movement, descriptive modes, value systems etc. In addition to this, cognitive
maps are also related to individual’s sensitivities, inherited initial condition and also
to exogenous structures (Kaplan, 1973). Yet, knowledge about spatial environment
and the way it is visualized and symbolized is based on individual’s past experiences
in and with the space as well as the physical location (and the barriers of space and
time associated with that location) and social position (the image of the environment
also differ among distinct social groups) of the individual (Orleans, 1973). For
instance, Appleyard (1970), in his study of inhabitants’ mental maps of Ciudad
Guayana, put forth that perceptual distance from a similar social area is perceived
apparently less than actual distance by higher social groups, whereas perceptual
distance from a lower social group is perceived greater than the actual distance.
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Hence, in addition to the characteristics of the physical environment, other factors
which have influence on the development of schemata can be listed as;

Mobility: the means available and used for traversing the space such as walking
or driving has direct impacts on the development of the schemata.

Perceived complexity of the route while traversing the space: in addition to
distance, directness of the route to reach a point also impact perception of and
preference between routes.

Desirability of the goal object; people make use of spaces and facilities in
direct proportion they are presented in space within a reasonable distance.
Hence, the amount and quality of facilities present in a space directly influence
the use of these spaces on a daily basis, therefore foster the inclusion such
spaces in the schemata of the residents. Lee (1963-1964/1973).

Cognitive maps are defined as ‘complex, highly selective, abstract, generalized
representations in various forms’ (Downs and Stea, 1973b:18). Stea and Blaut (1973)
defines these maps as ‘psychological holograms’ since they are conceptual three-
dimensional projections of the physical environment. Besides, they claim that
conceptual maps are even four-dimensional since they are continuously changing and

also adaptive to this alteration.

Mar.29,1976 THE Price 75 cents

NEW YORKE

Figure 3.7. New Yorker magazine cover by Saul Sternberg (1976), ‘View of the World from 9th
Avenue’, showing Manhattan as the center of the world which demonstrates people’s perception of
familiar places with grater degrees of complexity (Source: http://www.mappery.com/map-of/A-View-
of-World-from-9th-Avenue-Map)
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In this context, Appleyard (1970) defined elements that people utilize while drawing
mental maps of their local areas or city into two main categories: sequential elements
such as roads, tramlines; and spatial elements such as buildings and landmarks. In this
regard, sequential elements resemble paths and nodes while spatial elements refer to
landmarks, districts and edges which are previously defined by Lynch (1960).

Cognitive maps embrace quite a lot of information about the structures, patterns, and
processes of man’s spatial decisions; however, knowledge about formation of these
mental maps in the mind; the degree to which they are unique or general and the way
they impinge upon and are reflected in man’s decisions is rather poor (Gould, 1973).
Besides, Evans (1980:262) also discusses that the nature of these representations is
also ambiguous;

“It is evident that human beings have cognitive representations of various
physical settings they have experienced. These representations may function
as schemata that help facilitate and organize information extraction and
storage of real-world scenes. Controversy exists over the nature of these
representations, particularly whether they are imaginal, functional analogues
of actual stimuli with second order isomorphic structure or if they are
propositional statements about real-world information”.

In this regard, the relation between cognitive representation of the spatial environment
and human behavior has a twofold character. On one hand, there are behaviorally
generated cognitive representations of space that include the interpretation of how
these representations are formed in space and what is included in these representations,
on the other hand, there are behavior generating cognitive representations including
cartographic maps designed to imply particular impressions and cognitions such as

political maps (Downs and Stea, 1973c).

In environmental cognition studies, cognitive maps are often used as a method to
examine the legibility of the physical environment, while there are also some
exogenous variables investigated within these studies. In this regard, Evans (1980)

discussed these exogenous variables under three main titles:
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Different Stages of Knowledge Acquisition: Developmental (children and
elderly) and familiarity (length of residence) variables are often studied with
respect to map accuracy and content of the map. Increasing accuracy in
cognitive maps is associated with age and experience while actual use of
setting based on daily activity patterns rather than length of residence should
be taken into account in these studies

Individual Variables: Gender and cross-cultural differences are examined
within these studies especially in terms of the extent of cognitive maps. Yet,
studies examining cultural differences should also be considering mapping
experience, travel mode and extent of home range of these subjects.

Physical Features: Physical features are mainly investigated based on two
variables; environmental structure (such as grid structure of the street layout)
and landmarks. These studies reveal that the size, shape and functional
uniqueness are the memorable characteristics of landmarks (Evans,1980).

3.1.1. Territorial Cognition of Residential Environments

Territorial cognition of residential environments as a delimited area with specific
boundaries by its inhabitants is one of the most important preconditions to define that
area as a meaningful territorial unit. In addition to this, though territorial cognition is
unique to each individual, consensus among the residents and the extent and type of
territorial boundaries also reveals the significance of that area as a socio-spatial whole.
In this regard, territorial cognitions in near home territories are the perceptions and
relations of residents with a particular delimited area, whereas these cognitions may
also result in certain affections to the locale such as feelings of security, satisfaction,
responsibility, association or problems associated with the area (Taylor, 1988). Yet,
territorial cognition of residential areas is often studied in relation to its implications
on residential satisfaction, attachment to territory, feelings of safety, development of

children and youth as well as environmental quality.

In terms of territorial definition of residential areas, which often connotes to the scale
of the neighborhood, Keller (1968:12) states that; ‘neighborhood can be defined as a
demarcated spatial unit where neighbors reside and neighboring takes place. Yet, the
boundaries of this area can be more definite with long established traditions, while it
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can also be more fluid, more vaguely defined and perceived differently by its
inhabitants’. In a similar vein, Pebley and Sastry (2009:6) claims that;

‘...contemporary urban sociologists view neighborhoods as places with
inherently flexible and generally ambiguous boundaries. Neighborhood
definitions vary depending on context and on the observer. The delineation of
neighborhoods is a consequence not only of geography but also of a continual
social process through which residents, non-residents, and commercial and
governmental interests define and redefine neighborhoods.’

In this regard, discussions on type and extent of territorial boundaries of urban
residential environments, so called neighborhoods, have been at the focus of planning
studies; whereas the conceived boundaries rather than the administrative boundaries
of the near-home territories are much more significant for understanding the dynamics
of housing environments and to assess success of these territories in meeting human
needs. In this regard, cognitive mapping studies take a crucial role regarding the
investigations on the extent and content of territorial boundaries of residential

environments defined by its residents.

According to Gifford (1997), neighborhood is not solely a physical or legal area (a
school district or an electoral area) but also has psychological dimensions. One of
these dimensions is their spatial-cognitive nature. In this regard, there are many studies
which try to investigate resident’s perception, cognition and definition of their own
neighborhoods. Hence, territorial definition of neighborhoods is better to be grounded
on the conceptions of its occupants. In this regard, territorial aspects that repeat itself
and make up the neighborhood can be revealed by the use of mental images and
physical-social activities of its occupants (Sell, 1983). The importance of shared image
of the neighborhood by its residents is discussed by Rofe (1995:118) as follows;

‘The neighborhood cannot be understood as a clearly defined territorial entity
corresponding to a group of people with close social ties. Instead, it has a
much looser structure, based on shared images of the area that are born out
of repeated movements along its streets. As such, it is created out of elements
that exist at several overlapping and interrelated scales: a building cluster, a
street face block, an intersection, a city square, a neighborhood park, a main
street, a local institution. While these shared elements exist at different levels
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of scale, they are not organized hierarchically. Instead, they overlap to create
a continuous fabric’.

Residential environment, neighborhoods, are defined by Keller (1968) as distinctive
areas with particular physical and social components, whereas the distinctiveness may
stem from; ‘geographical boundaries, ethnic/cultural characteristics of the
inhabitants, psychological unity among residents or concentrated use of an area’s
facilities” (Keller, 1968:87-90). Whereas the boundaries can be physical (streets,
railway lines, parks separating an area etc.) or symbolic (historical and social
traditions making people view the area as distinctive). Yet, these two boundaries
usually reinforce each other (Keller, 1968). According to Keller (1968), in order to
determine the boundaries of identifiable subunits both objective (statistical and census
tract data, terrain characteristics, spatial distribution of activities of residents) and
subjective (respondents indicating the boundaries) indicators can be used. Yet,
subjective indicators are often utilized to check on the accuracy of the objective
indicators. Besides, subjectively defined boundaries are often smaller than the
neighborhood and more at the scale of the street (Keller, 1968). Hence, Coulton et al.
(2013:140) claims that, if studies on neighborhoods addressing issues of improvement
and well-being of residents both in research and practice rely on simplified
assumptions on the neighborhood boundaries as census geography or political
jurisdictions, these operations may fall short in terms of ‘measurement errors,
misspecification of models and practical problems of looking for results or impact in
the wrong places’ since the presupposed size do not always match with the experience

of residents.

Yet, in order to measure the scale of perceived boundaries of neighborhoods either
ordinal scale and continuous measures obtained from open-ended-questions or
respondents’ cognitive maps are used (Coulton et. al., 2013). For instance, Guest and
Lee (1984) investigated in the Seattle metropolitan area whether urban residents’

neighborhood conceptions are based on social (based on human interaction), physical
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(as a territory) or institutional (e.g. school catchment area) definitions and variations
among these definitions in terms of geographic size. In order to do so, primarily
respondents were asked to define their neighborhood based on open-ended questions
and later the results were content analyzed and coded into four types: (a) geographic
area, territory; (b) nearby people; (c) sense of community as indicated by friendliness,
cohesion, concern for one another; (d) institutions as indicated. Later, respondents
were asked about the boundaries of their neighborhoods and answers were recoded
into nominal categories. The respondents tended to describe their neighborhoods
spatially in terms of blocks. Yet, although substantial amount of research claim that
urban residents are no longer dependent on their local areas for social ties and services,
the results of the study reveal that residents were able to define their neighborhoods
based primarily on spatial or human-social, and later on institutional definitions.
Besides, the study also revealed that the scale of territory and territorial conception
varies in relation to the local activity patterns (range of activities within proximity),
social demographic characteristics of the residents (life cycle stage, gender, length of
residence etc.) and the layout of the physical environment. Besides, Guest and Lee
(1984) also claims that, along with the advances in communication and transportation
technologies, it is expected that neighborhoods will be defined more as spatial than

social units in the future.

Although, residents’ definition of their near home territory is expected to be similar,
they may be inconsistent in some occasions. For instance, in their study Lee and
Campbell (1997) investigated how residents define their neighborhoods in terms of
abstract definitions as well as symbolic and physical identities they attribute through
a survey conducted in Nashville. Hence, the results of the study reveal that respondents
were consistent on naming their neighborhood in abstract terms while length of
residence and membership in residents’ association were positive factors in naming
the neighborhood. However, physical attributes such as size (the area defined varied
from a single block to 200 blocks, and the attributed size was found to be positively

related to homeownership and membership in residents’ association) and map
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complexity (which is found rather to be positively related to age and education mainly)
differed vastly. This inconsistency was defined by Lee and Campbell (1997) as
‘respondents’  definitional idiosyncrasies. Despite residents’  definitional
idiosyncrasies and uniqueness of these maps, investigations on consensus among
residents about the territory are crucial in order to better understand and address the

issues concerning that specific locale | territory.

In addition to these, territorial cognition of residential environments also varies with
respect to the location of the territory in the urban area. In their study, Haney and
Knowles (1978) investigated the neighborhood perception of residents in inner city,
outer city and suburban neighborhoods of Green Bay, Wisconsin by asking the
interviewees to draw and describe their neighborhoods and later elaborating these
results. The results of the study reveal that centrality of the neighborhood differs the
content of the territory, such as number of features and important locations included
in the maps, while the degree of consensus among residents on the boundaries in each
case is relatively high even though the size of territory differs (Figure 3.8). In this
regard Haney and Knowles (1978: 201) states that;

‘From city to suburb the imageability of the neighborhood does not differ, it is
both high and consensual. But the content of the image does change; suburban
neighborhoods are seen as larger and less negative.’

Figure 3.8. Neighborhood boundaries drawn by immediate neighbors
(Haney and Knowles, 1978: 211)
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In this regard, the variation among residents’ perception of their residential territory
with respect to both individual (life cycle stage, gender, participation in and exposure
to neighborhood, socio-economic status and cultural background) and neighborhood
(tract area, density, type of settlement, percentage of vacancy, residential stability)
characteristics as well as regional variations are examined in an extensive research
conducted by Pebley and Sastry (2009) in the United States and later in sample
neighborhoods within Los Angeles. In this regard, Pebley and Sastry (2009) claims
that investigations on residents’ perceptions are important since they reflect the
residents experience of place which in return impact the place related choices and
actions of these residents. The results of the study reveal that regional variations on
perception of neighborhood size is low while the variation among residents living in
cross proximity (the sample neighborhoods in LA) is higher. Yet, the perceived size
is rather small in all surveys, compromising several blocks around the home. Besides,
individual (especially social-economic status, participation and ethnicity as well as
education) and neighborhood (especially vacancy rate and type of settlement)
characteristics have a significant effect on residents’ size perceptions. For instance,
‘more socially marginalized respondents and those less geographically mobile view
their neighborhoods as smaller. Residents of larger census tracts and those with
higher vacancy rates see their neighborhoods as larger, while residents with higher
percentages African American and poor view their neighborhoods as smaller’ (Pebley
and Sastry, 2009:1). Hence, marginalized groups are more likely to be affected by the
conditions in their near home territories thus, neighborhood-level social programs

targeting these groups may need to focus on smaller areas.

Furthermore, incorporating the ambiguity of neighborhood boundaries in analysis and
decision-making processes can lead to better results. In addition to these, consensus
on neighborhood names is also examined within the study and the results show that
level of agreement on given names is high and greater than on the perceived size of
the neighborhood while marginalized groups were less likely to report a neighborhood
name (Pebley and Sastry, 2009).
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In this context, the use of resident’s cognitive maps as a source of investigating the
territorial definition of residential environments with a user-oriented perspective is
commonly used in the fields of urban sociology, environmental design and
environmental psychology. Thus, different examples based on this method in terms of
methodology and their results is further discussed in the following section.

3.1.2. Cognitive Mapping as a Method for Territorial Definition

Territory is defined as a space whose boundaries are well-defined and well known by
its occupants (Sell, 1983). In this context, cognitive maps are utilized as a source for
investigating the territorial delimitation and use of space by its occupants in a
substantial amount of research in the field of both urban sociology, environmental

design and environmental psychology.

The relation between environmental design and safety has been proclaimed by many
theories starting with Jacobs (1961), who argued that architectural form and spatial
design had the ability to break down community cohesiveness and destabilize informal
social control, to Newman’s (1972) seminal work on ‘defensible space’ which
culminated the idea by putting forth the relation between built form, social
composition, and criminal activity. In this regard, Petherick (2000) examined the
influence of environmental design features on the student’s fear of crime and
avoidance behavior in University College of the Cariboo Campus through a cognitive
mapping study. Hence, the prospect and refuge model developed by Nasar and Fisher
in 1992 was utilized within the research. In the research, primarily specific sites are
chosen and their degree of prospect and refuge are measured, later a questionnaire was
conducted to examine the perceived safety levels within the selected areas to test the
hypotheses derived from the model. The results of the study reveal that fear levels
were correlated to the amount of prospect (open-view) and refuge (protection, hiding
place) afforded in these areas and avoidance behavior was the most significant
response to these fears. In the second part of the study, avoidance behavior of students

was measured with the use of mental maps, in addition to closed-ended questions
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(Figure 3.9). In this regard, students were given a site-plan of the UCC campus and
asked to identify areas they would not walk through, walk by, or avoided altogether.
Later, the results were quantified, interpreted and spatial patterning of fear on campus
was obtained as a result. The findings reveal that, the design of certain areas reduced
perception of safety and thus promoted avoidance as a coping behavior (Petherick,
2000). Hence, the use of cognitive maps to depict the relation between environmental
design and safety has revealed important results for planning interventions at the

micro-scale.

Figure 3.9. Spatial patterning of fear on campus based on student’s cognitive maps
(Petherick, 2000:106)

The territorial cognition studies are conducted under various scales from the near
home territories to home range scale which refers to the city at large. In this regard,
the perception of home range indicates ‘the nature of internalized gestalt or mental
map of the complex real world by individuals. This provides a base data on areal
extent, structure and function of the paths and areas that are traversed, occupied or
used regularly by individuals or groups of individuals’ (Anderson and Tindall,
1972:1). In other words, cognitive maps are basic constructs that people used to

organize their residential area conceptually (Banerjee and Baer, 1984).
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At the scale of residential living space, territorial definition is often studied in relation
to its implications on residential satisfaction, attachment to territory, safety and
environmental quality. Furthermore, Bowden (1972, cited in Park and Rogers, 2014)
claims that, even eleven-year-olds can draw neighborhood boundaries and have an
awareness of the concept of a neighborhood. In this regard, territorial definition of
especially residential areas can be grounded on the conceptions of its residents. Hence,
territorial aspects that repeat itself and make up the neighborhood can be revealed by
the use of mental images and physical-social activities of its occupants (Sell, 1983).
In other words, cognitive maps are helpful tools in depicting the tacit knowledge of
territorial inhabitants into research.

In this context, Lee (1968/1970) investigated the relation between physical patterns
and social participation in his study of Cambridge neighborhoods based on
neighborhood schemata drawn by residents during interviews (Figure 3.10). The study
primarily examined the size and composition of the physical areas corresponding to
neighborhood schemata (variation of mean neighborhood area delineated by residents
on cognitive maps) with respect to physical (density including various settings from
urban, suburban and slum areas. etc.) and subject variables (age, length of residence

etc.) on the schemata.

The results of the study reveal that, although personal perception of the neighborhood
vary, repeated transaction with certain people and places make the neighborhood an
organized socio-spatial whole. The study also reveal that the neighborhood is
circumscribed by delineating a territory rather than a population aggregate or density
of dwellings like planners (1963-1964/1973). In this regard, Lee (1963-1964/1973:
99) claims that;

‘...people do not organize the social/spatial world into ‘networks’, or ‘chains’,
or ‘communalities’, but into organized units which are continuous and filled,
and having more or less clearly defined boundaries. They do not distinguish,
normally, between social and physical space. Schemata show similarities in so
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far as they occur among the same sort of people in the same kind of
environment, otherwise they are unique .
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Figure 3.10. Neighborhood Schemata (Lee, 1968/1970)

Furthermore, according to Lee (1954 cited in 1963-1964/1973), these studies can be
used as a base for the planning discussions on how large a neighborhood should be,
impact of distance on behavior, the impact of vertical development on the cognition
of the living environment, the walking distance paradigm with respect to changing
mobility patterns of the residents in the new era, the relation between local
involvement and the pattern of the physical environment and many others. Hence,

neighborhood schemata investigations have many further implications for planning.

Later, Coulton et. al. (2001) carried out a pilot study in Cleveland to examine different
methods of defining neighborhoods using resident’s maps, and later compared the
results between resident’s maps in each neighborhood and with census-tract
definitions of those neighborhoods. In this regard, Coulton et. al. (2001) states that
although administrative units (census tracts in this case) are defined regarding the
natural-political boundaries and local history, and used in most of the researches due
to the large amount of data available such as crime reports, housing values etc.;
resident’s perceptions are more accurate in terms of producing more meaningful,

relevant, and closely representative boundaries of the neighborhood. Census tracts are
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meaningful in terms of attaining statistical data by providing similar population sizes
with demographically and socioeconomically homogeneous populations while they
are less compatible with the unique view of residents of their residential areas (Coulton
et. al, 2013). In this context, the study used neighborhood maps drawn by 140
residents, which were collected from randomly selected seven census-defined block
groups in Cleveland. Respondents were all parents of minor children who were again
randomly selected and even dispersion of respondent’s location along the blocks was
taken into account. During the study, a base map covering an area of eight-mile radius
around the respondent’s house, and having street names and a few landmarks for
orientation were prepared, then respondents were asked to draw what they believed
were the boundaries of their neighborhoods. The respondents were reminded to draw
a completely enclosed perimeter. Later, each respondent’s map was traced into
MaplInfo and the area, perimeter, and centroid were calculated for each resident map,
in addition to the common area for each block group. The coefficients of variation for
each dimension is calculated to examine the consensus between respondents in each
case (Figure 3.11). In the second part of the study, four methods for drawing
neighborhood boundaries were developed based on residents’ maps: 1. determining the
common area using the portion of the map that was included within the boundaries of
70% of the residents’ maps; ii. Drawing a circle with the size of the average area from
the average centroid of the residents; iii. Identifying the street boundaries used by 70%
of the resident maps and then drawing the consensus map, using these streets; iv.
Using the boundary of the largest map. The first two methods were found more
accurate for the study. The results of the study reveal that, resident’s maps defining
neighborhood boundaries covered different areas than census defined units and
produced different social indicator values. Although most residents’ homes were near
the centroids of their maps, there is a clear variation both between and within
neighborhoods on the size of residents’ maps and the shape of the boundaries that they

drew.
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Figure 3.11. (On the left) Residents cognitive map of their neighborhood (Source: Coulton et. al.,
2001:377) (On the right) Perceived Neighborhood Boundaries based on Cognitive Maps of residents
(Uzzell et. al., 2002:38).

In their study, Uzzell et. al. (2002) examined the particular role of place identification,
social cohesion, and residential satisfaction on sustainable environmental attitudes and
behaviors. In order to investigate this interrelation a questionnaire was conducted in
two neighborhoods in Guildford, then a structural equation model was utilized to put
forth the relation between the observed variables (questionnaire data) with latent
variables (place identification, social cohesion, residential satisfaction and
sustainability), and chi-square values are analyzed to estimate how the data fit the
model. The results of the study reveal that, place-related social identity (a function of
pre-defined latent variables) form an important dimension of environmental attitudes
and behaviors, while the role of place identification and social cohesion may vary
depending on the characteristics of the residents and nature of the environment. In this
study, place identification at the neighborhood scale was investigated with the use of
cognitive maps, open ended and rating scale questions. Place identification is
measured by asserting from residents the distinctive features of their neighborhoods
including the name of their neighborhood, its territorial extent (respondents were
asked to draw on a map the boundaries of what they considered to be their
neighborhood) (Figure 3.11), their functional use of the neighborhood (respondents
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were asked to name places they frequent and places that residents use and visit were
recorded) , and its psychosocial properties (respondents were asked to specify their
sense of attachment and belonging to the neighborhood, and to assess how they think
outsiders perceive their neighborhood). Hence, the two neighborhoods differ in terms
of; clarity of limits and the extent of perceived geographical limits (both its size and
accordance with administrative boundaries), consensus on naming the neighborhood,
and environmentally distinctive features that are referred which in return impact the
place-related social identity as well as environmental attitudes and behaviors (Uzzell
et. al., 2002).

Talen and Shah (2007) tracked local home area/neighborhood of residents to evaluate
neighborhood boundaries, elements, activity patterns and neighborhood assets and
deficiencies using an interactive interface through GIS in Urbana, Illionis (Figure
3.12). The term ‘neighborhood’ in this study refers to any local area, urban subunit,
extension of the home area rather than the administratively defined geographic unit.
The results of the study reveal that, neighborhood boundaries are rather individually
constructed and the elements used to define these boundaries are dependent more upon
physical features while some respondents also used individual activity patterns,
characteristics as well as personal ties with other residents. Besides, there are certain
activity areas more locally dependent such as parks, and the assets of the neighborhood
are defined based mainly on positive physical features while negative aspects are
mainly based on social aspects such as neighbor relations during the study.

Another study based on residents’ conceptions of their residential environments is
conducted by Jenks and Dempsey in 2007. During the research, mapping exercise is
conducted in 6 residential areas from Oxford and Sheffield (Figure 3.12). Later, a
comparative analysis is done. In this regard, the mean area covered by the boundaries
set in the residents’ maps (RNB) is examined with respect to boundaries derived
according to 6 objective methods: i. Spatial method (the area including solely
housing), ii. Social method (census tract areas), iii. Spatial method+ 400 meters, iv.
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Spatial method+ 800 meters, v. Social method+ 400 meters and vi. Social method+
800 meters. The results of the study reveal that, boundaries set in the residents’ maps
is the most proximate to the boundaries derived from method iii. Thus, the authors
claim that not only the physical parameters but also a buffer zone (400 meters) should
be considered while planning or developing policies for the residential areas.
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Figure 3.12. (On the left) Respondents Map (Talen and Shah ,2007:601),
(On the right) Residents neighborhood boundaries (Jenks and Dempsey, 2007:169).

According to Lohmann and Mcmurran (2009) approaching neighborhood
phenomenon with a perspective solely based on a portion of land with clearly
demarcated and consistent borders misses the meaning and social component of the
neighborhoods as well as residents’ agreement. On the other hand, approaching the
phenomenon with a schema-based emphasis disregard the role of reliable, stable
boundaries on operationalization. In this context, Lohmann and Mcmurran (2009)
claims that, neighborhoods should be approached as socio-spatial schemas as claimed
by Lee (1973). Hence, in their study they propose aggregate resident defined mapping
as a new method that can guide both research and interventions at the neighborhood
scale. In this study they applied resident defined mapping both as a pretest (1998) and
posttest (2004) to measure both the perception of neighborhoods boundaries and social
cohesion before and after the construction of a freeway in a suburb in Los Angeles

(Figure 3.13). According to the results of this study, lower sense of community and
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smaller neighborhood areas were detected for the residents living adjacent to the
freeway with respect to other parts of the area and also to pretests. Yet, this study puts
forth both the significance of resident defined mapping studies as a tool in terms of
both understanding ‘phenomenological’ neighborhoods with their unique qualities and
identifying ‘hot spots’ outlined by residents for planning interventions which
otherwise could have been easily gone unnoticed with conventional research

techniques.
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Figure 3.13. Resident-defined neighborhood map reflecting the change in sense of community and
areal extent of neighborhood for residents who started to live adjacent to a freeway since 2002
(Lohmann and Mcmurran, 2009: 75).

In this context, Campbell et. al. (2009) claims that subjectively defined neighborhood
boundaries and consensus on the boundaries have powerful impacts on a variety of
outcomes at diverse scales. For instance, it may influence adolescent development and
the parenting strategies of the residents, the attitude of residents regarding the social
life in the area and the willingness of residents to engage in local collective action, the
availability of social services as well as revealing information about the level of

community attachment.
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Hence, in a comparative case study, Campbell et. al. (2009) also investigated the
subjectively defined boundaries in four neighborhoods of Denver, Colorado by
conducting qualitative interviews and cognitive mapping exercises. The study
examined the degree of consensus among residents on the spatial boundaries of the
neighborhoods and the factors that has impact on the designation process, the stability
of boundaries along the in-depth interviews, and the comparative similarity between
subjectively defined and administrative boundaries. Regarding the consensus on
boundaries, whether there is an overlapping core shared in subjective maps, and these
maps indicated shared boundaries among residents (commonality of markers used to
demarcate the boundaries) was inquired (Figure 3.14).
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Figure 3.14. Subjectively defined neighborhood boundaries (Campbell et. al., 2009: 470).

The results of the study reveal that, the designation of boundaries is diverging, whereas
there is a significant amount of consensus. Adults tend to agree more than teens about
the boundaries, while most adults and adolescents share at least one boundary which
is typically a busy street or boulevard, and residents tend to share core areas that
sometimes include but are not limited to census- defined block groups. The findings
also reveal that there is a substantial number of commonalities in terms of factors used
by residents to construct the boundaries. Yet, these factors not only influence
subjective definitions, but also has direct impacts on the boundary consensus and

boundary shifting. In addition to these, the results of the study show that designation
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of boundaries is affected both form contextual forces and personal experiences. In this
regard, main factors that influence the designation of boundaries are listed as; the
physical and institutional characteristics of the neighborhood (built and natural
structure), social composition of the neighborhood (class, race, ethnicity etc.), fear of
crime, length of residence and symbolic identity of the neighborhood (Campbell et.
al., 2009).

In this regard, Minnery et. al. (2009) puts forth two main conceptualizations regarding
neighborhoods and each has its own understanding of the boundaries which is
important in the formulation of planning interventions. First, neighborhoods are
approached as spatial units from the social construct. In this regard, neighborhoods
refer to a physical and spatial unit with identifiable boundaries and also a social unit
in terms of neighboring relations and neighborliness. Within this perspective, location
and scale are important, while boundaries are set by the ‘boundary makers’ such as in
the form of administrative boundaries. Secondly, neighborhoods are approached as an
urban planning technique, a pragmatic planning and design tool. In this regard,
functional characteristics of the unit are important and the main aim is to integrate
land use, facilities, movement systems and residents within a delimited area. Hence,
boundaries are defined by some rational planning metric such as the ‘walking

distance’ or the ‘school catchment area’.

Furthermore, Minnery et. al. (2009) argues that a better understanding of the local
residential areas can be gathered through the investigation of how residents themselves
identify their neighborhoods and its boundaries. Hence, Minnery et. al. (2009)
conducted a survey depicting residents’ perceptions of their neighborhood boundaries
in Brisbane, Australia. During the survey, home locations and neighborhood
boundaries were analyzed in terms of form, areal extent and communality (Figure
3.15). In addition to this, boundaries were correlated with other survey data including

basic demographic information, shopping and recreational locations, layout and
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development of the area, opinions about the area, minimum and maximum distances
from the dwelling to the boundary. The results of the study indicate that;

There is lack of agreement over the extent and orientation of the boundaries
of the neighborhood, while the type of barriers used to set the boundaries show
similarities in the form of main roads and creeks. Thus, it is claimed that
neighborhood boundaries are individual rather than group constructs. Besides,
there is a shared ‘core area’ agreed by the majority of the residents (over half
of the respondents’ maps overlapped in the focal area) which is again defined
by physical barriers. In this regard, it is claimed that planning policies should
focus to the ‘core’ rather than boundary-defined interventions.

There are two types of forms used to bound neighborhoods; abstract
boundaries where the resident had a general idea about the extent of the unit
while did not linked it to physical features, and road-based boundaries which
are based on physical barriers such as roads and creeks. Majority of the
respondents used abstract forms, hence it is claimed that perception of the
boundaries is not always connected to physical cues. Besides, residents
perceived boundaries also do not match with administrative boundaries

Centrality of the home location was also low among residents’ maps. Hence,
it is claimed that residents do not perceive their neighborhood as their home-
area.

Neighborhood boundaries and socio-demographic characteristics were not
clearly related.

Perceived boundaries also differentiated from the assumptions of the
neighborhood planning standards. Although boundaries are set based on the
5-10 min walking distance (500 meters) in planning theory and
implementations, the results reveal that the mean maximum distance to the
perimeter is nearly 1500 meters. In this regard, it is claimed that the scale of
the neighborhood is based on driving distance rather than walking (Minnery
et. al., 2009).
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Figure 3.15. Residents perceived neighborhood boundaries (Minnery et. al.,2009: 481,483)

In their recent study, Coulton et. al. (2013) studied the scale of neighborhoods based
on residents’ perceptions based on 6000 digitized respondent maps using GIS tools
from 10 cities in US especially from low-income neighborhoods (Denver, Des
Moines, Hartford, Indianapolis, Louisville, Milwaukee, Oakland, Providence, San
Antonio, and Seattle/White Center). Besides, they also investigated the impact of
attributes of geographical context and individual characteristics such as census tracts,
socio-economic profile of residents, physical and social characteristics of the
surrounding environment on the scale of the perceived boundaries of the
neighborhood. In terms of individual level predictors, the results demonstrate that
individuals who have more education and income, who are younger and have lived in
the neighborhood longer, and who are more engaged in their communities have larger
perceptions of their neighborhood. At the scale of residential context, the results
demonstrate that denser population, and more multi-family and vacant housing and
mixed land use result in smaller areas perceived as neighborhoods. The results of this
study also reveal that, residents within the same context vary considerably with respect
to their perceived neighborhood scale and hence the authors states that;

‘Beyond revealing that a one-size-fits-all definition is likely to be a
misspecification, this study suggests that collections of blocks may be better
approximations for neighborhoods as experienced by residents than the
commonly used census tract definitions.” (Coulton et. al., 2013:149).
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From a different context than the previous studies focusing on the Western cities,
Saghatoleslami et. al. (2014) used residents’ cognitive maps to compare the validity
of administrative boundaries to the lived experience of inhabitants through a survey-
based case study in four selected neighborhoods in the city of Mashhad, Iran (Figure
3.16). The aim of the study was to examine the consistency and consensus between
the administratively defined boundaries of neighborhoods set by experts and urban
managers from a top down perspective whom approach neighborhoods mainly as
spatial subdivisions to resident defined boundaries through cognitive maps which
represent the place where the social life of inhabitants occurs from a bottom up

perspective.

amen Zone

Sharif Neighborhood, District 4, Zone 11 Shahed Neighborhood, District 4, Zone 10

o
LEGEND ) The Boundary of Administrative Neighborhood  #2 Common Arca 0?]

Figure 3.16. Neighborhood boundaries in resident’s cognitive maps and shared core with respect to
administrative boundaries in four selected neighborhoods in the city of Mashhad, Iran
(Saghatoleslami et. al., 2014).

Findings of the study indicate that the mean extent of neighborhood in residents’
cognitive maps was between 20% to 45% the extent of municipality-based
neighborhood approximately. Thus, residents perceived territorial boundaries of their
neighborhood much smaller than the territory of the administrative neighborhood.
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Saghatoleslami et. al. (2014) also claims that, since the neighborhood is a socio-spatial
concept, in which physical and social dimensions dynamically interact, both
designations on the boundaries of the residential area should be interwoven to define

the ambiguous boundaries of neighborhoods.

Another rather recent project is developed by two cartographers in Boston, with the
title ‘Bostonography’, which aims to create visual representations of the life and land,
and to expose and explore the geographical sense of place in the city. Within the scope
of this project, a recent online crowd-sourced neighborhood mapping project is
initialized with the title ‘Map your neighborhood’. In this regard residents were asked
to draw the boundaries of their neighborhoods online and results were overlaid in order
to measure the amount of overlap and calculate the level of consensus for each
neighborhood (Figure 3.17). In addition to this, to investigate the landmarks that
define a neighborhood, the map also allows respondents to drop a point marker at
specific places which can be either the central point of the neighborhood, or just a
place strongly associated with the neighborhood. Yet, optional questions about length
of residence are added in order to give more weight to longtime residents, or to map
how boundaries may have shifted over time; and respondents can also share stories or
comments about their neighborhoods. The promoters of the project claims that, if
enough people contribute to the map, it would provide a data set of how the city is
seen collectively which could be used by policymakers and such. The results of the
study reveal that, old, central neighborhoods are easily defined and tend to have
distinctive visual identities; while the others are less clear (Woodruff and Wallace,
2015).
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Figure 3.17. Consensus map of neighborhoods boundaries vs administrative boundaries
(Source: http://bostonography.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/hoods2017vsOfficial.jpg)

Another study is conducted by Van Gent et. al. (2016), in order to investigate the
variances between different social groups residing in the same neighborhood in terms
of their neighborhood territory perception (Figure 3.18). In this regard, Geuzenveld, a
recently renewed post-war neighborhood on the periphery of Amsterdam was set as
the case area. Hence, residents were asked to draw the boundaries on a map of what
they perceived to be their neighborhood in addition to several survey questions on
affiliation and attachment. The online survey featured a drawing tool based on Google
Maps technology, while in the face-to-face interviews’ respondents drew on a printed
map. Boundaries were analyzed by constructing maps based on overlapping
perceptions using ArcGIS software. Yet, survey results of each social class within the
renewed neighborhood differ in terms of what is included and what is excluded,;
perception of boundaries; and neighborhood attitudes. In addition to this, limited
interaction and the symbolic boundaries between established residents and newcomers

in such a socially mixed neighborhood manifest itself on these cognitive maps. The
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results of the study reveal that, the spatially-perceived boundaries are structured by;
social position of the residents, location of the respondents, housing type and tenure,
length of residence, physical markers and barriers, daily routines such as shopping
habits and commuting choices. It is also claimed that, these boundaries resemble the
social relations and symbolic boundaries between different social groups which
indicates deep socio-spatial fault lines. Resulting from these fault lines, it is stated that
Geuzenveld shows fragmentation rather than social integration, and renewal resulted

in a middle-class enclave within a poor neighborhood (Van Gent et. al., 2016).

Figure 3.18. Neighborhood perception of different social groups in the Geuzenveld neighborhood
(Van Gent et. al., 2016:258).

To sum up, cognitive mapping as a method for territorial definition is crucial in terms
of addressing planning issues at the scale of residential areas since it reflects the
residents own experience of place, besides this method is better at locating hotspots
of dissatisfaction by residents. Yet, not only the boundaries of the territorial unit and

consensus among residents (Table 3.1) but also the content within the defined
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boundaries provide many inputs for planning interventions. For instance, what is
included or excluded from the territory and what constitutes the core of the territory
may provide fruitful insights for future planning studies. In addition to these, although
each schema is unique for each resident, overlapping areas as well as differences with
respect to indiviudual’s characteristics such as age, gender or income reveals
important insights. In addition to this, the location of the residential area within the
urban space is also an important parameter with respect to the size of the perceived

residential area or the neighborhood.

Table 3.1. Summary of the previously discussed studies in which an average perceived neighborhood
size is investigated
Author Case Average Perceived
Neighborhood Size
Less than half a mile

Lee (1968/1970) Cambridge (>~ 130 ha)

Inner city 20 acres (~ 8 ha)
H%n%; and Knowles \C/;\;Zigri?z Outer city 48 acres (~ 19 ha)

Suburb 155 acres (~ 63 ha)
Guest and Lee Seattle Less than half a mile
(1984) (<0.79 square miles, ~ 205 ha)
Banerjee and Baer Los Anaeles Lower income 0.05 square miles (~ 13 ha)
(1984) g Higher income 13 square miles (~ 3.3367 ha)
Lee and Campbell .
(1997) Nashville 14.8 blocks
Coulton et al. (2001) Cleveland 0.32 square miles (~ 83 ha)
Talen and Shah Urbana. llionis 10-400 acres
(2007) ' (~10-161ha)

Los Angeles City scale City scale

suburban area before construction | 0.50 square miles (~ 129 ha)
before (1998) after construction 0.89 square miles (~ 230 ha)

Lohmann and

(I\gggg;rran and after (2094) Near the freeway | Near the freeway
the construction | before construction | 0.61 square miles (~ 158 ha)
of the freeway | after construction 0.36 square miles (~ 93 ha)
Mean max. distance to
Minnery et al. (2009) | Brishane, Australia perimeter: 1500 meters
(~ 706 ha)
Pebley and Sastry Los Angeles Several blocks from home

(2009)

10 cities in US (Denver, Des Moines,
Hartford, Indianapolis, Louisville, 0.90 square miles
Milwaukee, Oakland, Providence, San | (~ 233 ha)

Antonio, and Seattle/White Center)
Saghatoleslami (2014) | Mashhad, Iran 36 ha

Coulton et al. (2013)
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3.2. Territorial Behavior

To use built form is to exercise some control, and to control is to transform’
- Habraken, 2000:7

Territorial behavior in humans refers to verbal and paraverbal, setting changing and
maintenance behaviors (Taylor, 1988). Yet, territorial behavior mainly involves
marking and personalization, exclusive use of territory as well as control and defense
of that territory (Gifford, 1997; Farkisch et al., 2015; Brown et al. 2005 cited in
Farkisch et al., 2015).

Territorial behaviors both regulate social interactions and provide the stability of the
social organization within a territory. They function both by preventing unwanted
social encounters with boundary control mechanisms and also by eliciting social
interaction. Territorial behaviors include demarcation and/or the adornment of space
by territorial markers. Such markers and personalization, such as fences around the
dwelling, ‘saving a seat’ or family photos at the office desk, enable non-verbal
communication, sent environmental messengers to users and outsiders about the
ownership of the territory and personal or group identity of the owner (Greenbaum
and Greenbaum, 1981). Yet, territorial marking is an important part of territorial
behavior which enables inter/intra territorial control territories by means such as signs

and barriers which in return foster place attachment.

On the other hand, control and defense of territory are the main territorial behaviors
in humans. Yet, territorial control is more common in humans rather than aggressive
defense and dominance. Defense of territory in humans is often managed by
nonviolent means such as language for negotiation, customs to guide behavior and
legal systems to resolve disputes. On the other hand, control can be either active or
passive and exerted not solely over territory but over space, ideas, and other resources
within a territory. Besides, the level of territorial control is directly related to the type

of territory (whether it is primary, secondary or public) (Gifford, 1997). Moreover, the
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control over territory is secured by two means, which are marking and personalization

and defense of space (Porteous, 1976).

According to Brower (1980), control over territory is regulated by the ‘appropriation
of space’ which includes three main elements which are; occupancy, defense and
attachment (Figure 3.19). Within this context, occupancy is classified based on the
controls that operate within that space as: personal occupancy, community occupancy,
occupancy by society and free occupancy. Whereas, defense can be in the form of
surveillance and control of boundaries, rules governing admissions and the use of
territorial signs. Attachment to place is defined as the feeling of possessiveness that
an occupant has toward a particular territory because of its associations with the self-
image or social identity. In this regard, strengthening the sense of attachment of
occupants is also necessary for the purpose of making a place more defensible. The
other way around, high levels of attachment to place results in higher personalization

of space by its occupants which in return serve as a sign of occupancy.

Threat of unregulated interaction

NONSPATIAL RULES TERRITORIAL BEHAVIOUR
AND CUSTOMS ¥

Appropriation of Space

Occupancy Defense Attachment
to Space

Figure 3.19. Control of territory (Drawn by the author based on Brower, 1980:184)

The efforts to directly control access and activities of others in a specific territory is
the basis of territorial behaviors. In this regard, production of both markers and signs
are referred as territorial behaviors (Taylor, 1988). In this context, the most common
behavior for declaring territorial claims and communication of ownership of a space

is through personalization and marking of that territory (Gold, 1982). Territorial

126



markers are used to indicate ownership and to pass signals to outsiders that the place
belongs to someone, in order to prevent territorial violation (Altman, 1975).
Personalization and marking, not only notices others of claim over a territory, but also
provides other psychological benefits such as ‘feeling at home’ and ‘home-field
advantages’ (Gifford, 1997). Territorial claims are also made uniquely at each scale.
For instance; property ownership can be claimed through formal market transactions

as well as by walls and security systems (Castell, 2010).

Yet, territorial markers are the basic manifestations of claim over a territory. Those
markers appear as natural landmarks such as rivers, visual cues such as claws and bites
on trees and acoustic cues in animals. Markers serve as a sign that a place is claimed,
indicates its limits, regulate social processes and activities within its limits and reflects
the identity of its owner. Territorial markers help the control of activities by signaling
type of activity that is allowed and not allowed within that territory; besides markers
such as barriers and physical arrangements both limit and facilitate interaction.
Despite the concrete territorial markers in animals, humans rather use signs. Such
markers appear in the form of signs, barriers and personalization of the territory which
include environmental props such as nameplates, fences etc. as well as graffiti.
Markers are also boundary definers between different domains (public to private)
within the spatial hierarchy (Sell, 1983).

Territorial markers include: behavioral traces, levels of maintenance, signs of
beautification, signs of identification and barriers which send messages to both
outsiders and other residents in shared environments (Taylor and Brower, 1985). For
instance; placing an object or substance such as leaving coats or books on chair or
table (Gifford, 1997) as well as distribution of objects, ornamentation and gardening
can be listed as such behaviors which indicates that a space is used, owned or cared
for (Taylor et. Al., 1981). There are also other instruments for creating boundaries
(Farkisch et al., 2015) such as fences, hedges, signs, controlled access pathways and
guards that are examples of preventive markers (Altman, 1975).
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Territorial markers refer both to physical and symbolic barriers, and signs to control
behavior in space (Lynch, 1960; Madanipour, 2003). Yet, territorial barriers are
distinctive in terms of their visibility and permeability (Edney, 1974). On the other
hand, signs are often utilized for the establishment and maintenance of spatial order
between different territories. Signs are manifestations of who is allowed and how to
behave within a specific territory. Signs can be formal and tangible such as signboards
telling ‘Ladies’ or ‘Private Road’, while they can be more informal and less tangible
such as women avoiding to cross dark paths at night or street gang’s graffiti on the
walls excluding other street gangs from each other’s territory (Castell, 2010). In other
words, territorial demarcation can be physical in terms of barriers as well as symbolic

like being psychologically discouraging (Lay, 1998).

As discussed above, territorial markers can be physical elements, such as signs, locked
gates, high fences, high demand gardening, seasonal decoration and upkeep, which
derive mainly from the desire of boundary regulation. Hence, territorial markers are
the visible consequence of behaviors such as maintenance, decoration, modification
and beautification. They convey messages about the boundaries, appropriate behavior
in a territory and other information about the territory, while how these messages are
decoded relies both on the perceiver (resident, stranger, or other residents) and the
context. Besides, the overall distribution of these signs in a particular locale is more

important than a single evident sign at a specific place (Taylor, 1988).

Goffman (1971: 41) defines territorial markers as follows; ‘claim to a preserve by a
putative possessor is made visible by a sign of some kind, which, following the
ethological practice, may be called a ‘marker’. Hence, he sets two kinds of territorial
markers:

Central Markers which announce a territorial claim and the territory radiating
outward from it (towel on a beach chair)

Boundary Markers that mark the line between two adjacent territories (bars
used in supermarket checkout counters) (Figure 3.20).
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In this regard, central markers can be used to provide a locus of orientation and help
define the activity within the area (Schflen, 1976 cited in Sell 1983).

BOUNDARY
MARKERS
CENTRAL
MARKERS
‘stimulation’ ‘security & privacy’
‘preventive’ ‘identity’
'defense’ ‘appropriation’

Figure 3.20. Types of territorial markers (Drawn by the author based on Goffman, 1971)

Furthermore, personalization is also a way of marking space, but one that reveals the
identity of the one who marks it, such as employees decorating working space with
pictures or mementos, or gang graffiti as a sign of control over that territory (Gifford,
1997) (Figure 3.21). Personalization of space is assertion of identity and a means of
ensuring stimulation; while defense of space includes both psychic (rituals entering a
home such as knocking, personalization of the house may also assert psychic security)
and physical security means (Porteous, 1976).

Personalization is the act of reflecting identity, history and aspirations of the individual
through environmental cues and making the place ‘his/her own’. The main purpose of
personalization is to express identity to the outside world as well as reinforcing a sense
of identity by presenting cues from memories and feelings about the self, stimulation
of memories through personalized environments (Zeisel, 2006). Personalization
behavior provides ‘feeling of security, symbolic-aesthetic’ and also ‘adjusts the

environment to fit activity patterns better’ (Lang, 1987).
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Figure 3.21. Personalization of work territory (Photos taken by the author in 2017)

Besides, routinization and socialization are also important behaviors and practices,
ways in which humans personalize, use and control different territories (Karrholm,
2007). In this sense, the routine behavior patterns on a neighborhood street, such as
people sitting in groups on the corner or children playing on it, which constitute part
of the streets meaning and identity, is also a control mechanism. In this regard, Taylor
and Brower (1985:191) noted that; ‘Life on the block is a complex pattern of
overlapping, largely rhythmic routines’, emphasizing the importance of routines on

the territorial claim over space.
3.2.1. Territorial Behavior in Residential Environments

Key components of urban residential territorial functioning involve ‘the control over
access to territories and activities ongoing within those territories as well as problems
in the absence of such measures (e.g. vandalism and fear)’ (Taylor et. Al., 1981: 290).
In this context, territorial behaviors including exclusive use of territory as a resource
base and control and defense through marking of the territory by physical and
symbolic barriers, signs, and personalization are rather significant for territorial

functioning in residential environments.
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Based on the previous discussions, residential territories are the primary resource base
exclusively used by its residents. Besides, the claim to a specific territory provides
access to certain resources and in return certain resource needs of a group defines the
territorial configuration and behavior (Sell, 1983). In this context, residential
territories are where the daily facilities are accessed by urban residents and the
functional distribution and access to diverse resources becomes an important issue.
Hence, it is claimed that neighborhoods (residential territories) should have the
functionality to support daily living needs and mix of uses to hold a community.
Although, residential territories are not the sole source for daily needs of its residents
as a result of increasing mobility and online services, immediate reach to certain
functions is vital especially for vulnerable groups such as elderly and low-income
groups with less mobility. It is also important to note that these functions should also

be easily accessible with an emphasis on pedestrian orientation.

According to Lee (1968/1970), people utilize residential territories to satisfy a wide
range of needs with minimum effort. Hence, the continual locational coding that arises
from this activity precipitates in the form of a socio-spatial schema, while these
schemes are also affected from the physical environment and personal characteristics
of the residents. In this regard, it can be claimed that daily activities and use of
facilities are a crucial part of territorial behavior and also implies a socio-spatial
schema for the residential environment. In this regard, the use of near home territories
as a resource base is investigated based on the activities and facilities used frequently
within the territory. In order to do so, activity maps; trip diaries and GPS tracking are

used to determine the territorial behavior of urban residents.

In this context, a study is conducted by Anderson and Tindall (1972) which examines
the home range of children by using mental maps, overlay drawings and analysis of
functional structure of activity nodes. During mapping, children were asked to draw
areas traversed, occupied or used regularly including minor paths, activity nodes,

landmarks and danger areas. Later, the maps are analyzed with respect to scale and
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extent, detail and elements included, boundaries and orientation. The results of the
study reveal that, each attribute differs with respect to individual characteristics of
children (age, gender, class etc.), mobility, settlement density and social/ cultural
norms. Besides, functional distribution of activities and frequency of use were also
examined in order to reveal the differences between urban and suburban settlements

in terms of territorial behavior (Figure 3.22).
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Figure 3.22. Functional structure of activity nodes (Anderson and Tindall, 1972).

In a similar vein, Van Vliet (1983) also measured the mean distance traveled and
frequency of use for selected activities with respect to residential location through
mental map analysis’ in order to examine the difference between the home range of
teenagers from city and suburban neighborhoods in Toronto in relation to their home
location, age, sex and social class. Hence, not only the availability, distribution and
utilization of resources within a residential area but also time and difficulty in reaching
these resources as well as the location of the residential area within urban space are

major factors shaping territorial behaviors.

In this regard, an earlier study is conducted by Ross (1962) in which the ‘natural’ areas

model developed by Park and Burgess, which refer to locales that are recognized as
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communities by their inhabitants such as the ghettos, was tested through a survey
conducted in Boston for the identification of such local communities in terms of
respondents naming, bounding and intensive use of local facilities of their
neighborhood. The results of the study reveal that, residents of the area can name units
with natural boundaries (such as major streets, parks and river as predicted in the
natural area model) consistently while naming has also a status ascriptive function.
On the other hand, use of local facilities was rather low, that is limited to convenience
items such as food shopping and church use. Yet, the low levels of use of local
facilities was not solely related to the limited opportunities in the area or the existence
of a community but rather related to the adjacency of the study areas to the downtown
area (Ross,1962).

Control and defense are the other important components of territorial behavior which
becomes concrete especially at the micro-scale of residential environments. In terms
of territorial control and defense, the most common behavior in residential
environments is the use of boundary control mechanisms including territorial markers

and personalization.

At the residential scale, the boundary set for the area to be controlled and defended
often connotes to plot lines and appears in the form of fences and walls (Porteous,
1977). In their study, Mumcu Ucar and Ozsoy (2006) examined the boundary
mechanisms in housing environments for the case study of Bahgelievler district in
Ankara. Based on their study, boundaries of the residential territory of the occupants
are separated structurally from the public space of the street and the private space of
the next-door neighbor in the form of walls, fences, bushes etc. Structural dividers are
in various forms and enables many different opportunities, since they are formed

and/or transformed from the original design by the home owners themselves.

Yet, the marking of territorial claims at this scale connotes to boundary mechanisms

such as fences, hedges, signs and controlled access pathways at the housing scale;
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while it may even reach the scale of the local community through common markers

such as community gardens or murals (Figure 3.23).
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Figure 3.23. Communal territorial marking and personalization at the scale of residential
environments: (On the left) Community Garden in Paris, (On the right) Mural in 100. Y1l
neighborhood in Ankara (Photos taken by the author, 2016).

Personalization is also a type of marking based on the transformation of the
environment by means such as beautification or declaration of group identity with the
use of nameplates, graffiti etc. On the other hand, personalization at the scale of home
as a territorial unit often extends from the interior design of the house to the facades

of the building, balconies and yards (Porteous, 1977).

In this regard, Greenbaum and Greenbaum (1981) investigated the interrelation
between personalized spatial markers, social interaction and group identity in their
study, based on the observations of the personalization and the level of maintenance
in the semi-private areas in a Slavic-American neighborhood. The results of the study
reveal that, spatial markers are associated with the amount of social interaction,
whereas home ownership, ethnic identity and residential stability are also associated

with the level of marking in a specific territory.
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In addition to these, control and defense of territory at the scale of residential
environments can also take shape at the more organizational levels, such as in the form
of neighborhood associations within and between neighborhoods. Those associations
strengthen the capability of residents to speak up for planning actions that are against
their will and other unwanted intrusions regarding the shared territory. Besides, these
associations empower social cohesion and place attachment which in return foster
residents will to modify and maintain their shared territory. For instance, many
neighborhood initiatives were born in Turkey as a part of grass root political actions

that arise along with Gezi Park protests in 2013 (Figure 3.24).

Figure 3.24. Control and defense of territory at the scale of residential environments: Neighborhood
Associations. (Below) The Relational Map of Neighborhood Associations in Istanbul (Source:
https://graphcommons.com/graphs/ab1eb063-745b-492c-8b0f-7ec080097841).

(Above) Neighborhood Associations of 100. Y1l Neighborhood, Ankara
(Source:https://www.facebook.com/yuzyilinisiyatif/photos/a.642109932495101.1073741826.642105
582495536/642110245828403/?type=3&theater)
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3.3. A Model Proposal for the Assessment of Territorial Functioning at the Scale

of Residential Environments

Based on the previous discussions, a preliminary model for the assessment of
territoriality is proposed within the scope of this thesis derived from the previously
examined attributes of human territoriality and previous models developed for its
assessment (Figure 3.25). The model aims to redefine human territorial functioning
and its parameters as well as operational assessment tools in order to comprise both
the people-oriented and place-oriented connotations of the notion. The model is
developed to be used for the assessment of territorial behavior and cognition patterns
of urban residents, which are the main components of territorial functioning, at the
scale of residential environments during the post-occupancy phase. Later the impact
of fixed feature space, that is the physical environment, on territorial functioning is

further investigated based on a comparative case study in the following chapters.

EXOGENOUS FACTORS TERRITORIAL FUNCTIONING
,,,,, . Societal Factors
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142244 TERRITORIAL
| ATTITUDES

- Common activity ‘NODES'

‘Residential Satisfaction’
‘Social Cohesiveness’

@ . | | Territorial Behavior ‘Place Attachment
\ /. Mobility * Exclusive use (Activity Maps) ‘?ear::e‘z:gzxnw'
[\

] * Control and Defense
% - customs & rules, language and legal systems
— - surveillance mechanisms
- markers
- signs (tangible / intangible)
* Land Use - boundaries and barriers (physical/symbolic)
- personalization and maintenance

*Morphology

*Density

Figure 3.25. Model for the Assessment of Territorial Functioning

In this context, the model consists of three main variable sets which are interrelated:
exogenous factors, territorial functioning and territorial attitudes. In this regard,
exogenous factors set the stage for and have direct implications on both territorial
functioning and attitudes, whereas territorial cognitions and behaviors have a

reciprocal relation. In addition to this, territorial functioning also results in certain

136



attitudes toward a territory. It is also important to note that, the model does not infer
successive processes between the notions while both territorial functioning and
territorial attitudes are reproduced simultaneously in time in relation to the changes in

the exogenous factors.

To begin with, exogenous factors refer to societal and spatial factors in general.
Societal factors comprise both the social group characteristics habiting in the same
territory as well as individuals own characteristics such as age, gender, occupation,
and other individual competences such as income, length of residence within that

territory, tenure type and car ownership.

In this regard, interpersonal factors as well as intrapersonal attributes play an
important role on territorial cognitions. For instance, some people may feel more
responsibility for their territories than other residents, whereas social composition of
the group also impacts territoriality. In terms of social composition, it is argued that
problems related to lack of territorial control decreases by the increase in perceived
homogeneity and stability in near-home territories. Yet, social climate (overall
perceived homogeneity of the social group) and neighborhood context (stability) has
significant impacts on territorial functioning especially in urban residential
environments. For instance, territorial functioning may be more efficient in stable
neighborhoods as a result of clearer insider/outsider distinction, higher place
attachment and participation in local management (Taylor et. Al., 1981).

In terms of spatial factors, mobility patterns have significant impacts on both territorial
cognition and behavior. In this regard, Stea and Blaut (1973:58) claims that, same
sensory stimulation from the same environment may result in different degrees of
perceptual attainment with respect to differences in the way of interaction with the
experienced environment. For instance, environmental learning is directly related to
the mode of transportation through which a place is experienced such as walking or

driving on a bus. Therefore, mode of transportation while traversing a territory or
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reaching activity nodes within a territory is an important parameter which has direct
impact on territorial functioning. Besides, the volume of pedestrian and vehicular
traffic in an area also influences territorial cognitions, therefore behaviors of residents.
In addition to this, morphology of the physical environment, that is also related to the
territorial organization of space, is set forth as one of the most important variables
which has impact on territorial functioning. While, physical layout of the territory
(building, plot, and street relations), land use as well as density are set as the sub-
parameters. Besides, the affordances of the environment that is the number and
composition of opportunities/activity nodes within a territory and inhibiting /
promoting structure of these opportunities is also influential on territorial functioning.

In this regard, Taylor (1988:93) defines the importance of spatial organization on
territoriality as follows; ‘The physical parameters of a location influence its salience
as an identifiable and separate space, its defensibility, and to extent to which
particular behaviors in the space can be carried out’. Yet, the focus of this study is
also on the influence of different physical organizations on territorial functioning

which will be further examined in the following chapters.

Secondly, territorial functioning is a combination of both territorial cognitions and
behaviors. Cognition of a space as a territory is related to the delimitation of that area
as a bounded space in the minds of its occupants. In this regard, investigation on
consensus over the boundaries of a territory can reveal insights about the scale and
content of that territory. On the other hand, territorial behavior refers both to the
exclusive use of territory as a resource base and control/defense of that territory.
Exclusive use is related to the functional structure and frequency regarding the use of
resources, while control and defense is often achieved through marking in the form of
signs (tangible or intangible), barriers (physical or symbolic), personalization and
maintenance. In this regard, assessment of territorial cognitions can be based on
cognitive mapping exercises, while investigation on territorial behaviors is often

inquired through activity maps as well as exploration of territorial markers.
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It is also important to note that, territorial functioning also results in certain type of
territorial attitudes and foster or hinder place attachment towards a territory.
Moreover, territorial behaviors such as ‘neighboring, identification of the name and
boundaries of the area, concentrated use of the facilities’ within a territory are not the
causes of certain kinds of territorial attitudes, such as neighborhood cohesion, but they

rather refer to the expressions it (Keller, 1968).

In this context, territorial functioning (behavior and cognitive patterns) in relation to
exogenous factors will be discussed further in the following chapters based on the
proposed model in a comparative case study at the scale of residential living space. In
order to do so, the parameters of the variable sets in the model and research tools to

be used for each are explained in detail in the following table;
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A. EXOGENOUS FACTORS

Table 3.2. Parameters of the variable sets within the proposed model for the assessment of territorial functioning

PARAMETERS RESEARCH TOOLS
Primary Secondary Description DO* | Q* | SD* | MA*
Al.a Age, Gender, Education Level, Occupation, Income, HH* Type, Tenure X
Individual Type, Car ownership, Length of residence, Time spent in the Residential
Al Residing e Distribution of HH type X
Population e Age/ Gender distribution
Al.b
SOCIETAL | social Socio- ) e Property value for m2 X
Group Economic o Average educational level
Condition
Identity Image of the district within Ankara X
e Territorial Organization
= Street layout (continuity, form; street, cul de sac etc.) X
=  Dominant architectural form (type, height, allocation)
Morphology =  Territorial Depth (private, semi private/public, public)
e Boundaries
A2. w =  Topographic thresholds X
Physical = Physical boundaries surrounding the area such as major
A2 Context roads, greenery areas
Land use e Mix-use | Diversity of opportunities within the catchment area X
SPATIAL -
Density e Gross / Net Density X
Location e Urban / Suburban character X
o Volume of pedestrian and vehicular traffic X
A2.b . . N
.r- Transportation | e Distance traveled to reach certain activities X
Mobility
e Provision of multi-modal transportation facilities X

*HH: Household, DO: Direct Observation, Q: Questionnaire, SD: Secondary Data, MA: Morphological Analysis
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CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This research aims to investigate both the cognitive and behavioral patterns (territorial
functioning) of urban residents in their residential environments. Besides, human
territorial functioning at the residential scale is affected by both the physical and social
context in which the individual is located as previously discussed in the model
proposal (Chapter 3.3.). Hence, within the scope of this research residential
environments are investigated at the post occupancy phase in terms of human
territorial functioning through the lens of behavioral science with a user-centric and
descriptive approach. Besides, another aim of this research is to examine the
interrelation between exogenous physical and social parameters on human territorial
functioning. In order to do so, residents’ patterns of territorial functioning at the meso
scale (near-home territory, home base) of residential environments are examined
within different spatial layouts (territorial organization of space) through a case-
oriented comparative study. In this regard, primarily empirical research for the

evaluation of each residential case and later comparative analysis is conducted.

In order to assess territorial functioning according to the parameters set in the previous
chapter, multiple data collection methods are employed. Data is collected through both
qualitative and quantitative methods including: direct systematic observation,
questionnaire and spatial analysis which is summarized in the following table (Table
4.1). In this regard, questionnaires are conducted to assess people-oriented
territoriality (territorial functioning) in the districts. The questionnaire includes two
main parts: primarily demographic information as well as territorial behavior patterns
are investigated, later a cognitive mapping study is conducted for the assessment of
territorial cognition. Yet, systematic observation is conducted to assess the control and

defense mechanisms (such as markers and surveillance mechanisms). Besides, spatial
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analysis is conducted within the area to set the place-oriented territoriality (territorial
organization of space) in the districts. Consequently, 300 questionnaires are conducted
in each district and the results are processed and analyzed with the help of IBM SPSS
Statistics 21.0 program and the last part containing the cognitive maps are digitized in
ArcMap 10.4 for further inquiries.

Table 4.1. Data collection methods based on the inquired notion

Data
Inquired notion Data Collection Method Processing
Medium
Territorial Boundaries Questionnaire = Cognitive Mapping GIS
Shared Core
Territorial Gaps
Territorial Landmarks Questionnaire = Cognitive Mapping GIS
Exclusive Use as a Questionnaire = Matrix type of questions: SPSS
Resource Base the type of activities and
services utilized as well as
frequency of use, time interval
preferred, mode of
transportation and time to reach
each activity.
Control and Defense: On site Survey Sheets Drawings
Surveillance Mechanisms Systematic Photographs and
Boundary and Central Observation Photographs

Markers

4.1. Questionnaire Design

The questionnaire (Appendix A) consists of four main parts and 18 questions. The
first part is investigating the individual exogenous factors through mainly
demographic questions. The first 8 questions are related to basic demographic
information (age, gender, occupation, HH type, HH size, tenure type) while the 9th
question is on length of residence while questions 10 to 12 are on car ownership. The
second part (question 13) is for the assessment of exclusive use of near home
territories. In this part matrix type of questions are used to ask both the type of
activities and services utilized within the residential area in addition to frequency of
use, time interval preferred, mode of transportation and time to reach each activity in

the same row.

144



In the third part, residential satisfaction is examined through Likert scale, dichotomous
and open-ended questions. Primarily, respondents are asked about their satisfaction
level from the residential area (question 14) and later they are asked whether they plan
to move to another part of the city and the reason why (questions 15, 16). Finally, the
positive/negative aspects of the area are inquired based on multiple choice and open-

ended questions (questions 16, 17).

In the last part, respondents are asked to draw on a map the location of their house,
the perceived boundaries of their residential environment, important reference points
(landmarks) in the area and areas avoided or feared while passing in order to examine
their territorial cognition. For better orientation, respondents are given a A3 sized base
map. The total area covered in the base map is larger to be considered as a
conventional neighborhood but rather at the scale of a district (district is used for the
term ‘semt’ in Turkish which connotes to combination of few neighborhoods, to refer
to a part of the city often with similar socio-economic as well as physical attributes),
in order to prevent directing the respondent to conventional neighborhood boundaries
in defining their residential areas during the stage of cognitive mapping as well as
omitting problems that can arise for the residents located at the edges of the district.
Besides, each district consists of identifiable neighborhoods. In this regard,
Kavaklidere district consists of Barbaros, Kavaklidere ve Remzi Oguz Arik
neighborhoods, and Cukurambar district consists of Cukurambar and Kizilirmak

neighborhoods.
4.1.1. Data Collection and Input Data for the Questionnaires

The questionnaires are conducted face-to-face with the residents above the age 18
residing in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar districts. Sample size for each district was
calculated as 267 with respect to population size (within 90% confidence interval and
5% margin of error), later 300 questionnaires are conducted in each district for higher
accuracy. The responses of the first three parts of the questionnaire are entered to IBM
SPSS Statistics 21.0 program and the last part containing the cognitive maps are
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digitized in ArcMap 10.4 for further inquiries. Later, two sets of analyses are carried
out. One focused on the GIS information derived from the cognitive maps of the
respondents such as perceived neighborhood size. The other linked the GIS

information to data contained in the questionnaire responses.

Table 4.2. Population of Kavaklidere and Cukurambar Districts (TUIK, 2017)

Barbaros Neighborhood 5994
Kavaklidere Neighborhood 6675
Remzi Oguz Arik Neighborhood 5525
Kavakhdere District 18194
Cukurambar Neighborhood 13283
Kizilirmak Neighborhood 6494
Cukurambar District 19777

In terms of selecting the respondents, systematic sampling is used during the
questionnaires to obtain a representative sample of households in each district.
Primarily the districts chosen for the case study are divided into sub-regions smaller
than administratively defined neighborhoods based on major physical barriers (major
roads etc.) as well as changing characteristics in the built environment. Questionnaires
are divided into these sub regions with a percentage parallel to the housing density
within that sub region. Yet, different number of pollsters are assigned to each sub-
region with respect to the number of questionnaires. Later, each street in the sub region
Is assigned to a pollster in order to provide an even spatial distribution of the
respondents. At this stage, the location of the homes of the respondents along the street
were chosen based on a random opportunity sampling method, depending on the

willingness of contribution from the residents on each street (Figure 4.1 and 4.2).
The questionnaires for the case of Kavaklidere District is conducted during April, 2018

and the case area is divided into 7 sub-regions for the distribution of questionnaires.

The questionnaires for the case of Cukurambar District is conducted during December,
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2017 and the case area is divided into 6 sub-regions for the distribution of

questionnaires.

Sub-region Number of
questionnaires
completed
Barbaros 1 51
Barbaros 2 45
Kavaklidere 1 14
Kavaklidere 2 26
Kavaklidere 3 50
Remzi Oguz 94
Arik 1
Remzi Oguz 20
Arik 2
Total 300

Figure 4.1. Sub- regions of the case study area of Kavaklidere District and number of questionnaires
completed in each sub-region (Kavaklidere, Remzi Oguz Arik, Barbaros Neighborhoods).

Number of
Sub-region questionnaires
completed
Cukurambar A 45
Cukurambar B 53
Cukurambar C 75
Cukurambar D 16
Kizilirmak A’ 45
Kizilirmak B’ 66
Total 300

Figure 4.2. Sub- regions of the case study area of Cukurambar District and number of questionnaires
completed in each sub-region (Cukurambar and Kizilirmak Neighborhoods).
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4.2. The Selection and Brief History of the Case Study Districts

The production of urban space and the socio-economic and political context are in a
symbiotic relation adapting to changes in each structure. Yet, the production of new
residential environments is concurrent with both the main orientations of macroform
development of urban areas and the socio-economic and political agendas of the
decision makers. Hence, we cannot undertake neither the site selection of the new
residential areas nor their physical organization apart from the socio-economic and
political context of the cities. With this in mind, this research focuses on two
residential areas that are formed in different eras which reflect the socio-economic as

well as political characteristics of their contexts both spatially and temporally.

In this regard, production of new residential environments in Ankara has also followed
a similar pattern. Yet, the residential areas emerged parallel to the planning decisions
regarding main developmental axis of the city as well as changes in the social and
economic dynamics. Hence, the case study areas for the research are selected as two
prominent examples which are formed in different time periods in Ankara. The
Kavaklidere district that is a middle-class district associated with the early-republican
era (formed in the 1950s) and has a continuous fabric as in the traditional
neighborhoods, and Cukurambar District which has transformed into a high rise,
‘prestigious’, luxury residential area after the 1990°s with high amounts of gated-
communities, a typical example of contemporary residential development areas in
Ankara, are selected for the case study (Figure 4.3). In this context, the selection of
these two case study areas with different spatial layouts resembling the era in which
they are formed is to reveal the differences in terms of territorial functioning and to
associate these results with the affordances and territorial structure of each

environment.

Kavaklidere district (Kavaklidere, Remzi Oguz Arik and Barbaros Neighborhoods) is
located at the south of Ankara next to the city center Kizilay (approximately 3 km).
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The district hosts many embassies as well as important governmental and other
institutional buildings. The district also hosts two main streets of Ankara; Atatiirk
Boulevard which is the main developmental axis of Ankara from the early republican
era till today passes through the district, while Tunal: Hilmi Avenue (former Ozdemir
Street which took the name in 1964) which is one of the most vivid streets of Ankara
that functions as a sub-center with its commercial and cultural activities is also the
main backbone of the district. Although, parcel-based transformations started within
the district from the 2000s onwards, which generates a threat to the artifacts of civil

architecture, Kavaklidere preserved most of its physical and social fabric till today.

Figure 4.3. (Above)General view from Kavaklidere (Below) General view from Cukurambar
(Photographs taken by Aysecan Aksit, 2018 and the author, 2017)
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Cukurambar district (Cukurambar and Kizilirmak neighborhoods) is located on the
southwest corridor of Ankara, within also close distance to the city center Kizilay
(approximately 7 km). The district is in close proximity to many commercial
(shopping malls and office buildings) and administrative (such as Ministry of Social
Security and Labor and Ankara Chamber of Commerce) centers as well as universities.
Yet, two major universities of Ankara which are Cankaya and Ufuk are located within
the area, while Middle East Technical University (METU), TOBB, Hacettepe and
Bilkent universities are in close proximity. The area is surrounded by Eskisehir
highway that is the main developmental axis of Ankara from the 1990s onwards on
the North and Konya highway on the East, by 100. Y1l neighborhood and METU
campus on the West, and Cigdem neighborhood on the South. Recently in 2013, a
highway is constructed passing through the district which led to many conflicts
between the inhabitants and the local authorities since the highway was unscaled
creating higher volumes of traffic, passing also through the METU forest, which
would create health and safety problems within the district. The highway was also
dividing Cukurambar and Kizilirmak neighborhoods from 100. Yil and Cigdem
neighborhoods (Kose and Yurttag, 2014).

Furthermore, both districts are formed concurrently with the main developmental axis
of Ankara in each period. Kavaklidere developed as a residential district due to its
location along the Atatiirk Boulevard which was the main development axis of Ankara
in the early-republican era. Whereas, Cukurambar is located on the south of Eskisehir
highway which became one of the main development axis of Ankara after 1990s,
contemporary with the transformation of Cukurambar from a squatter neighborhood

into a high rise, ‘prestigious’, luxury residential area (Figure 4.4).

All in all, the case study areas are selected as for being alike in terms of their location
within the urban fabric, articulated to the main developmental axis as well as located
near the city center, besides being prominent examples reflecting the residential area
design approaches of their periods. On the other hand, the districts are also selected as
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for being distinct in terms of territorial organization of physical environment (Chapter
5.1.2.2). Hence, the spatial development of each district in relation to the social-
economic and political context in each era will be further discussed in the following

sections.

Figure 4.4. The location of the districts and the macroform development of Ankara

4.2.1. Brief History of Kavakhdere District

After the declaration of Ankara as the capital of the newly founded republic in 1923,
the city was designed to be the ‘model’ to guide the rest of the urbanization processes
throughout the country with its urbanization in secular, modern, Western style
emphasizing the national identity and creating the needed modern spaces for the new
‘citizens’ of the Republic. Hence, the planning efforts in the early years of the
Republic for Ankara is described by Giinay (2014:14) as; ‘to build an exemplary town

that would generate a modern and contemporary living environment, to develop a new
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set of social norms which could be used in other urban centers, and to symbolize the

achievements of the republic in the creation of this new town.’

The development of Ankara in this period took its form under three main plans which
are, Lorcher Plan (1924-1925) proposing a compact city with the new center around
the central station and arrangement of lands required for the new public buildings,
Jansen Plan (1932) continuing the main emphasis put forth by Lorcher but expanding
the center to the south (Yenisehir-Kizilay) from the old city center (Ulus) while the
area near central station is left as an ecological corridor due to natural forces, and
Yiicel Uybadin Plan (1957) which proposed densification and expansion in the inner
city districts resulting from the urbanization pressures in addition to proposition of
District Height Regulation Plan (Giinay, 2014)°. Yet, Kavaklhidere as a district

developed correspondingly and parallel to the outcomes of these plans.

In this context, till the second half of the 1930s, when Kizilay (Y enisehir) transformed
into the new city center according to the Jansen Plan, Kavaklidere district had a rural
character. Yet, Kavaklidere (creek with poplar trees) district took its name from the
creek that passes through the area along todays Tunus Avenue with many poplar trees.
Hence, in his well-known novel ‘Ankara’ Karaosmanoglu (1972:48) describes
Kavaklidere in the 1930s as follows;

“...Then they entered a small poplar grove.

A thin and clear water was flowing from the middle of it.

Mpr. Hakki said the name of this place: Kavakilidere and added: Cankaya starts from
this point’. Indeed, out of the poplars the topography was changing and

a steep slope was starting...’

Kavaklidere district located at the south of the new city center of Ankara, Kizilay
(Yenisehir) in the Jansen Plan was not proposed as a development zone neither in the

Lorcher Plan nor in the Jansen Plan, but the area developed parallel to the

® In the later decades, Ankara Master Plan 1990 (1982) which proposed corridor development towards
the west and Ankara 2023 Master Plan (AGM, 2007) was approved by the Municipal Council, which
proposes almost limitless growth along the south-western corridor were also approved.
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developmental propositions of these plans. Hence, the area was considered as part of
the green belt system of the city and solely a small road was opened in the place of

today’s Tunali Hilmi Avenue in the Jansen Plan (Resuloglu, 2011).

Figure 4.5. Kavaklidere District in Jansen Plan, 1932
(Source: https://architekturmuseum.ub.tu-berlin.de/index.php?p=79&P0S=35)

The district back then consisted of single apartments located within large vineyards.
Yet, the housing pattern of the district in this period is described by Karaosmanoglu
(1972:99) as follows;

‘For instance, within the villas located between Yenisehir to Kavaklidere it was
impossible to found a house without a tower or an eave. These houses with towers
and large eaves were similar to each other and came out of the hands of an
architect, located in the middle of the ditches surrounding them,

they resembled the feudal lord castles.’

Since many vineyards were located in the area, the Kavaklidere Wine Factory started
business by the daughter of Tunali Hilmi Bey (a member of the parliament whom the
main avenue of the district is named after) Sevda and her husband Cenap And in the
1929 within the district. Kavaklidere Wine Factory was located on the site where the
Sheraton Hotel and Karum stands today. The winery continued its production in the
area till the 1980s when the factory moved to the outskirts of Ankara (History, 2014).
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In addition to this, the family that run the company was also living in the district and
their house was designed by Emin Onat in 1952. The ‘Cenap And House’ is still one
of the significant buildings in the district which combines the traditional Turkish house
characteristics with traditional German housing architecture and is a unique example
of the Second National Architectural Style in Turkey (Cenap And Evi, n.d.)

Hence, Resuloglu and Altan Ergut (2015) states that, in addition to being one of the
peculiar buildings that forms part of the district’s identity, the factory also had a
significant impact on the daily lives of the residents which have left strong impressions
on their memories. Besides, particularly in the 1950s, the factory was ‘creating a
genuine atmosphere both in its spatial quality, with vineyards and gardens, and by
affecting the social life in Kavaklidere’. (Resuloglu and Altan Ergut, 2015:36).

Figure 4.6. Kavaklidere Wine Shop
(Source: https://i2.wp.com/adimadimgurme.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Eski7.jpg)

Consequently, following the opening of Atatiirk Boulevard in 1932 and development
of Kizilay as the new city center, the developments towards the south of the city
accelerated. Afterwards, embassies started to locate on the south section of the
boulevard in the 1940s. Hence, the developments spread from Yenisehir (Kizilay)
towards Kavaklidere- Cankaya region in the form of villas for the new government

and embassy officers (Uzun, 2005). As a result, the area transformed from a suburb of
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vineyards into a prestigious residential area after the 1930s until the late-1950s.
Besides, the formation of the boulevard not only had an impact on the residential
developments but also on the on the physical and social transformation of the Tunal:
Hilmi Avenue, that is the main arterial of the district, which in return transformed the
character of the district in the following decades (Resuloglu and Altan Ergut, 2015)

Although the district no longer had a rural character, it still consisted of single-family
houses in gardens, except the embassies and the 14 May Houses, till the beginning of
the 1950s. Yet, the district had a suburban character with single houses with large
gardens (especially vineyards) remained until the second half of the 1950s

In the 1950s Turkey underwent major socio-economic and political transformations
with the introduction of the multi- party regime as well as liberalization of the national
economy. These transformations also impacted the form of constructions in that
period. Besides, from the beginning of the second half of the 1950s, as a result of
increasing population in major cities due to the high amounts of migration from rural
areas, Ankara as the capital of the Republic started to fall short in meeting the housing
demand for these new residents which resulted even in the formation of informal
housing areas at the periphery of the city. Resulting from urbanization processes,
along with the changes in the life-style, the design of residential environments
transformed significantly with the increasing number of multi-storey apartment blocks
rising in the urban landscape as well as densification in the central areas.

Along this process, Kavaklidere, since located at a proximal distance to the city center
Kizilay, began to transform from a suburban character to a ‘modern’ residential
district. The district transformed parallel to the transformations in the urban arena and
particularly by the Yiicel and Uybadin Plan of 1957. In this regard, multi-storey
apartment blocks started to rise in the area. These developments in the district were
either in the form of parcel-based constructions or housing cooperatives to build an
apartment block. The primary high-rise apartment blocks in the district were Hayat
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Apartment Block designed by Emin Onat with seven floors, University Apartment
Block and ilbank Apartment Blocks with eight and nine floors. These apartments were

all constructed by housing cooperatives.
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Figure 4.7. Hayat Apartment Block
(Source:https://hurriyetemlak.cubecdn.net/image.ashx?type=44&image=Images\0\2\5\1\6\3\4\2\7763
8816-712b-4ee8-99a4-ceec5af6692e.jpg)

These new apartment type of houses also created a new type of residential profile in
the area which are middle and upper-income groups whom ‘chose to live in this newly
developing part of the city, away from the populated earlier centers, in the new
apartment blocks constructed for, for example, high bureaucrats such as

parliamentary or university members’ (Resuloglu, 2011:100).

Yet, the construction of apartment blocks not only transformed the physical layout of
the district but also transformed the social profile of the residents as well as daily life
in the area which transformed the identity of the district significantly. In this regard,
Resuloglu and Altan Ergut (2015:41) states that;

‘The identity of Kavakl:dere as a new residential district in urbanizing Ankara was
formed within the context of the mid-twentieth century,

when these new houses emerged as examples of pioneering modernist architecture
of the post-war period, which was the product of social change,

and which simultaneously housed and hence facilitated

the 'modern’ lifestyle of the time’
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In the 1980s, Turkey again underwent structural economic and political changes with
the adoption of neo-liberal policies. Parallel to these transformations, building
regulations were also to adapt these structural changes and to meet the demands of the
market conditions. Hence, in the late 1970s, the building heights along the Tunali
Hilmi Avenue were raised to be maximum seven storey which increased the number
of offices and commercial buildings significantly which in return transformed the
avenue into a large-scale commercial axis. In this regard, Tunali Hotel (1969) and
Kugulu Pasagge (1978) were opened along the avenue in this period (Later in the 1991
Karum mall was opened in the location of the wine factory). In addition to commercial
facilities, Akiin Cinema (today used as a theater building) was opened in 1975 along
with previously opened cinemas (Kavaklidere Sinemasi and 6 other cinemas) along

the avenue.

Kugulu Park, located on one of the main green axes of Jansen Plan and including a
pond formed by Kavaklidere creek was arranged as a public garden in 1958. Yet, in
1975 the park was redesigned and Vienna Municipality donated two swans to the
municipality and Kugulu Park was named after them. However, during this period
some of the land that belonged to the Polish Embassy and the Park were taken away
for construction of a road. The area of the park was diminished from 2,1 hectare to 1,7
hectares. Yet, the park was registered as a natural protected area in 1976
(Capanoglu,2009). Hence, it can be claimed that Kugulupark also transformed from a
district park to an urban scale park in this period.

As a result, from the late 1970s onwards, the district gained a new identity with its
cultural, recreational and commercial activities as a sub-center rather than a quiet
residential area. In this regard, from the late 1950s to the late 1980s, Tunali Hilmi
Avenue formed a significant public place in Ankara, acquiring residential as well as
cultural, recreational and commercial functions to act as an urban sub-center in the
city (Resuloglu, 2011). Hence, Resuloglu (2011:2) claims that;
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‘The Tunali Hilmi Avenue is not just any street, it has played a vital role in the
life of the Kavaklidere district as well as of Ankara in the larger scale, because
the Avenue has been one of the loci of Ankara’s public/social life’

In this context, Kavaklidere managed to preserve most of its physical and social fabric
till today as one of the most prestigious housing districts of contemporary Ankara as
well as a sub-center. However, parcel-based transformations started within the district
from the second half of the 2000s which generates a threat to the artifacts of civil
architecture in the area. Besides, the crowding of the district due to Tunali Hilmi
Avenue results in relocation of higher-income residents to the suburban centers of
Ankara at the periphery.

All in all, the transformation of the district is summarized by Resuloglu and Altan
Ergut, (2015) in two phases as follows;

1% Phase: early 1950s — from a rural area of vineyards to a residential district
with suburban character
1,2 storey detached housing except Kavaklidere Wine Factory, Cenap
And House, May 14 Houses
2nd Phase: late 1950s — from a suburban residential district to a ‘modern’
residential district
High-rise apartment blocks emerge including University, Hayat and
IIbank Apartment Blocks.

To which we can add the third phase of development of Tunali Hilmi Avenue as a
sub-center and the last contemporary phase of parcel-based transformations in the
2000s (Figure 4.8).
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Figure 4.8. Spatial development of Kavaklidere District

4.2.2. Brief History of Cukurambar District

Cukurambar and Kizilirmak neighborhoods used to be agricultural lands till the 1960s.
In this period, these neighborhoods were productive agricultural lands with wheat
fields and storehouses for cereals. Yet, the name Cukurambar in Turkish connotes to
‘a place with granaries - geographically located on a pit land’, thus a name implying
both the area’s topography and historic land-use (Tan Ersahin, 2002; Koéroglu and
Ercoskun, 2006; Durmaz,2014).

Beginning from the 1950s, economic growth policies and industrialization processes
resulted in mass migration from rural to major urban areas and fast-paced urbanization
in Turkey. Hence, major cities fall short in meeting the housing demand for these vast
number of new residents. As a part of these socio-spatial changes, a unique housing
form emerged namely “gecekondu” (squatter areas) in which migrated groups built
their own dwellings mainly on publicly owned land. In this period, Ankara, since

being the capital, witnessed this process significantly. As a result, Cukurambar district
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hosted mainly ‘gecekondu’ developments till the 1990s. Gecekondu formation started
initially in Kizilirmak neighborhood while Cukurambar gecekondu settlement
developed more rapidly afterwards (Tan Ersahin, 2002; Kéroglu and Ercoskun, 2006;
Durmaz,2014) (Figure 4.9).

Figure 4.9. Few ‘gecekondu’s are still existing in the area (Photograph taken by the author in 2018)

During its ‘gecekondu’ years, the area had an organic pattern with maximum two-
storey buildings with gardens, paths and social areas that were created unofficially by
inhabitants (Gokge, 2007). In terms of spatial organization: building plots varied
between 80 — 500 m? with an average of 180 m?, the average floor area of the buildings
was 75 m?, and population density was approximately 188 people/ha. In terms of
social cohesion, there was a high sense of community and solidarity between the
residents. In this regard, the inhabitants of the area had founded an association of the
neighborhood namely CAKDER; Association for the Embellishment of Cukurambar
ve Kizilirmak Neighborhoods (Cukurambar ve Kizilirmak Mahalleleri Giizellestirme
Dernegi) in the beginning of the 1960s, in order to solve the social, spatial and
administrative problems of the ‘gecekondu’s and gain bargaining force with the mayor
candidate of Ankara for necessary urban services before the elections in 1964. Hence,

infrastructure improvements, pavement and provision of social facilities were
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introduced to the area as a result of these efforts in the upcoming years (Tan Ersahin,
2002; Koroglu and Ercoskun, 2006). Considering the increasing number of population
residing in the area, the area was announced as an official neighborhood of the
Cankaya district in 1972 (Koéroglu and Ercoskun, 2006).

In 1973, with the introduction of 1990 Structural Plan of Ankara by the Ankara
Metropolitan Planning Office proposing decentralization of Ankara along two main
corridors on the southwest and northwest directions, Cukurambar’s location gained a
new meaning within the urban context and the area witnessed even more accelerated

urban development.

Consequently, the prominent urban transformation types in the major cities of Turkey
form 1960s till the 1980s was: the transformation of vacant lands on the periphery into
‘gecekondu’ neighborhoods, rehabilitation or redevelopment of these neighborhoods
into apartment type of housing, or total urban renewal accompanied with
gentrification. In this regard, many legal instruments were introduced in order to
transform squatter (gecekondu) areas into proper apartment stocks. Primarily, Law of
Gecekondu (no.775) was enacted in 1966 by which these areas were legalized and
commercialized through improvement plans. However, these plans were limited to
provision of infrastructure and redevelopment at the ‘parcel scale’ without a
comprehensive approach. Later, a series of amnesty laws were enacted between the
years 1983 to 1988 with the aim of solving the ownership problem of these areas by
legalizing the existing stock with a more holistic approach. However, the
implementations were mainly driven by the market forces and failed to control land
speculation and provide adequate housing for the low-income groups (Atadv and
Osmay, 2007; Koéroglu and Ercoskun, 2006).

In this context, an ‘improvement plan” was prepared for Cukurambar in 1984 at 1/

1000 scale (Cukurambar-Karakusunlar Improvement Plan). Within this plan, the

minimum plot area was set as 2500 m?, minimum distance from houses to the street

161



was 10 meters and minimum distance among the houses was 5 meters. In this
improvement plan, two storey houses were planned. Besides, it accepted the local
development plan and allowed developments only for planned areas (Senyapili, 1996
cited in Kolmek, 2011). However, the 1984 ‘improvement plan’ was found
insufficient and a ‘revision plan’ for Cukurambar was prepared by the Greater Ankara
Municipality in 1/5000 scale in 1993 (Cukurambar- Karakusunlar Revision Plan) and
implementation plans were also prepared in 1/1000 by Cankaya Municipality

(Cukurambar- Karakusunlar Implementation Plan).

The revision plan proposed higher densities for the area’, the density proposed was
250 people per hectare (even 500 people per hectare at some parts) while the density
of old ‘gecekondu’ settlement was about 170 people per hectare and the density that
the improvement plan proposed was 200. Distance between the buildings to the street
was set as 10 meters, while the distance between buildings as 8 meters (Figure 4.10).
The decision of densification in the area was legitimized based on the location of the
neighborhood as being close to the city center and on the west development corridor
of Ankara resulting in high rent values. Yet, the new housing pattern was in the form
of separated high-rise building blocks placed in the middle of the block which resulted
in the repetition of a typical mass on equally divided islands inadequate in terms of
spatial quality (Tan Ersahin, 2002; K6lmek, 2011).

Cukurambar differed from concurrent ‘gecekondu’ neighborhoods since: the major
transformation took place under the ‘revision of the improvement plan’ which led
redevelopment at the parcel scale unlike other large scale urban transformation
projects implemented in ‘gecekondu’ neighborhoods of Ankara at the same period
(such as in Portakal Cicegi Valley), and the ‘gecekondu’s were built mainly on

7 In the implementation plan, the average plot size was set as 3000 m?, Floor Area Ratio (FAR) was set
as 1.75 and 1.8 at some plots while maximum height for the buildings varied between 22 to 34
meters(Tan Ergahin, 2002.
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privately owned land bought from the field owners rather than publicly owned land
(Tan Ersahin, 2002; Koéroglu and Ercoskun, 2006).

Figure 4.10. (On the right) Cukurambar ‘Gecekondu’ area in 1990s (On the left) Juxtaposition of
Gecekondu and the proposed fabric of Cukurambar (Tan Ersahin, 2002: 106,135)

Hence, Cukurambar as a former ‘gecekondu’ area has witnessed two major socio-
spatial transformation processes; (i) transformation from rural settlement to urban
gecekondu area beginning from the 1960°s, (i1) transformation from gecekondu area
to a high rise, ‘prestigious’, luxury residential area after 1990’s (Koroglu and

Ercoskun, 2006).

After the 2000’s, urban transformation in Turkey was even more institutionalized with
many legislative regulations such as the ‘Law on Conservation by Renovation and Use
by Revitalization of the Deteriorated Historical and Cultural Immovable Property’
(No: 5366) and the ‘Law on Transformation of Areas under Disaster Risk’ (no. 6306).
Yet, the aim of urban transformation has changed from upgrading the dilapidated areas
or squatters to being a strategic agenda for transforming any area in urban space and
utilized mainly for increasing the land rents by the designation of areas as well as
densification by increasing the building heights in order to open the way to enlarge
the extent of trade in the construction sector neglecting the negative socio-spatial

consequences such as inadequateness of the existing infrastructure in these areas for
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these densifications as well as gentrification which results in the relocation of the

former residents.

Consequently, in 2000s the district went under major transformation and gentrification
with ‘Cukurambar Urban Transformation and Improvement Project” which was
approved on 16.02.2007 by Ankara Metropolitan City Council, referring to the
transformation of 255 ha land. As a result, the main development pattern of the area
transformed into the form of high-rise apartments fenced and filled with surveillance
mechanisms, as well as luxurious cafes and restaurants on the ground floor. By 2014,
15% of residential buildings were 5-6 storey and 80% of them were 9-10 storey
(Durmaz, 2014). Besides, the population of Cukurambar increased from 2400 at the
beginning of 1980s to 4919 in 2000 and the population reached 13.623 in 2014
(Afacan, 2015). Besides, plan changes enacted in the area resulted in the
transformation of land allocated for public services to luxurious residences such as 22-
storey Goktesehir Residences and 27-storey Hayat Sebla Houses. In addition to this,
business and commercial centers as well as luxury cafés and restaurants have been
opened in the area which caused overcrowding and sustainability difficulties in terms
of urban transportation (Durmaz, 2014).

After the transformation, Cukurambar and Kizilirmak Neighborhoods had two
prominent identities: a conservative neighborhood which initiated with the move of
parliamentarians from a conservative view political party to these neighborhoods and
luxury neighborhood addressing to middle-high income people due to high continuous
increase in real estate values and luxurious commercial units. Although most of the
neighborhood is composed of prestigious high-rise residences, few ‘gecekondus’ still
exist within the area. Besides, the number of former gecekondu residents settling in
Cukurambar and Kizilirmak are claimed to be no more than 20%, since the former
residents sold their houses to buy more apartments in cheaper locations or could not
cope with the new luxurious lifestyle and moved to other parts of the city (Durmaz,
2014).
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Today, Cukurambar and Kizilirmak are among the most luxurious neighborhoods of
Ankara. In the area, two different social groups reside; those who live in the areas that
have already transformed, and the others that are in the process of transformation. This
segmentation is fostered with new spatial developments in the area leaving no room
for social interaction between these groups. As a result, the majority of the people that
used to live in this district are forced to move to the other parts of the city since they
cannot compensate the new luxurious lifestyle (Kose and Yurttas, 2014). Besides,
many politicians prefer living in this district because of its prestigious connotations
and critical location (Diindar, 2010). Thus, the neighborhood is a unique case in which
these different forms of housing coexist in the urban fabric of Ankara. In this regard
Cukurambar is defined by Tan Ersahin (2002: 94) as ‘a residential district, a

continuing construction site, and an area of transformation’.

Agricultural Land

:- wheat field and granaries
1960s : Mass migration to major urban cities including Ankara
Gecekondu Neighborhood

:- two-storey buildings with gardens
:- 150 person/ha

1964 : CAKDER (Association for the Embellishment of
: Gukurambar and Kizilirmak Neighborhoods)

1966 : Law of Gecekondu (no.775) enacted by which these areas
: were legalized and commercialized through
* ‘improvement plans’
1972 : Cukurambar declared as a neighborhood of Cankaya District

1973 : ‘1990 Structural Plan of Ankara’
: Cukurambar part of ‘southwest development corridor’

1980s : Amnesty Laws enacted for gecekondu areas
1984 : “1/1000 Improvement Plan’
: 200 person/ha proposed
1993 “1/5000 Revision Plan’ &’1/1000 Implemantation Plans’
: 350 p/ha proposed

‘High rise; ‘Luxurious; ‘Prestigious’ Residential Area

2007 : ‘Gukurambar Urban Transformation and Improvement Project’ 2017

Figure 4.11. Development of Cukurambar District
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CHAPTER 5

TERRITORIAL FUNCTIONING IN THE CASE OF KAVAKLIDERE AND
CUKURAMBAR DISTRICTS IN ANKARA

In this chapter, territorial functioning at the meso scale will be examined based on the
case study conducted in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar districts through the framework
of previously proposed model on human territorial functioning (Chapter 3). In this
regard, primarily the main characteristics of exogenous factors will be described and
later territorial cognition and behavior patterns in each district will be investigated.
Besides, the results of territorial functioning will be discussed in a comparative

manner and in relation to the exogenous factors.
5.1. Exogenous Factors in Territorial Functioning

As discussed in Chapter 3, exogenous factors that has impact on human territorial
functioning refer to the societal and spatial factors in general. In order to assess the
impact of exogenous factors, primarily societal factors in terms of both social group
and individual scales will be put forth in this section. Secondly, in terms of spatial
factors, which refer to the place-oriented territoriality of residential environments, the
diversity of opportunities within the catchment area and territorial organization of built
environment will be further analyzed in this section. Later, the impact of those
exogenous factors on territorial functioning will be discussed in the following sections
(Chapter 5.2 and 5.3).

5.1.1. Societal Factors

Societal factors comprise of both the social group characteristics habiting in the same
territory such as distribution of age and sex, education levels as well as individuals
own characteristics such as age, gender, occupation, and other individual competences
such as income, length of residence within that territory, tenure type and car
ownership. The social group characteristics are briefly described based on secondary
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data of the residing population in each district, while at the individual scale the

questionnaire respondents’ characteristics are described in this section.

5.1.1.1. Social Group Characteristics of the Residents in Kavakhdere and

Cukurambar Districts

In terms of social-group characteristics the descriptive statistics about the distribution
of age with respect to sex, distribution of educational levels and average real estate

prices are discussed for each district in this section.

The population® in the districts are similar in terms of the distribution of sex, whereas
Kavaklidere has a more aging population while in Cukurambar the age group between
0-19 is significantly higher (Figure 5.1). On the other hand, the education levels of
districts® also have a similar distribution, whereas the number of individuals with an
education below a high school degree and the number of individuals with a graduate

degree are higher in Cukurambar (Figure 5.2).
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Figure 5.1. Population pyramid for Kavaklidere and Cukurambar Districts (TUIK, 2017).

8 In Kavaklidere, 43% of the population is man and 57% are woman. In addition to this, 14% are in the
age group between 0-19, 8% are in the age group between 20-24, 15% are in the age group between
25-39, 27% are in the age group between 40-59 and 26% are in the age group 60+. In Cukurambar,
48% of the population is man and 52% are woman. In addition to this, 25% are in the age group between
0-19, 8% are in the age group between 20-24, 20% are in the age group between 25-39, 33% are in the
age group between 40-59 and 14% are in the age group 60+.

® In Kavaklidere, 10% of the residents are primary school, 8% are middle school and 25% are high-
school graduates while 40% have a bachelor’s degree and 12% have graduate degrees. In Cukurambar,
12% of the residents are primary school, 8% are middle school and 21% are high-school graduates
while 36% have a bachelor’s degree and 15% have graduate degrees.
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Figure 5.2. Education levels of the residing population in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar Districts
(TUIK,2017)

Although there is no update information about the income level of the residents, some
inferences can be derived based on housing prices in the districts. In this regard,
housing prices per unit (£/m?) in Cukurambar is significantly higher (almost double)
than in Kavaklidere which is related with the higher amount of new buildings in

Cukurambar, as well as luxurious and prestigious identity of the district.

Table 5.1. Housing prices and density in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar Districts
(Source: https://www.endeksa.com/tr/)

Kavaklhidere District Cukurambar District
. Remzi
Neighborhoodg Kavaklidere  Barbaros Oguz Ark Cukurambar  Kizilirmak
Average Gross Area (m?) 120 120 120 176 180
Average Unit Price 2513 3000 2765 3936 4667
(B/m?)
Average Price (b) 301.560 360.000 331.800 692.736 840.060

5.1.1.2. Individual Characteristics of the Questionnaire Respondents Residing in

Kavaklidere and Cukurambar Districts

In terms of individual factors, descriptive statistics of the questionnaire respondents

in both districts are summarized in this section (Appendix C). In overall, the
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distribution of respondents among districts are similar while there are some variances

at some respects.

To begin with, the distribution of sex among the respondents®® are similar and almost
even in both districts, while the percentage of woman respondents is insignificantly
higher in Cukurambar. In terms of age!! distribution of age among respondents is
similar in both districts, while distribution of age groups is almost even except the
respondents within the 18-24 age group with lower percentages. In Kavaklidere, the
significantly lower percentage of young respondents is parallel with higher amount of
aging people residing in the area. Regarding education levels of the respondents?, the
distribution among education groups is similar in both districts. Yet, the distribution
among education groups is not even, more than half of the respondents are with a
bachelors or graduate degrees in both cases that is parallel to the distribution among
the population residing in the areas. Hence, the respondent groups are representing the
residing population of districts with their similarity in terms of distribution of sex, age

and of educational levels.

Moreover, in terms of their occupations® respondents represent a significant variety
ranging from public employees, private sector employees, retired people, housewives

to students. Besides, the distribution among different occupational groups is also

10 In Kavaklidere, 48.7% of the respondents are woman and 51.3% are man. In Cukurambar, 54.3% of
the respondents are woman and 45.7% are man.

11 The respondents in Kavaklidere are 8.3% in the 18-24, 29.7% in the 25-39, 37.3% in the 40-60 and
24.7% in the +60-age group. The respondents in Cukurambar are 14,0% in the 18-24, 21,3% in the 25-
39, 37,0% in the 40-60 and 27,7% in the +60-age group.

12 5,7% of the respondents are literate or secondary school graduates, 28.0% are high school graduates,
8.3% are primary school graduates, 46.0% have a bachelor’s degree and 12.0% have graduate degrees
in Kavaklidere. 10.3% of the repondents are literate or secondary school graduates, 25.3% are high
school graduates, 14.3% are primary school graduates, 40.3% have a bachelor’s degree and 9.7% have
graduate degrees in Cukurambar.

13.7.0% of the respondents are public employees, 12.7% are private sector employees, 10.7% are
business owners, 7.7% are students, 9.3% are free-lancers, 19.7% are retired, 8.0% are housewives, and
25.0% have other occupations in Kavaklidere. In Cukurambar, 5.7% of the individuals are public
employees, 7.7%are private sector employees, 3.7% are business owners, 13.3% are students, 6.7% are
free-lancers, 25.0% are. retired, 14.7% are housewives, and 23.3% have other occupations.
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similar in two districts with variances in some particular cases. For instance, the
number of business owners among the respondents is significantly higher in
Kavaklidere, which may be related with the higher number of small-scale businesses
located within the district. In addition to this, the number of housewives is higher

among the respondents of Cukurambar.

The average household size among the respondents'* is 2,77 in Kavaklidere and 3,51
in Cukurambar. The average household size among respondents is lower than the
average of Ankara, thatis 3,11 in 2017 (TUIK,2018), in Kavaklidere, while it is higher
in Cukurambar. Besides, the number of household types of single individuals and
individuals living together are significantly higher among the respondents of
Kavaklidere, while the number of married couples with children is considerably higher
among Cukurambar respondents. Since the sample groups are representatives of the
residing population, the higher number of single individuals and individuals living
together as well as smaller household size in Kavaklidere can be seen as a result of
tendency of younger people to move back to the city center in Ankara. In this regard,
there is an ongoing transformation at the parcel scale in Kavaklidere. During these
transformations’ older houses of the district with larger gross areas are transformed
into smaller units in the form of residences to meet the needs of the new coming
population. Hence, these transformations are very recent and ongoing thus needs to be
further investigated for the upcoming researches in the area. Yet, the higher number
of married couples with children among Cukurambar respondents is parallel to the
higher mean of household size among the respondents of the district that is also

parallel to the socio-economic profile of the residing population of the district.

14 Among the respondents of Kavaklidere, 11.7% of the households are single person, 8.7% are single-
parents, 22.7% are married couples, 42.3% are married couples with children, 5.0% are extended
families and 9.7% are individuals living together and others. In Cukurambar, 3.3% of the households
are single person, 6.0% are single-parents, 15.7% are married couples, 62.9% are married couples with
children, 9.7% are extended families and 2.3% are individuals living together and others.
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In addition to these, the respondents comprise both houseowners and tenants while
more than half of the respondents in both districts are houseowners*®. The number of
houseowners is significantly higher in Cukurambar, while the lower number of
houseowners in Kavaklidere is again an indicator of older population residing in
Kavaklidere moving to the peripheral areas of Ankara while younger people renting
more houses within the city center. Furthermore, majority of the respondents in
Cukurambar are living in the same area for 10-20 years while in Kavaklidere the
majority have been living in the area for more than 20 years'®. This difference is
related to the planning history of the districts, Kavaklidere is a district formed as early
as the 1950s onwards whereas Cukurambar completed its transformation from a
squatter area from the 1980s till the 2000s. Yet, majority of the respondents in both
cases are familiar with their residential environments for long periods of time as

houseowners.

Lastly, the percentage of car ownership!’ is lower among the respondents in
Kavaklidere. Besides, respondents having more than one car is also higher in
Cukurambar which can be related to the socio-economic profile of the respondents

derived from both the larger household sizes and higher housing prices.

To sum up, the respondent groups are representing the residing population of districts
in terms of basic demographic characteristics (distribution of sex, age and of
educational levels) and the respondents also represent variety of occupational groups.
In this regard, the distribution of age among the respondents in Kavaklidere with

higher percentage of older people is resembling the aging population living in the area.

15 55.0% of the respondents are house-owners, 34.0% are tenants in Kavaklidere. 70.7%o0f the
respondents are house-owners, 16.7% are tenants in Cukurambar.

18 In Kavaklidere, 8.7% of the respondents are residing in the district for 0-1 years, 10.3% for 2-3 years,
21.7% for 4-9 years, 19.0% for 10-20 years, 40.3% is living in the district for more than 20 years. In
Cukurambar, 6.0% of the respondents are residing in the district for 0-1 years, 5.3% for 2-3 years,
21.3% for 4-9 years, 57.3% for 10-20 years, 10% is living in the district for more than 20 years.
17.40.7% of the respondents in Kavaklidere do not have a car and 84.3% of the car owners have 1 car
while 15.7% of them have 2 or more cars. Yet, 13.3% of the respondents in Cukurambar do not have a
car and 86.7% of the respondents have 1 car while 36.9% of them have 2 or more cars.

172



Besides, respondents in two districts mainly diverge in terms of average household
size and household size which is related with the housing preferences of young people
moving back to the city center and Kavaklidere’s transformation parallel to this.
Moreover, majority of the respondents in both cases are significantly familiar with
their residential environments since they have been residing in the area for long
periods of time as well as being houseowners. Yet, the higher percentage of car
ownership and percentage of respondents having more than one car is higher in
Cukurambar that is resembling the socio-economic profile of the respondents as well
as car-dependency in the district in terms of access to certain activities and services
within the district which will be further investigated in the following sections (Chapter
5.2.2.1).

5.1.2. Spatial Factors: Place Oriented Territoriality of the Residential

Environments

Territorial functioning has both cognitive and behavioral aspects in terms of human-
environment relations at the residential scale which is affected by both societal and
spatial exogenous factors. Spatial factors, that is the place-oriented territoriality of the
residential environments, refer to both territorial organization of urban space in terms
of both the diversity of opportunities within the catchment area (affordances of the
environment) as well as territorial configuration of the built environment at the meso
scale. Yet, the two case studies are selected within the scope of this thesis since having
diverse territorial organizations of space. In this regard, the place-oriented territoriality
of both Kavaklidere and Cukurambar districts are investigated in this section in order
to draw inferences for the relation between territorial functioning and territorial

organization of space in the following sections.

5.1.2.1. Diversity of Opportunities within the Catchment Area (Affordances of

the Environment) in Kavakhdere and Cukurambar Districts

On the overall, both Cukurambar and Kavaklidere are prestigious districts preferred
mainly by middle-upper income social groups which provide the basic needs for its

residents in terms of daily shopping, education, recreational activities (both districts
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comprise a main road with cafes and restaurants (Tunali Hilmi and Muhsin Yazicioglu
Avenues) whereas Cukurambar has higher amount of green spaces for its residents)
health as well as work opportunities (opportunities at close proximity are also regarded
as within the residential territory by the respondents of the survey which will be
examined in the next section). Yet, the two districts diverge in terms of particular
opportunities. For instance, in addition to primary and high schools there is also two
university campuses located within Cukurambar district which creates an opportunity
for higher education within the area. In addition to this, the district is located on the
south of Eskisehir highway on which there are higher number of work opportunities
(business towers and public institutions located along Eskisehir highway). Besides,
there are shopping malls within and close to Cukurambar which are also seen by the

respondents within their territory (Figure 5.3 and 5.4).
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Figure 5.3. Distribution of main facilities in Kavaklidere District
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Figure 5.4. Distribution of main facilities Cukurambar District

In addition to affordances of the area, the satisfaction of respondents from the
residential area is also evaluated during the questionnaires with a Likert scale question.
The results of the questionnaire reveal that, majority of the respondents in both cases

are very satisfied with their residential area, whereas only a small portion is very

dissatisfied with their environment!® . In a similar vein, only 22% of the total

respondents plan to move to another district in Ankara®® (Figure 5.5). Hence, it can be
claimed that the affordances of the environment are at the same time seen as

satisfactory. by the respondents of the questionnaire residing in both of the districts.

18 47% of the respondents in Kavaklidere and 31,3% in Cukurambar are very satisfied with their
residential area. Only, 3,3% in Kavaklidere and 5% in Cukurambar are very dissatisfied with their

environment
1923,3% of the respondents in Kavaklidere and 20,7% in Cukurambar plan to move to another district

in Ankara.
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Furthermore, there is no statistically significant difference between respondents in
terms of levels of satisfaction with respect to individual characteristics?® or personal
competences?! in both districts. The only statistically significant difference between
satisfaction levels is of women and men (Mann Whitney U test, p <0.05) in
Kavaklidere. In this regard; the level of satisfaction from the residential area of women
(M=5) is significantly higher than the level of satisfaction of men (M=4) in
Kavaklidere (Appendix F).
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Figure 5.5. Satisfaction from the residential area and plans to move out from the area of the
respondents in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar Districts

In addition to neighborhood satisfaction, respondents are also asked to state the
positive and negative aspects of their residential environments. The most frequently
mentioned positive aspects in both districts are the easy access to facilities as well as
environmental quality. In terms of variances, in Cukurambar respondents are more
satisfied with the amount of green spaces and easy access to education, while in
Kavaklidere respondents are more satisfied with their neighbors as well as easy access
to their work spaces. On the contrary, according to the respondents of the

questionnaire, the prominent negative aspects of their residential environments are

20 Such as age groups, educational levels, occupation groups, household sizes, household types, or
length of residence (p> 0.05, Kruskal Wallis Test)

2L There is also no statistically significant difference in satisfaction levels with respect to ownership
status (p> 0.05, Kruskal Wallis Test) and between those who own a car and do not (p> 0.05, Mann
Whitney U test) in both districts.
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inadequate parking area and noise. Yet, respondents in Kavaklidere are more
dissatisfied with the inadequacy of parking and lack of green spaces as well as noise,
while Cukurambar respondents claims more environmental pollution in their area.
Environmental pollution stated by the respondents of Cukurambar refer mainly to air
and noise pollution which is related to the major construction sites located within the
district (Figure 5.6 and 5.7).
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Figure 5.6. Positive aspects of their residential environment declared the respondents in Kavaklidere
and Cukurambar Districts (in frequencies).

. " ; . I s
problems with neighbors yyyyy~,

. . 230
inadequate parking area
1 I J 00O O 213

security problems I o
Y E N O 2
inadequate green space
4 g 1 OO0 OO - .0

noise

IO R 133

. . I (0
environmental pollution
I 00O 244
0 50 100 150 200 250 300

m Kavaklidere W Cukurambar

Figure 5.7. Negative aspects of their residential environment declared the respondents in Kavaklidere
and Cukurambar Districts (in frequencies)
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In the meantime, respondents also added their own opinions on the negative and
positive aspects of their residential areas. In this regard, additional negative aspects
related to Kavaklidere District is stated by the respondents as follows: ‘nadequate
parking space and noise due to the nearby restaurants and hospitals’, ‘building and
infrastructure are outdated’, ‘the average age is too high’, ‘roads and sidewalks are
poor’, ‘too crowded and filthy at the weekends’, ‘rents are too high’, ‘public
transportation is inadequate, you need to reach Kizilay (city center) first to go
somewhere’. These negative aspects are also similar to the responses given for the
reasons to plan to move out from the area. On the other hand, positive aspects added
by the respondents of Kavaklidere are: ‘the buildings are old but the streets are
beautiful’, ‘like the center of the city’, ‘Many shopping opportunities’, ‘very decent

environment’, ‘nobody interferes with anyone’ and ‘environmental quality is good’.

Negative aspects added by the respondents in Cukurambar District, which are also
corresponding with the reasons to move out, are as follows: ‘services (health,
shopping, etc.) are close but all private’, ‘stray dogs’, ‘construction noise’, ‘people
who don't live in the area come too often’, ‘too much workplace’, ‘very difficult to
walk, no sidewalks on the street’, ‘Syrian neighbors’, ‘skyscrapers glass reflects all
the light at summer, while we cannot get enough light at winter due to their height’,
‘parks are deserted especially at night’, ‘Muhsin Yazicioglu avenue is very noisy and
always with traffic’, ‘valet parking of the restaurants occupies even the sidewalks’,
‘too crowded, capacity is over, infrastructure is inadequate’. Besides, the additional
positive aspects are stated by the respondents as follows: ‘central/good location’,
‘easy access to city center’, ‘easy access to facilities’, ‘public transport is good’,
‘close to my brother's school’, ‘close to my wife's work place’, ‘very close to cafe,
hospital and shopping malls’. Hence, both the negative and positive aspects stated by
the respondents are coherent with the affordances of the districts as well as

infrastructural problems arising from densification in both sites.
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All in all, both districts provide the adequate facilities and services within their
catchment areas and majority of the respondents are satisfied with their residential
environments especially in terms of easy access to facilities as well as environmental
quality. On the other hand, the respondents are mainly disturbed by the concentration
of non-residential uses within the district creating parking and noise problems. In
addition to non-residential uses, densification especially in Kavaklidere district creates
also infrastructural problems such as parking and lack of green spaces, whereas in
Cukurambar district respondents are facing problems related to environmental

pollution arising from major construction sites located in the district.

5.1.2.2. Territorial Organization of the Built Environment in Kavakhdere and

Cukurambar Districts

As discussed in the previous chapters, one of the main aims of this thesis is to put forth
the relationship between the territorial organization of space and human territorial
functioning. In order to so, the case studies are chosen in order represent urban fabrics
with different territorial organizations to attain comparable results. Hence, the
differences in territorial organization of space in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar

districts will be further examined in this section.

To briefly put, territorial organization of space is the hierarchical division of space
into certain types of territories from private to public and demarcation of each territory
with certain defense and control mechanisms such as boundary tools or rather through
environmental design (as discussed in Chapter 2.2.2.1). In this regard, design of the
built environment sets boundaries for the demarcation of different territories, while
these boundaries may shift over time. At the residential scale, through the demarcation
of different territories, attaining privacy at the private territory of the house, adequate
provision of public territory as well as creation of intermediary zones in-between these

two are critical issues that environmental design has to adapt.
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In this regard, the prominent types of territorial organization of the built environment
is examined and classified for Kavaklidere and Cukurambar districts. In terms of
territorial organization, there are eight main types depicted in each district (Figure 5.8
and 5.9). Along these types, although the number of territorial boundaries crossed on
the traditional private | public continuum (territorial depth) are similar in both cases,
the prominent types of districts diverge in terms of proximity, permeability and

delimitation of boundaries on physical, visual and territorial levels??.

In Kavaklidere, narrower front yards as well as smaller parcel sizes creates smaller
semi-private territories in contrast with the larger front yards and parcels in
Cukurambar. On the contrary, the larger semi private territories of Cukurambar are
both physically and visually impermeable due to hard physical boundary markers such
as high walls and fences in addition to long distances both vertically and horizontally
between private territory of the house to public territory of the street which creates s
deaf interface zone between the private and public territories. For instance, parking
areas within the front yards of gated communities in Cukurambar increases the size of
semi-private zones while creating again a deaf interface zone between the private and
public spaces. On the other hand, squatter dwellings form a unique type of territorial

organization in Cukurambar with higher permeability.

Moreover, the narrow front yards and even sidewalks are transformed into parking
areas due to crowding in Kavaklidere district in certain cases which results in even
smaller semi private territories as well as leaving the semi-private zone to the use of
cars rather than pedestrians. On the contrary, there are quite few examples of front
yards with sitting places located in Kavaklidere district which provides for an active

and more permeable interface zone between the private and public territories. Besides,

22 As discussed in Chapter 2.2.2.1, According to Scheerlinck (2012) territorial depth is more than the
number of territorial boundaries crossed on the traditional private | public sequence, but rather depends
on the complex configuration of proximity, permeability and delimitation of boundaries on physical,
visual and territorial levels.
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softer boundary markers such as planting or lower fences or walls also increases visual
and physical permeability between different territories. Hence, private and public
territories are closely knit in certain cases such as in the case of corner buildings in

Kavaklidere that has unique characteristics.

In this context, Barlas (2006: 12) states that ‘the expression of territorial needs in the
built environment is through intermediary spaces which maintain the continuum
between public and private realms.” Thus, the loss of such intermediary spaces or
physical and visual barriers that obstruct the permeability between public and private
territories in the case of Cukurambar both destroys the nested character of space as
well as the affordance of the physical environment to provide social interactions. It is
also important to note that differences in terms of territorial organization of space
affects territorial functioning in terms of both cognition and behavior since it is
directly related with the experience of that space.

In other words, the passive intermediary zone between the public and private zones in
Cukurambar with respect to active zones in Kavaklidere has impacts on the residents’
experience of their near home territories. Hence, these districts with different
territorial organizations will be further investigated in terms of both cognitive and
behavioral patterns of their residents at the residential scale to compare the outcomes

of territorial organization of space on territorial functioning in the following sections.

181



Figure 5.8. Types of territorial organization in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar District
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5.2. People Oriented Territoriality of Residential Environments in Kavakhdere

and Cukurambar Districts

Following the explorations on exogenous factor both societal and spatial, people-
oriented territoriality that is the territorial functioning of respondents is investigated
at the residential scale for each district in this section. In this regard, both cognitive
and behavioral patterns of respondents are further examined with respect to previously

discussed exogenous factors.
5.2.1. Territorial Cognition

In order to investigate territorial cognition patterns of residents of their residential
environments, a cognitive mapping study was conducted during the questionnaires in
Kavaklidere and Cukurambar districts. Hence, territorial cognition of respondents is
further examined in terms of types of designating boundaries, territorial extent of
perceived residential environments as well as consensus on these boundaries, shared

core of the territory, territorial landmarks and territorial gaps in this section.

5.2.1.1. Types of Designating Boundaries

As discussed in the previous sections, Appleyard (1970) studied the ways in which
people structured their cities based on inhabitants’ maps of their local areas and the
whole city. Hence, the results of his study put forth two main types of residents’ maps
in terms of structuring the city which are; the maps predominantly using sequential

elements (roads) or spatial elements (individual buildings, landmarks, or districts).

In a similar manner, the types of structuring that are utilized by the respondents during
designating the boundaries of their residential areas are investigated in this research.
During the questionnaire’s respondents used different types of structuring while
designating boundaries whereas there are certain prominent patterns. In this regard,
four main types of structuring (Figure 5.10) is used to bound neighborhoods;

Abstract boundaries: home-centered approximate sized abstract shape is
drawn by the respondents

184



Road-based boundaries: respondents connected the frequently used and well-
known streets in order to set the boundaries of the area

Function-based boundaries: respondents draw an abstract form to include
location of certain frequently visited places (parks, hospitals, schools etc.)

Daily-routine based boundaries: respondents draw the path among the daily
used facilities along with frequently passed streets to reach those facilities.
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Figure 5.10. Types of designating boundaries during the questionnaires

Furthermore, it can be claimed that the road-based and daily routine-based
constructions of the respondents are similar to the sequential cognitive maps while
abstract and function based designations resemble more of spatial cognitive maps
defined by Appleyard (1970).

5.2.1.2. Territorial Extent of Respondents Maps

As a part of investigations on territorial cognition, respondents of the questionnaire
were primarily asked to draw the territorial extent of their residential environment.

During the questionnaires the term ‘neighborhood’ was avoided and the given base
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map was almost 3 times larger than the actual administrative neighborhood boundaries
in order not to canalize the responses to conventional boundaries of the residential
areas. As a result, respondents draw boundaries ranging from 2 to 483 ha. The drawn
boundaries are than digitized (Figure 5.11 and 5.13) and overlapped to acquire a

consensus map (Figure 5.12 and 5.14) for future inquiries?®.

In terms of bounding their residential areas respondents used different types of
structuring during the questionnaires as discussed in the previous section, while there
are shared boundaries referred by the majority of the respondents in each district. In
Kavaklidere, road-based as well as function-based boundaries are utilized. Most of the
respondents referred to Giivenlik Avenue (commercial street) at the west, Esat Avenue
at the east, Karum (shopping mall) and Kugulupark at the south, and Olgunlar Street
and Kocatepe mosque at the north for bounding the residential area. In Cukurambar,
mainly road-based boundaries are used during the questionnaires. In this regard, 1516.
Avenue (the main spine of 100. Y1l neighborhood) at the west, Muhsin Yazicioglu
Avenue (commercial street located in Kizilirmak neighborhood) at the east, 1505.
Avenue at the south and Ogretmenler Aveue (dividing the residential area from the
large non-residential uses located at the north of the district) at the north are mainly

set as boundaries by the respondents.

In this context, the results reveal that major streets are conceived as the main
boundaries of the residential territory in both cases, whereas existence of a
monumental structure acting as a landmark, such as in the case of Kocatepe mosque
in Kavaklidere or a historical site with strong identity such as in the case of
Kugulupark may also orientate residents by acting as boundary mechanisms through
marking the starting or ending point of the residential territory.

23 The drawn boundaries are digitized in ArcMap 10.4 as polygons (Figure 5.11 and 5.13). Later, in
order to calculate the territorial extent of each map, ‘count overlapping polygons’ tool is used and
each area is colored with respect to the number of polygons overlapping in that area to acquire a
consensus map (Figure 5.12 and 5.14).

186



CADCE

|
e

——
.
d

=D
1

k|

|
|
|
| N
\,// A
e - S S lnmetes
0 05

Figure 5.11. Perceived boundaries of the residential environment, home location and gender of the
respondents in Kavaklidere District
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Figure 5.12. Consensus map of residents perceived boundaries in Kavaklidere District
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Figure 5.13. Perceived boundaries of the residential environment, home location and gender of the
respondents in Cukurambar District
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Figure 5.14. Consensus map of residents perceived boundaries in Cukurambar District
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After the digitalization of the respondent maps, areal extent of each map is attained.
In terms of territorial extent of the resident’s maps, the average size of the perceived
boundaries is 75 ha. Hence, the size of the perceived territorial unit is similar to the
assumptions of the neighborhood planning standards (5-10 min walking distance that
is 500 meters, approx. 64 ha). Whereas, it is also important to note that 35.7% of the
boundaries set by the respondents are above 80 ha. Hence, a significant number of

respondents are claiming a larger unit as their residential territory.

In this regard, the average size of the perceived boundaries in Kavaklidere decreases
to 60 ha while it increases to 90 ha in Cukurambar. In Kavaklidere, majority of the
boundaries (70,7%) are below 80 ha, while in Cukurambar nearly half of the
respondent’s maps (42%) are above 80 ha. Thus, it can be claimed that in Kavaklidere
the perceived size (territorial extent) of the residential area is similar to the
assumptions of planning theory that is shaped by the walking-distance principle, while

in Cukurambar it exceeds this size and refers more to a driving-distance scale (Table
5.2, Figure 5.15).
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Figure 5.15. Distribution of territorial extent in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar Districts
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Table 5.2. Extent of perceived boundary in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar

District Kavakhdere Cukurambar Total
E::ggitvzg Frequency Valid Frequency Valid Frequency Valid
Percent Percent Percent
Boundary
0-20 ha 63 21,0 59 19,7 122 20,3
20-40 ha 69 23,0 48 16,0 117 19,5
40-80 ha 80 26,7 67 22,3 147 24,5
80-120 ha 53 17,7 43 14,3 96 16,0
120-160 ha 24 8,0 30 10,0 54 9,0
160-180 ha 6 2,0 10 3,3 16 2,7
180+ ha 5 1,7 43 14,3 48 8,0
Total 300 100 300 100 600 100

Furthermore, the boundaries designated by the respondents do not often match with
the administrative boundaries. In this regard, the average size of the perceived
boundaries in Kavaklidere District is similar to the size of the administrative
boundaries of Kavaklidere and Remzi Oguz Arik neighborhoods while it is larger than
Barbaros neighborhood. However, in Cukurambar the average designated boundaries
are smaller (almost half size) than both Cukurambar and Kizilirmak neighborhoods

administrative boundaries (Table 5.3).

In the case of Cukurambar, smaller perceived size of the residential territory than
administrative boundaries of the neighborhoods can be related to the large non-
residential uses located at the north of the district such as Cankaya University campus

and MTA (General Directorate of Mineral Research and Exploration).

Table 5.3. Extent of administrative and perceived boundaries in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar

District Kavakhdere Cukurambar
Kavaklidere 52 ha | Cukurambar | 204 ha

Extent of administrative boundary Remzi Oguz Arik | 58 ha | Kizilirmak 112 ha
Barbaros 36 ha

Maximum extent of perceived boundary 284 ha 483 ha

Minimum extent of perceived boundary 3 ha 2 ha

Average size of the perceived boundary 60 ha 90 ha

The extent of shared core 20 ha 17 ha

Total average size of the perceived 75 ha

boundary
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5.2.1.3. Shared Core Area in Respondents Maps

There is lack of consensus over the extent of the boundaries among the respondents,

while there is a shared ‘core area’ agreed by the majority of the respondents in both

cases. The shared ‘core area’ connotes to the center of the residential territory most of

the residents use in their daily lives and intermingle in terms of social interactions.

The size of the core area is also similar in both cases. In Kavaklidere district the core

area connotes to a 20 ha and in Cukurambar to a 17 ha area. However, consensus on

the core area is higher in Cukurambar (overlapping 171 to 210 times among the

respondents) than Kavaklidere (overlapping 131 to 170 times among the respondents).

If we consider the amount of consensus over the area (the area overlapping 131 to 170

times) to set the boundaries of the core area, the core of Cukurambar district extends

to 64 ha (Figure 5.16).
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Figure 5.16. Distribution among the consensus maps and core areas in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar



The core area of Kavaklidere district extends along Tunali Hilmi Avenue from Esat
Crossroads to Kugulupark. Tunali Hilmi Avenue is a busy commercial avenue on
which lots of cafes, restaurants and shops are located. Yet, Kugulupark is one of the
most well-known and historic parks of Ankara. On the other hand, the core area of
Cukurambar extend along the two main shopping streets (1425. and 1459. Avenues)
including also Teoman Oztiirk Park. This area contains also many commercial
facilities, but dominantly stores for grocery and other shopping as well as cafes and
restaurants. The larger core-area (64 ha) defined depending on the amount of
consensus over the area, extends to 100. Y1l neighborhood boundary on the west and
to include the western part of Muhsin Yazicioglu Avenue, a commercial avenue on

which cafes, restaurants and shops are located, to the east.

The results of the study reveal that, the shared core area depicted by the respondents
in both residential districts refers to a nearly 20 ha area with mostly commercial uses.
Hence, it can be claimed that the commercial axis at the core of the residential areas

act as the center of the districts.

5.2.1.4. The Impact of Individual Factors on the Perceived Size of the Residential
Territory

In order to measure the impact of individual characteristics on the perceived size of
the residential territory further statistical analysis are carried out. To begin with, the
data attained from the questionnaires did not provide the normality assumption in the
Kolmogorov Smirnov normality test and therefore nonparametric tests are used during

the analysis.

In Kavaklidere district; as a result of the Mann Whitney U test no statistically
significant difference is found in terms of perceived residential territory size between
women and men and those with one car or more (p> 0.05), whereas there is a
statistically significant difference in terms of perceived residential territory size
between car owners and non-car owners (p <0.05). Accordingly, perceived residential
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territory size of the respondents who own a car (M = 55.5 ha) is significantly larger

than the territory size of the non-car owners (M = 39 ha).

According to the results of Kruskal Wallis test, there is no statistically significant
difference in terms of perceived residential territory size between education levels,
household size, household type, ownership and length of residence groups (p> 0,05),
while there is a statistically significant difference (p <0.05) between age groups and
occupations in Kavaklidere. In this regard; the perceived residential territory size of
the individuals aged 18-24 (M = 20 ha) are significantly smaller than the size of
individuals who are 25-39 (M = 53,0 ha), 40-60 (M = 53 ha) and 60+ (M = 43 ha)
years old. Besides, the perceived residential territory size of the students (M = 22 ha)
are significantly smaller than public employees (M = 53 ha), free lancers (M = 50,5
ha), retired respondents (M = 62 ha) and others (M = 69 ha). Yet, the perceived
residential territory size of private sector employees (M = 39 ha) and business owners
(M = 36.5 ha) are also significantly smaller than retired (M = 62 ha) and other (M =

69 ha) occupational groups.

In this context, larger perceived residential territory size of the respondents who own
a car is related with the access to a larger area. Whereas, younger and student
respondents tend to perceive a residential area which connotes to a block-scale while
older and retired respondents perceive a smaller unit which refers more to a walking-
distance neighborhood. This result can be interrelated with the use of multiple-
territories in the daily lives and higher mobility of younger people while older and
retired people are more dependent on their near-home residential territories in terms

of access to certain services and facilities.

In Cukurambar, as a result of the Mann Whitney U test there is no statistically
significant difference in terms of perceived residential territory size between car
owners and non-car owners as well as those with one car or more (p> 0.05). Yet, there

is a statistically significant difference in terms of perceived residential territory size
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between men and women (p <0.05). In this regard; the size of women's perceived
residential territory size (M =54 ha) is significantly smaller than that of men (M = 74
ha). The smaller size of perceived territory by woman can be a result of higher number
of housewives among the respondents of Cukurambar whom use their near-home
territories more actively while man travel larger distances in terms of reaching to work

and other territories.

Table 5.4. The impact of individual factors on the perceived size of the residential territory

Cukurambar Kavakhdere
perceived size of the res. ter. perceived size of the res. ter.
Median Median
n (Min-Max) Zx%p n (Min-Max) Zx%p
in ha in ha

Sex
Female 163 54 (2-354)  -2,081;: 146 45 (3-222) -0,252:
Male 137 74 (2-483) 0,037" 154 49,5 (4-284) 0,801
Age Groups
1) 18-24 42 625 (2-255) 25 20 (3-90) 11,888;
2) 25-39 64 69(5-347) 5307 89 53 (5-219) 0,008
3) 40-60 111 57 (4-354) 0,507 112 53 (4-284) Diff
4) 60 + 83 64 (2-483) 74 43 (6-178) 1234
Education
1) Literate/Middle School 31 43 (6-198) 9,532; 17 63 (3-121)
2)High School 76 59,5 (2-347)  0,049" 84 41 (4-156)
3)Primary School 43 61 (11-345) 25 35 (6-146) 9,652; 0,051
4)Bachelors Degree 121 64 (4-483) Diff.; 138 53,5 (5-284)
5)Graduate Degree 29 101(17-333) 1 36 59 (6-165)
Occupation
1)Public Employee 17 59 (5-347) 21 53 (10-228)
2)Private Sector Employee 23 69 (9-286) 38 39 (5-165) 18,961
3)Business owner 11 102 (17-298) 32 36,5 (7-114) (008"
4)Student 40 76 (5-347) 5,420; 23 22 (3-111)
5)Freelancer 20 37 (15-289) 0,609 28 50,5 (4-156) Diff.;
6)Retired 75 56 (2-483) 59 62 (6-284) 4-1568
7)Housewife 44 59 (11-281) 24 52 (6-146) 2968
8)Other* 70  71,5(2-354) 75 69 (4-222)
Household Size
1 10 25,5 (7-245) 35 53 (6-228)
2 66 67,5 (2-256) _ 100 50,5 (4-284)
3 78 67,5 (5-483) %%% 87 50 (4-194) 3,307: 0,508
4 84 75,5 (4-354) 64 46 (3-222)
5+ 62 44,5 (2-347) 11 25 (8-131)

196



Table 5.4. (continued) The impact of individual factors on the
perceived size of the residential territory

Cukurambar Kavakhdere
perceived size of the res. ter. perceived size of the res. ter.
Median Median
n (Min-Max) ZX%p n (Min-Max)  Zx?p
in ha in ha

Household Type
One person 10 25,5 (7-245) 35 53 (6-228)
Single parent 18 90,5 (15-256) 26 33,5 (6-135)
Married couple 47 60 (2-244) 5173 68 57 (4-284)
Married couple with children 188 63 (2-483) 0395 127 54 (4-222) 6,366; 0,272
Extended family 29 57 (13-347) 15 31 (3-163)
Other (individuals living ) )
together) 7 70 (18-221) 29 36 (15-153)
House Ownership
Home owner 212 62,5 (2-483) 165 43 (4-284)
Tenant 50 69 (5-354) 0,488; 102 50 (3-219) )
ojman 19 59 (2-345) 0,922 14 77 (7-146) 4.101;0.251
Other 19 53 (9-289) 19 26 (4-144)
Length of residence
0-1 years 18 28 (9-354) 26 43 (7-135)
2-3 years 16 49,5 (6-257) 31 65 (10-219)

6,694; 4,584,
4-9 years 64 62 (5-347) 0,153 65 51 (3-284) 0,333
10-20 years 172 65 (2-483) 57 40 (4-228)
20 years + 30 82 (2-318) 121 49 (6-222)
Car Ownership
No 40 54,5 (12-354) -0,161; 122 39 (3-222) -2,273:
Yes 260 64,5 (2-483) 0,872 178 55,5 (5-284) 0,023
Number of Cars

-0,633;

1 164 605 (2-347)  _0.834: 150 58,5 (5-284) 0527

0,404

2+ 96 71 (4-483) 28 43,5 (6-165)

In addition to this, according to the results of the Kruskal Wallis test, there was no
statistically significant difference in terms of perceived residential territory size
between age groups, occupations, household sizes, types of households, ownership
status and length of residence (p> 0.05), whereas there is a statistically significant
difference (p <0.05) only between education levels in Cukurambar. The perceived
residential territory size of the respondents who are literate or secondary school
graduates (M = 43 ha) is significantly smaller than the size of the respondents with

graduate degrees (M = 101 ha). This result can be related to the university campuses
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located at the surrounding of the area, which are often perceived as within their

residential area by the students of higher education.
5.2.1.5. Territorial Landmarks

In the second part of the cognitive mapping respondents are asked to designate what
features of the built environment they recalled as territorial landmarks. Hence,
respondents are asked to point ‘important reference points in their residential areas
such as memorable buildings, streets or open spaces, or places they use while giving
directions to someone’. However, only a few well-known landmarks were pre-existing
on the base map, in order to better orientate the respondent, as well as overcoming the

difficulties of map reading and drawing by the respondents.

Table 5.5. Number of landmarks mentioned in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar

Districts Kavakhidere Cukurambar

Number of ) Frequency Valid Frequency Valid
Landmarks Mentioned Percent Percent

0 89 30 50 17

1 111 37 112 37

2 81 27 89 30

3 15 5 36 12

4 3 1 11 4

5 1 0 1 0

6 0 0 0 0

7 0 0 1 0
Total 300 100 300 100

In Kavaklidere District majority of the 300 respondents (70%) were able to identify a
landmark in their residential area, whereas the number of landmarks mentioned ranges
from 0 to 5. In terms of types of landmarks; 36% mentioned a building, 32%
mentioned a street, 15% mentioned an area referring to both a building and an open
space, 10% mentioned an area referring to both a street and an open space while only
7% mentioned an open space as a landmark (Table 5.7). Yet, the most frequently
mentioned landmarks are; Esat crossroads, Tunali Hilmi Avenue, Kocatepe Mosque,
Giiven Hospital and Kugulupark (Table 5.6 and Figure 5.17).
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Table 5.6. Most frequently mentioned landmarks in Kavaklidere District

Most Frequently
Mentioned Landmarks Type of Landmark Frequency
crossroads
Esat Crossroads street & open_space 23
Tunali Hilmi Avenue 07 e 19
street
mosque
Kocatepe Mosque building 19
. . hospital
Giiven Hospital building 17
Kugulupark park 15
open_space
Guvenlik Avenue E (] 15
street

Table 5.7. Types of landmarks mentioned in Kavaklidere District

Types of Landmarks Mentioned in Valid
Kavaklidere District Frequency Percent
OPEN_SPACE 23 7
Park 22
Car Park 1
STREET_& OPEN_SPACE 35 10
Crossroads 33
Bus Stop 2
BUILDING_& OPEN_SPACE 49 15
School 25
Embassy 21
Mall 2
Public Housing 1
STREET 107 32
Main Road 75
Street 32
BUILDING 121 36
Hospital 33
Cafe /Restaurant 29
Mosque 19
Market 8
Institution 7
House of a Politician 4
Bank 4
Arts & Culture 2
Gas Station 2
Store 1
TOTAL 335 100
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Figure 5.17. Territorial Landmarks in Kavaklidere District

In a similar way, majority of the 300 respondents (83%) in Cukurambar District were
able to identify a landmark in their residential area whereas the number of landmarks
mentioned ranges from 0 to 7. In terms of types of landmarks; 57% mentioned a
building, 21% mentioned an area referring to both a building and an open space, 14%
mentioned a street, only 8% mentioned an open space and almost none of the
respondents (only 2) could mention an area referring to both a street and an open space
(Table 5.9). The increase in the number of buildings mentioned as landmarks in

Cukurambar than Kavaklidere can be resulting from street names given based on a
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numbering system rather than actual names which makes it harder to memorize a street

as a landmark. Hence, the only streets mentioned as landmarks are the main roads.

Furthermore, there is higher consensus over the most frequently mentioned landmarks
which are; Nisantas1 Pazar1 (market), Liva Pastry Shop (café and restaurant), Safa
Mosque and its park, MTA (General Directorate of Mineral Research and
Exploration), Muhsin Yazicioglu Avenue and Arjantin Elementary School. Yet, the
number of buildings within the most frequently mentioned landmarks are also higher
in Cukurambar (Table 5.8 and Figure 5.19).

Table 5.8. Most frequently mentioned landmarks in Cukurambar District

Most Frequently
Mentioned Landmarks Type of Landmark Frequency
. store
Nisantag1 Bazaar building 41
Liva Patisserie caffe sy 35
building
Safa Mosque and Park mosque and park 29
building & open_space
institution
U building & open_space &
Muhsin Yazicioglu Avenue main road 26
street
I school
Arjantin Elementary School building 19

Table 5.9. Types of landmarks mentioned in Cukurambar District

Types of Landmarks Mentioned in Valid
Cukurambar District Frequency Percent
OPEN_SPACE 38 8
Park 25
Market Place 11
Sports Field 2
STREET_& OPEN_SPACE 2 0
Crossroads 1
Pedestrian Bridge 1
BUILDING_& OPEN_SPACE 95 21
Mosque and park 29
Institution 26
School 17
University 10
Mall 8
Housing 5
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Table 5.8.(continued) Types of landmarks mentioned in Cukurambar District

Types of Landmarks Mentioned in Valid
Cukurambar District Frequency Percent
STREET 62 14
Main Road 62
BUILDING 256 57
Cafe /Restaurant 70
Store 48
Market 38
Mosque 25
Hospital 21
School 20
Taxi Stop 9
Business Centre 8
Cargo 6
Hotel 3
Old Police Station 2
Tax Office 2
Institution 1
Neighborhood Representatives 1
Political Party Headquarters 1
Post Office 1
TOTAL 453 100

Figure 5.18. The most frequently mentioned landmark in Kavaklidere, Esat Crossroads and
in Cukurambar; Nisantas1 Bazaar.
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Figure 5.19. Territorial Landmarks in Cukurambar District

To sum up, in terms of distribution among most frequently mentioned landmarks by
the respondents 24 nearly half of the respondents refer to a building and secondly to a
street whereas open spaces and areas referring both to a street and an open space are
the least mentioned by the respondents. In this context, the dominance of buildings

perceived as landmarks, as well as open spaces such as parks not being perceived as

2 In the overall distribution among most frequently mentioned landmarks 7,7% are open spaces, 4,7 %
are an area referring both to a street and an open space (such as crosssroads and busstops), 18,3 % are
an area referring both to a building and an open space (suchas schools, malls etc.), 21,4% are streets
and 47,8% are buildings.
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landmarks points out to the lack of open spaces that people can refer to as landmarks
and inadequate distribution of open public territories in residential environments. In
addition to these majority of the most frequently mentioned landmarks in Kavaklidere
(except Glivenlik Avenue and Giiven Hospital) are located within the shared core area
derived from the respondent’s maps, while in the case of Cukurambar the landmarks
are more dispersed in the district with only the most frequently mentioned landmark
(Nisantas1 Bazaar) located within the shared core area derived from the respondent’s

maps.

Moreover, the impact of individual characteristics on the number of landmarks
mentioned are further statistically analyzed. Yet, as a result of the Mann Whitney U
test; there is no statistically significant difference in terms of number of landmarks
mentioned between women and men, car owners and non-car owners (p> 0.05) in both
districts. Besides, Kruskal Wallis test results show no statistically significant
difference between age groups, educational status, occupations, household size,
household types, ownership, length of residence regarding number of landmarks
mentioned (p> 0.05) in both districts (Appendix D).

5.2.1.6. Territorial Gaps: Fear and Discomfort Zones

In the last part of the cognitive mapping, respondents were asked to demarcate and
explain areas in their residential areas where they feel uncomfortable or insecure while
crossing or areas avoided especially at night. Since, these zones are avoided by the
respondents during their daily lives and excluded from the residential territory by the
respondents they are referred as ‘territorial gaps’ within the context of this study. The
areas depicted by the respondents are than digitized and overlapped to designate areas
where respondents feel the most uncomfortable?® (Figure 5.20 and 5.21).

%5 These areas are digitized in ArcMap 10.4 as polygons and, later ‘count_overlapping_polygons’ tool
is used and each area is colored with respect to the number of polygons overlapping in that area to
designate areas where respondents feel the most uncomfortable.
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In this context, very few responses were given in terms of territorial gaps during the
questionnaires. Thus, it can be claimed that security is not seen as a premise problem
within the districts. In addition to this, respondents living in Kavaklidere district
explained why they feel secure in the area as ‘people living in this area are elite and
have been living in this area for long periods of time, everybody knows each other’,
yet people residing in Cukurambar explained their opinion on the subject as ‘elite

people are living here, even politicians’.

Although the number of territorial gaps is low in both cases, there is differentiation
between the two districts. In Kavaklidere, only 41 respondents demarcated an area as
fear or discomfort zones among the 300 respondents while in Cukurambar this number
increases up to 113. Besides, the most frequently demarcated areas are overlapping

only 7 times in Kavaklidere, while this number also increases to 19 in Cukurambar.

The most frequently mentioned territorial gaps in Kavaklidere are embassies located
at the west of the district along Atatiirk Boulevard due to security emergencies
occurring time to time as well as bars and restaurants along Tunus Avenue which are
declared as discomfort zones due to late closing hours creating noise pollution in the
area, parking problems for the residents as well as crowding. In Cukurambar, the most
frequently mentioned territorial gaps are vacant lots either next to a construction sites
or areas on which few squatters are existing. Yet, parks are also referred as discomfort
zones due to inadequate lightning and stray dogs.
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Figure 5.20. Territorial Gaps in Kavaklidere District

To conclude, territorial gaps depicted by the respondents living the districts are areas
where the residents feel the most uncomfortable or insecure. In Kavaklidere, it is the
embassies as well as non-residential uses especially with night time uses while in
Cukurambar it is the large vacant lots and construction sites. Hence, these areas should

be considered as the locus for planning interventions in these residential districts.
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Figure 5.21. Territorial Gaps in Cukurambar District

5.2.2. Territorial Behavior

Territorial behavior in residential areas include exclusive use of territory as a resource
base as well as control and defense mechanisms asserted over the territory. Control in
residential areas do not refer to active mechanisms but rather connotes to boundary
and surveillance mechanisms. Yet, marking (boundary and central
markers/personalization) can also be listed as such mechanisms. Besides, control and
defense of territory at the scale of residential environments can also take place at the

more organizational levels, such as in the form of neighborhood associations. In this
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context, exclusive use of territory as a resource base in terms of functional structure
of activity nodes, frequency of use, mode of transport to reach activities as well as
control and defense mechanisms in the form of boundary and central markers are

further examined in this section for Kavaklidere and Cukurambar districts.
5.2.2.1. Exclusive Use as a Resource Base

Territoriality provides access to certain resources as well as exclusive use of that
resources. Yet, spatial proximity has become a less important function in terms of
access to resources and people are no longer solely dependent on their near home
territories but rather use multiple territories for diverse needs. However, people and
especially disadvantaged groups (such as children and elderly) are still dependent on
their near home territories especially for their basic needs. Besides, easy and
comfortable access to resources is also favorable in terms of housing preferences of
urban residents. Furthermore, not only the availability and distribution of resources
but how residents exclusively use these resources becomes and important issue. In this
context, exclusive use of territory is further investigated based on the functional
structure of activities in residential territories as well as frequency of use and mode of
transport to reach each activity in this section based on the questionnaire responses of

residents of Kavaklidere and Cukurambar districts.

The results of the questionnaires reveal that, over the 17 pre-defined activities, mean
frequency of total number of activity nodes is 8 in both Kavaklidere and Cukurambar.
Besides, majority of the respondents utilize more than half of these activities (6-10
activities)?® Yet, a smaller percentage of respondents are utilizing more than half of
these activities?’, and again a small percentage of the respondents? utilize less than 5
of these activities. Hence, it can be claimed that majority of the respondents use their

residential territories as a resource base for significant amount of activities.

26 78% of the respondents in Kavaklidere and 66% of the respondents in Cukurambar utilize more than
half (6-10 activities) of the pre-defined activities.

27 8% of the respondents in Kavaklidere, 18% of the respondents in Cukurambar utilize 10 activies.

28 14% of the respondents in Kavaklidere and 16% in Cukurambar utilize less than 5 of these activities.

208



In addition to number of activities engaged within the residential territory, type of
activities is categorized under 6 main headings (recreational, commercial, social,
services, work and religious) based on their purposes in order to examine the
functional structure of these activity nodes. The functional structure of the activity
nodes yields similar results in both districts, predominantly on recreational and

commercial purposes (Figure 5.22).
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Figure 5.22. Functional structure of activity nodes in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar Districts

Although functional distribution of activities is similar, there are certain differences
between the type of activities utilized in each district (Figure 5.23). For instance,
shopping activities other than daily grocery shopping (clothing, electronics etc.) are
done 19 percent more within the residential territory in Cukurambar. The reason
behind this difference can be associated with the malls located at the north (Armada
and Next Level) and south (Taurus) of the district which are often included in the
territorial maps of the respondents. In Kavaklidere there are also stores and a mall

(Karum) while they are smaller scale and provide less spectrum of goods.

The use of residential territory for work purposes is also 19 percent more in

Cukurambar, which can be explained by the business towers as well as many public
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institutions located within the district as well as on Eskisehir Highway at the north of
the district while Kavaklidere is a less mixed use but dominantly residential district
except Tunali Hilmi Avenue. Respondents in Cukurambar district also use their
residential territory 21 percent more for religious purposes which can be associated
with the socio-cultural group residing as well as higher number of mosques located in

the area.

Private services (such as hairdresser, tailor etc.) are 15 percent more used in
Kavaklidere. This may be resulting from a greater number of small-scale businesses
located in Kavaklidere district. Regarding recreational activities; strolling is done 15
percent more in Kavaklidere whereas open-air sports are done 13 percent and
playgrounds are 11 percent more used in Cukurambar. The higher amount of strolling
in Kavaklidere can be related to the walkable environment of the district with larger
sidewalks with greenery as well as active front yards both increasing the feeling of
security as well as providing stimulation. Yet, the higher number of open-air sport
activities can be related to larger park areas located within the district and more use of
playgrounds to the higher number of children between the 0-9 age range in
Cukurambar (2304) than Kavaklidere (1131) as well as to the higher number of

married couples with children among the respondents of Cukurambar.

Socio-cultural activities are attended 13 percent more in Kavaklidere which may be
resulting from 2 main theaters (Akiin and Sinasi Theaters) as well as many art galleries
located in the district. Lastly, educational facilities are 14 percent more utilized in
Cukurambar which can be associated with the two university campuses (Cankaya and
Ufuk Universities) located within the district in addition to one (METU) located at the
southern part of the district, while education purposes are met in Kavaklidere district

only at the scale of primary to high school.
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Figure 5.23. Type of activity nodes frequently used by the respondents
in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar Districts

Furthermore, there are some inferences related with the perception of respondents
regarding certain activities. For instance, the use of health facilities is mainly
mentioned for community health care centers rather than hospitals. Yet, the attendance
to socio-cultural activities, especially in Cukurambar, refers to the cinemas located
within the malls located near the district. In addition to socio-cultural functions, malls
are also referred for the shopping as well as café & restaurant activities in this district.
Besides, large parks located at the periphery of Cukurambar also regarded as within

the residential territory by the respondents.
All in all, it can be claimed that both districts are actively and exclusively used as a

resource base especially for commercial and recreational purposes by the respondents.
Yet, although people are not solely dependent on their near home territories in terms
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of access to certain services and facilities, they tend to actively engage with the ones
at a proximal distance and the older population as well as less mobile groups are still
dependent on their near-home territories. Besides, the significant differences in certain
activities are related with the affordances of the environment. For instance, existence
of large green spaces results in higher number of open-air sport activities mentioned
by the respondents. On the other hand, a larger area than the administrative boundaries
and even larger area than the perceived boundaries delimited in the cognitive maps are
perceived as a resource base by the respondents. Hence, this result provides an
important input for the residential environment designs based on the catchment area
and walking distance neighborhood paradigms and their interpretations for the
provision of certain goods and services at a smaller scale. In addition to these, it is
also important to note that malls located within and at a close distance to the districts
are seen as the locus for various types of activities starting from its commercial uses
to socio-cultural and recreational purposes. Hence, the allocation of variety of
functions under a privately-owned roof with predominantly car-access is also a matter

planning and environmental design studies at the residential scale should consider.

In addition to functional structure of activity nodes, frequency of use, mode of
transport and time to reach activities are also investigated for each case. According to
the findings of the study, in Kavaklidere majority of the activities are done 2-3 times
a week while there is not a significant preference difference between the weekdays
and weekends. On the other hand, the share of ‘on foot’ is primary in modes of
transportation to reach activities and its share is ranging between 53,9% to 97%
(except strolling). As a result, most of the activities are regarded as within 5-15
minutes reach. In Cukurambar, majority of the activities are done once a month while
there is also not a significant preference difference between the weekdays and
weekends. However, although the share of ‘on foot’ as a transportation mode is still
primary, the share of ‘car’ as a transportation mode is more proximate to ‘on foot’.

Yet, the share of ‘on foot’ transportation is ranging between 48,3% to 91,5% (except

212



strolling). Yet, majority of the activities are regarded as within 5 minutes reach which

can be resulting from dependence on car (Figure 5.24, Table 5.10 and 5.11).

In this context, the results reveal that majority of the activities in Kavaklidere are
accessed on foot while in Cukurambar the prominent mode of access is by car. When
the larger areas perceived as residential territory by the respondents of Cukurambar
combined with the results showing car-dependency in reaching activities, it can be
claimed that Cukurambar respondents both perceive and use their residential territory
in terms of driving distances while in Kavaklidere the smaller areas perceived as
residential territory as well as the prominent type of access to activities on foot refers
to perception and corporeal experience of residential environment at a walking

distance scale.
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Table 5.11. Frequency of use, mode of transport and time to reach activity nodes in Cukurambar District

CUKURAMBAR
Utilization Frequency of Use Time preferred Mode of transportation Time to reach
(Valid Percent) (Valid Percent) (Valid Percent) (Valid Percent)

type of activity node Once 2-3 Once 2-3 2-3

) Valid . times times times Week Week ) On Public 5 5-15  15-30

Freq. None | Daily a a Both Car Other . . .
Percent a a a ends  days foot Trmn. min min min
week month
week month  year

daily_ . 291.0 97.0 3.0 295 235 369 3.0 4,0 00| 67,3 153 17,3 | 402 58,0 1.2 0.6 | 55,0 39.7 53
grocery shopping
health 202,0 673 4721 05 00 1.0 13.7 46 33,0| 736 17 247 | 489 452 11 1.8| 366 444 190
cafe restaurants 202.0 673 | 32.7 4,0 150 130 18.3 11.0 60| 72,7 18,0 93| 404 578 1.3 04| 417 53,1 52
visiting_ 1980 660 | 345| 74 125 78 166 128 84| 71,3 190 97| 392 58,1 22 04| 405 454 141
acquaintances
parks 1980 66.0 | 344 | 204 119 221 4.8 41 24| 823 110 6.7 | 108 882 0.5 05| 67.0 275 5.5
strolling 185,0 61,7 389 257 61 209 4.1 37 07| 873 63 63| 38 962 0,0 00| 546 299 155
other shopping 170,0 567| 46,1 21 114 57 16,1 89 96| 66,0 213 127|651 219 115 1.6| 27.7 508 215
visiting_relatives 145.0 48,3 | 520 84 11,7 9.4 10.1 6,7 17| 78,7 14,0 73| 40 531 23 06| 44,7 382 17.1
socio cultural act. 131,0 43,7 | 575 0,0 5.8 2,0 17,7 58 112 78,0 16,7 53| 714 19,0 9.5 00| 224 51,5 26,1
religious 127.0 423 86| 81 209 44 1.7 1.0 54| 782 07 21,1| 62 915 23 00| 721 233 47
education 80,0 26,7 | 74.1| 229 0.0 24 0.3 0.3 00| 74,3 03 253 37.1 483 5.6 9.0 | 395 46,9 136
open_air sports 77,0 257 | 74.3 8.0 5.3 7.7 1.7 1.7 1,3 | 91,7 37 47| 200 788 1.3 00| 494 338 16,9
playgrounds 70,0 23.3 71,2 1.7 5.0 8.1 1.3 0.0 0.7 | 92,7 5.3 2,0 12,7 873 0.0 0.0 | 74,6 239 1.4
work 59,0 19,7 | 80,3 | 19,3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0,0 0,0 | 91,3 0,0 8.7 | 344 623 33 0,0 | 70,0 26,7 33
sports hall 50,0 16.7 83.6 2.0 4.3 7.7 1.7 0.3 0.3 | 91,7 2.3 6.0 | 67,9 283 3.8 0.0 | 50,0 32,0 18.0
social services 20,0 6.7 94,0 0,3 37 1.0 1.0 0,0 0,0 953 0,7 40| 652 304 43 0.0 20,0 60,0 20.0
private services 1.0 208,0 | 32,9 0.4 6.4 2.1 37.1 93 11.8| 64,3 153 203 | 39,1 573 3.6 0,0 | 402 49,8 10,0
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5.2.2.2. Control and Defense

Control and defense of territory in humans is rather obtained by passive mechanisms
which connotes mainly to boundary delimitation tools and mechanisms. As Flachsbart
(1969:413) states, different territories share adjoining boundaries, hence ‘formation of
a territory is at the same time provision of a periphery’. Yet the connection between
the territory and its periphery is controlled through the hierarchical organization of
space into different territories through urban design as well as boundary mechanisms.
In this regard, central and boundary markers as well as surveillance mechanisms are
the main tools utilized at the scale of residential environments for the control of

boundaries.

Marking behavior at the residential scale refers both to central markers that ‘announce
a territorial claim that radiates outward from it’ and boundary markers that ‘mark the
line between two adjacent territories’ defined by Goffman (1971). Boundary markers
are used at the residential scale both to separate the private territory of the housing
plot from the public territory of the street as well as between two private territories of
adjacent plots. In this regard, although territorial depth is similar in both districts, the
districts diverge in terms of proximity, permeability and delimitation of boundaries at
physical, visual and territorial levels?® (as discussed previously in Chapter 5.1.2.2).

In this context, the type of boundary markers used in each district will be further
investigated in this section. Besides, central markers which are signs of appropriation
of space appear in the form of both personalization and maintenance at the scale of
residential environments. Hence, central markers both at the private and public scales
are also examined in this section. In this regard, both the boundary and central markers

are analyzed through on-site systematic observation and later categorized in terms of

2 Territorial depth is described by Habraken (2000) as the number of boundaries needs to be crossed
while moving from outer public space to the innermost private territory while Scheerlinck (2012) claims
that territorial depth is more than the number of territorial boundaries crossed on the traditional private
| public continuum but rather depends on the complex configuration of proximity, permeability and
delimitation of boundaries on physical, visual and territorial levels.
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prominent types in each district. Besides, it is also important to note that in addition
to spacing mechanisms and marking territorial control and defense can also be attained
on the more organizational levels in the form of neighborhood associations at the scale

of residential environments which is also discussed in this section.

In this context, boundary markers are primarily used to demarcate the line between
public and private territories at the residential scale. In both districts’ similar types of
tools which are: walls, fences and hedges are used to demarcate the boundary between
the private and public territories (Figure 5.25). In Cukurambar prominent types of
boundary markers between private and public territories are in the form of high walls
and fences as well as locked or automated gates at the entrances. Yet, the majority of
the boundary markers used in Cukurambar are less permeable both physically and
visually than the ones used in Kavaklidere. In addition to this, the use of surveillance
mechanisms at the boundaries is also more common in Cukurambar. On the contrary,
lower walls and mainly iron fences with planting appear as the prominent types of
boundary markers in Kavaklidere. Besides the entrance areas are more permeable both

physically and visually that are mainly in the form of iron gates with ornaments.

Thus, in addition to large semi-private zones with passive uses such as parking in
Cukurambar (as discussed previously in Chapter 5.1.2.2) the use of harder boundary
markers between public and private territories creates a passive interface zone between
these territories. Yet, the active front-yards with softer boundary markers which
enables both physical and visual permeability enables the formation of an active

interface zone between private and public territories in Kavaklidere.
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Figure 5.25. Different types of boundary markers used between the private and public territories in
(on the left) Kavaklidere and (on the right) Cukurambar Districts
(Photographs taken by B. Beril Kapusuz Balc1 and the author, 2018)
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Boundary markers are also used to demarcate the line between two adjacent private
territories at the residential scale. Again, same type of tools such as walls, fences and
hedges are used to demarcate this boundary (Figure 5.26). whereas the tools used
between two private territories are softer (more permeable both visually and
physically) than the ones used between public and private territories in Cukurambar
while surveillance mechanisms are again added. On the other hand, smaller side-yards
and softer boundary markers between adjoining private territories in Kavaklidere

implies privacy concerns at this scale.

Figure 5.26. Different types of boundary markers used between two private territories in (on the left)
Kavaklidere and (on the right) Cukurambar Districts
(Photographs taken by B. Beril Kapusuz Balc1 and the author, 2018)

To sum up, the use of boundary markers for territorial control enables provision of
security and privacy at the residential scale while the type of marker used designates
the urban experience at both individual and collective scales. In this regard, territorial
control of the private space is attained by impermeable boundary markers, and
surveillance mechanisms in Cukurambar while the fact that environmental design and
sense of territoriality can also reduce crime and motivate people to control and defend

their own environment and enhance their sense of belonging and security is
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disregarded. In addition to this, the use of hard elements as boundary markers also
destroys the nested character and continuity between different territories and when
combined with the passive intermediary zones in the district decreases the
defensibility of space as discussed by Newman as well as prohibiting social
interactions that may occur in these zones. On the other hand, the narrower side-yards
between private territories in Kavaklidere creates shorter distances between balconies
and windows of apartment blocks facing each other which creates inadequate spacing
for providing privacy while narrower and active front yards with softer boundary
markers between the private and public territories enhance the defensibility of space

through ‘eyes on the street’.

Moreover, central markers at the scale of residential districts can appear in both private
and public territory. Besides, personalization is also a type of central marker which
reveals insights about the identity of the one marking. Hence, central markers are signs
of appropriation of space and sense of territoriality both at the individual level of the

private territory and collective level of the public territory.

In this regard, the prominent types of central markers in Kavaklidere at the private
territory can be listed as: sitting areas in the front-yards facing the street, potted plants
used both for boundary demarcation between different use areas such as parking and
entrance area of the buildings and also for decoration, iron gates with ornaments at the
entrances, personalization of the balconies with flower pots on the front fagade facing
the street, as well as name plates with unique typography (Figure 5.27). Hence, it can
be claimed that the use of central markers at the individual scale of the private territory
is high and in multiple forms in Kavaklidere which connotes to the appropriation of

space and sense of territoriality at the private scale of the housing plot.
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Figure 5.27. Central markers at the private territory in Kavaklidere District
(Photographs taken by B. Beril Kapusuz Balc1 and the author, 2018)

On the other hand, in Cukurambar central markers in private territory can be listed as:
iron and automated gates with security cabins at the entrances, brick walls used for
demarcation between public and private territories as well as brick gates (Figure 5.28).
Hence, although there are sitting places and decorations in some of the front-yards
they are not visible along the street due to high fences and walls, thus they cannot be
regarded as central markers used for territorial claim that radiates outward from the
territory. Hence, it can be claimed that the use of central markers at individual scale
of private territory is lower in Cukurambar and although there are some cases in which
central markers exist, they are not communicating identity and thus appropriation of
space since they are not visible from the adjoining territories.
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Figure 5.28. Central markers at the private territory in Cukurambar District
(Photographs taken by B. Beril Kapusuz Balci and the author, 2018)

In terms of central markers at the collective level of the public territory, graffiti or
street writings are the prominent types at the scale of residential space. In this regard,
various forms of street art can be observed at the public territory in the form of graffiti,
stair coloring and street writings in Kavaklidere (Figure 5.29). On the contrary, central
markers at the public scale are scarce in Cukurambar, while there is one small park on
which street writing and a board with a painting is observed (Figure 5.30). In this
regard, personalization at the public scale that is the existence of central markers can
be regarded as a sign of group identity, spatial attachment as well as social cohesion.
In this regard, lower number of central markers in Cukurambar at the public scale
indicates lower levels of social cohesion, spatial attachment and indication of group

identity and belonging.
All in all, central markers, or personalization, are reflections of spatial appropriation

as well as attachment to particular space (Barlas,2006). In addition to this, stimulation

from the physical environment is achieved through making, modifying and defending

223



the territory (Porteous, 1977). In this context, the higher number of central markers in
Kavaklidere district both at the individual level of the private territory and collective
level of the public territory implies higher degrees of place attachment and stimulation

from the surrounding environment at the residential scale.

Figure 5.29. Central markers at the public territory in Kavaklidere District
(Photographs taken by B. Beril Kapusuz Balc1 and the author, 2018)

Figure 5.30. Central markers at the public territory in Cukurambar District
(Photographs taken by B. Beril Kapusuz Balc1 and the author, 2018)
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Furthermore, at the organizational level both districts have its own neighborhood
association which are; Cukurambar and Kizilirmak Neighborhoods Development
Association (CAKDER) founded in 2007 and Kavakliderem founded in 1996.
Besides, during the Gezi Park demonstrations that took place from June 2013 onwards
in Turkey many local initiatives, and particularly neighborhood solidarity initiatives
were formed in many cities. Parallel to this, a local initiative was formed with the
name ‘Kugulupark Initiative’ in Kavaklidere which organized many ‘park forums’ and
other types of gatherings in that period. In this regard, it can be claimed that social

cohesion is attained at the organizational level in both districts.
5.3. Summary of Research Findings and Conclusive Remarks

‘Although the neighborhood unit is a useful organizing device
in some instances, there is a far richer panoply of constructs
that the designer can capitalize on and even improve on

in the course of creating the residential environment’

— Banerjee and Baer, 1984:114

In this chapter territorial functioning of respondents residing in Kavaklidere and
Cukurambar districts in terms of both cognitive and behavioral patterns in relation to
the exogenous factors both societal and spatial are discussed. Hence, the results of the

empirical study are summarized and further discussed in this section.

Spatial Factors: Diversity of Opportunities within the Catchment Area and

Territorial Behavior: Exclusive Use as a Resource Base

Affordances of the Environment

» Both Cukurambar and Kavaklidere provides the basic needs for its residents and

majority of the respondents are very satisfied with their residential areas and do
not plan to move to another part of the city in both cases.

= Yet, the two districts diverge in terms of particular opportunities within the

catchment area. For instance, Cukurambar district has higher amount of green

spaces, two university campuses, shopping malls, business towers and public
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institutions within and close to the district which creates more opportunities for
higher education, shopping and working while Kavaklidere provides a greater

number of opportunities in terms of socio-cultural activities.

Functional structure of activity nodes

= The results of the questionnaire reveal that, respondents actively use their

residential territories and the functional structure of the activity nodes yields

similar results in both districts. The results also reveal that residential territory is

used as a resource base predominantly for recreational and commercial purposes.

» Yet, the two districts diverge in terms of particular activities done within the area.

For instance, shopping activities other than daily grocery shopping are done

more within Cukurambar resulting from the malls located within and near the

district. The use of residential territory for work purposes is also higher in

Cukurambar resulting from business towers as well as many public institutions
located within and near the district.

On the other hand, higher amounts of strolling can be associated with the

walkability in Kavaklidere district with larger sidewalks with greenery as well

as active front yards both increasing the feeling of security as well as providing

stimulation. Besides, socio-cultural activities are attended more resulting from

theaters as well as many art galleries located in the district.

Hence, it can be claimed that type of activities done and their frequencies within the
residential territory is directly affected from the affordances of the environment. Thus,
existence of variety of functions within and at a close proximity to the district has a
facilitative impact on overt behavior of residents in terms of exclusive use of
residential territory through the type and frequency of activities conducted in the area.
Besides, not only the resources located within the residential territory, such as in the
case of parks, universities and malls in the case of Cukurambar, but also certain

opportunities located at the periphery of the district are also exclusively and actively
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used by the respondents. Thus, a buffer zone at the periphery of the residential territory

can also be regarded as an exclusive base for higher needs of the urban residents.

Spatial Factors: Territorial Organization of the Built Environment

Territorial Behavior: Boundary and Central Markers

Territorial Organization of the Built Environment
Territorial depth is similar in both districts in terms of ‘number of boundaries
needs to be crossed while moving from outer public space to the innermost private
territory’ as defined by Habraken (2000) whereas the districts diverge in terms of
‘proximity, permeability and delimitation of boundaries on physical, visual and
territorial levels’ as discussed by Scheerlinck (2012).
In terms of proximity, narrower front yards (semi-private zones) and smaller
parcel sizes in Kavaklidere results in smaller semi-private zones in contrast with
the larger front-yards with parking spaces, playgrounds located within the housing

plot in Cukurambar.

Boundary Markers
In terms of permeability, the majority of the boundary markers used in
Cukurambar are less permeable than Kavaklidere both physically and visually
with higher walls and fences as well as locked or automated gates at the entrances.
In addition to this, the use of surveillance mechanisms is also more common in
Cukurambar.
Same type of tools is used to demarcate the boundary between two private
territories whereas the tools used between two private territories are softer (more
permeable both visually and physically) than the ones used between public and
private territories in Cukurambar while surveillance mechanisms are again added.
On the other hand, the narrower side-yards between private territories in
Kavaklidere creates shorter distances between balconies and windows which

creates inadequate spacing for providing privacy.
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Thus, intermediary zones, semi-private territories, in Cukurambar are both visually
and physically separated from the public territory with hard elements used as boundary
markers such as high walls and gated entrance areas and when combined with the
increased distances between private and public territories both vertically and
horizontally in the territorial organization of space creates a deaf/passive interface
zone between the private and public territories. On the contrary, front yards with
sitting places located in Kavaklidere district and softer elements used as boundary
markers provides for an active and more permeable interface zone between the private
and public territories. In this regard, territorial control of the private space is attained
by impermeable boundary markers, and surveillance mechanisms in Cukurambar
while the fact that environmental design and sense of territoriality can also reduce

crime and motivate people to control and defend their own is disregarded.

Central Markers

» In Kavaklidere, central markers in private territory can be listed as: sitting areas in
the front-yards facing the street, potted plants used both for boundary demarcation
and personalization of the entrance areas and balconies, iron gates with ornaments
at the entrances as well as name plates with unique typography. At the public scale,
various forms of street art can be observed in the form of graffiti, stair coloring
and street writings.

* In Cukurambar, central markers in private territory can be listed as: iron and
automated gates with security cabins at the entrances, brick walls used for
boundary demarcation as well as gates. Hence, although there are central markers
in some of the front-yards they are not visible from the street due to boundary
markers, thus they cannot be regarded as central markers used for territorial claim
that radiates outward from the territory. Besides, central markers at the public scale

are scarce in Cukurambar.

Hence, it can be claimed that the higher number of central markers both at the

individual level of the private territory and collective level of the public territory in
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Kavaklidere district implies higher degrees of place attachment and stimulation at the

residential scale.

Territorial Cognition: Types of Designating Boundaries

= The main type of designating boundaries in both districts is road-based while in
Kavaklidere function-based boundaries are also utilized.
= The major roads with heavy car traffic are set as the major thresholds for bounding

residential territories by the respondents.

Thus, it can be claimed that major roads are perceived as the prominent elements in
bounding the residential territories in the recent era. On the other hand, identification
of well-defined boundaries is a positive aspect of territoriality, however major roads
are less permeable elements in terms of connecting the territory to adjacent territories

thus becoming separators rather than boundaries.

Territorial Cognition: Territorial Extent of the Perceived Area
Territorial Behavior: Exclusive Use as a Resource Base

Societal Factors: Individual Characteristics of the Respondents

Territorial Extent

= There is lack of consensus over the extent of the boundaries among the

respondent’s (boundaries ranging from 2 to 483 ha.) The inconsistency on the

extent was defined by Lee and Campbell (1997) as ‘respondents’ definitional
idiosyncrasies’ as a result of the individual characteristics of the respondents.

= In terms of territorial extent, total average size of the perceived boundaries is 75

ha which is similar to the assumptions of planning theory that is shaped by the

walking-distance principle (5-10 min walking distance that is 500 meters, approx.

64 ha). Yet, the average size of perceived boundaries in Kavaklidere decreases to

60 ha while it increases to 90 ha in Cukurambar. Thus, it can be claimed that the
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perceived size (territorial extent) of the residential area refers to a ‘walking-
distance scale’ in Kavaklidere, while in Cukurambar it exceeds this size and refers
more to a ‘driving-distance scale’.

= Besides, the boundaries designated by the respondents do not often match with the
administrative boundaries. In this regard, the average size of the perceived
boundaries is similar to the size of the administrative boundaries of the
neighborhoods in Kavaklidere while in Cukurambar the average designated
boundaries are smaller than both neighborhoods administrative boundaries which

can be related to the large non-residential uses in the district.

Frequency of Use, Mode of Transport and Time to Reach Activities

» In Kavaklhidere majority of the activities are done 2-3 times a week while in

Cukurambar, majority of the activities are done once a month whereas there is not

a significant preference difference between the weekdays and weekends in both
districts.

» The share of ‘on foot’ as a transportation mode is primary in both cases, however

the share of ‘car’ as a transportation mode is higher in percentages and more

proximate to ‘on foot’ in Cukurambar.

The impact of individual factors on the perceived size of the residential territory

» InKavaklidere, car ownership and age are the determinant factors on the perceived
size of the residential territory. Respondents who own a car significantly perceive
larger areas whereas young aged (18-24 and also students correspondingly)
respondents perceive smaller areas. In addition to these, retired people also tend
to perceive bigger areas as their residential territory than other occupational
groups.

* In Cukurambar, sex and education are the determinant factors on the perceived
size of the residential territory. Hence, woman tend to perceive significantly

smaller areas as their residential territory than men. Besides, respondents with
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graduate degrees tend to perceive bigger areas as their residential territory than

other educational levels

Based on these results, it can be claimed that in Cukurambar, and most of the newly
developed residential areas in Ankara, there is a high dependence on car to reach
activities which makes it especially difficult for disadvantaged groups whom rely on
near-home territories as their primary resource-base. This can be associated with car-
ownership; however, car ownership of the respondents is similar in both Kavaklidere
and Cukurambar districts. Thus, it can be claimed that the dependence on car is mostly
related with the design of the physical environment. Yet, car dependence in
Cukurambar can be a result of both the narrow sidewalks adjoined by deaf/passive
interface zones bounded with high walls or fences as well as vacant lots increasing the

fear of crime and creating unpleasant environments for walking.

Hence, when the larger areas perceived as residential territory by the respondents of
Cukurambar combined with the results showing car-dependency in reaching activities,
it can be claimed that Cukurambar respondents both perceive and use their residential
territory in terms of driving distances while in Kavaklidere the smaller areas perceived
as residential territory as well as the prominent type of access to activities on foot
refers to perception and corporeal experience of residential environment at a walking

distance scale.

Besides, in the case of Kavaklidere car ownership can be enlarging the size of the
perceived area since the opportunities within reach becomes higher with car access.
Besides, older people, especially the retired, are both more dependent and more
actively using their near-home territories thus resulting in larger areas perceived as
residential territory. Yet, it is also important to note that even if they perceive a larger
area that area still connotes to a walking-distance scale. In the case of Cukurambar,
larger areas perceived as residential territory by the respondents with graduate degrees
can be related to the university campuses located at the surrounding of the area, which
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are often perceived as within the residential territory, while smaller areas perceived as
residential territory by woman can be a result of higher number of housewives among
the respondents. In addition to these, the impact of individual factors on the perceived

size of the residential territory are not as significant as the impact of spatial factors.

Territorial Cognition: Shared Core Area

Territorial Cognition: Territorial Landmarks

Shared Core

= The size of the core area is similar in both cases (17-20 ha) while consensus on the
core area is higher in Cukurambar. The core area of Kavaklidere district extends
along Tunali Hilmi Avenue that is a busy commercial avenue and similarly core
area of Cukurambar extend along the two main shopping streets (1425. and 1459.
Avenues). Hence, it can be claimed that the shared core is mainly concentrated

along commercial uses within the residential territories.

Territorial Landmarks

= In both cases majority of the respondents were able to identify a landmark in their
residential area. Yet, majority of the respondents refer to a building and secondly

to a street whereas open spaces and areas referring both to a street and an open
space are the least mentioned by the respondents. Thus, it can be claimed that
buildings are the most memorable spatial elements in terms of landmarks, while
both districts lack open spaces with memorable layouts or characteristics to refer

as a landmark.

In this regard, both the dominance of buildings perceived as landmarks and open
spaces such as parks not being perceived as landmarks as well as lack of open public
spaces at the shared core area of both districts points out to inadequate distribution of

open public territories in residential environments.
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Territorial Cognition: Territorial Gaps

= The number of areas demarcated as fear or discomfort zone, territorial gaps, are
much higher in Cukurambar (113 respondents) than Kavaklidere (41 respondents).
* The most frequently mentioned territorial gaps in Kavaklidere are embassies due
to security issues and bars and restaurants along Tunus Avenue which are declared
as discomfort zones due to late closing hours creating noise pollution in the area,
parking problems for the residents as well as crowding. In Cukurambar, the most
frequently mentioned territorial gaps are vacant lots either next to a construction
sites or areas on which few squatters are existing. Yet, parks are also referred as

discomfort zones due to inadequate lightning and stray dogs.

Hence, it can be claimed that non-residential uses creating infrastructural problems
such as parking as well as noise and crowding and vacant lots and construction sites
are the prominent types of territorial gaps in residential territories. On the other hand,
depiction of territorial gaps from the perspective of the residents provides more

accurate and relevant insights for planning interventions

Moreover, the relation between perceived residential area size, satisfaction from the
residential area, total number of landmarks mentioned and total activity score (total
number of activities done within the district) of the respondents is further
investigated®. (Table 5.12).

The results of the analysis reveal that there is only a low positive correlation between
total activity and satisfaction scores (r = 0,206; p <0,001) in Cukurambar, whereas in
Kavaklidere there is a low-level positive correlation between the number of landmarks
and the perceived residential area size (r = 0,177; p <0,01). In this context, it can be

claimed that, although at a low level, the higher number of activities results in higher

%0 In order to do so, Spearman’s rho Correlation Coefficient (which is used to determine the degree of
non-causal relationships between two numerical variables) is run during the analysis.
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satisfaction from the residential area in Cukurambar. Whereas, the higher number of

landmarks also enlarges the area perceived as residential territory in Kavaklidere.

Table 5.12. Spearman’s rho Correlation Coefficient analysis between perceived residential area size,
satisfaction from the residential area, total number of landmarks mentioned and total activity score

1 2 3 4
1.Perceived Residential r 1
.. _AreaSize p
£ 2. satisfaction from the r 0,057 1
§ Residential Area p 0,326
= L r 0,060 0,206 1
g 3. Total Activity Score 0 0.298 0,000™
4. Total Number of r -0,009 -0,096 0,004 1
Landmarks Mentioned p 0,881 0,098 0,945
1.Perceived Residential r 1
o _AreaSize p
_q:) 2. Satisfaction from the r 0,005
= Residential Area p 0,934
s L r 0,103 -0,012 1
E 3. Total Activity Score 0 0.073 0,842
4. Total Number Of r 0,177 0,045 0,024 1
Landmarks Mentioned p 0,002 0,436 0,683
**:p<0,01 ***:p<0,001 —
r: Corelation Coefficient, r 2;;%2?;28; [:sr:cféligzocr)nf
p: Significance Level 0.00 No relation i~ - negative
0,01-0,29 Low relation relation
0,30-0,69 Moderate relation r= + positive
0,70-0,99 High relation relation
1,00 Strong relation

To sum up, the summary of the findings of the empirical study are summarized in the
following tables (Table 5.13 and 5.14).
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TERRITORIAL BEHAVIOR

Exclusive Use as a
Resource Base

Table 5.14. Territorial Behavior Patterns in Kavaklidere and Cukurambar Districts

Functional Structure
of Activity Nodes

Kavakhdere

Cukurambar

Used as a resource base predominantly for recreational and commercial purposes
Functional structure of activity nodes is directly related with the affordances of the environment

Private services (such as hairdresser, tailor etc.),
strolling and socio-cultural activities are attended more.

Shopping activities other than daily grocery, work,
religious, educational, open-air sports, playground
facilities are used more.

Frequency of Use

Not a significant preference difference between the weekdays and weekends

2-3 times a week

Once a month

Defense and Control

Mode of Transport Share of ‘on foot’ as a transportation mode is primary in both cases

and Time to Reach Share of ‘car’ as a transportation mode is lower in Share of ‘car’ as a transportation mode is higher in

Activities percentages than ‘on foot’ percentages and more proximate to ‘on foot’
o Less permeable visually and physically

m More permeable visually and physically - higher walls and fences as well as locked or automated
= Public = Private - lower walls and fences, bushes are used as separators gates at the entrances

= An active interface zone between these territories - more use of surveillance mechanisms
m. A passive interface zone between these territories

= Permeable visually and physically Softer than markers used between public and private
2 Private > Private Shorter distances between balconies and windows which territories

M More use of surveillance mechanisms

Central Markers

creates inadequate spacing for providing privacy

Private Territory

Sitting areas in the front-yards facing the street, potted
plants used both for boundary demarcation between
different use areas and for decoration, iron gates with
ornaments at the entrances, personalization of the
balconies with flower pots on the front facade, name
plates with unique typography

Tron and automated gates with security cabins at the
entrances,

brick walls used for demarcation between public and
private territories as well as gates

Public Territory

Graffiti, stair coloring and street writings.

Street writings
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

‘It is universally accepted that the values lost to our period must be restored:

the human scale, the rights of the individual,

the most primitive security of movement within the city.

Behind this desire stands the unchanging constancy of human life which demands
fulfillment. Today, it is hard to fulfill these needs.

The future way of life consists in the recovery of the intimacy of life’
— Gideion, 1941: xxxiv

Habraken (2000) states that the very act of inhabitation itself, occupation and control
of a space, is territorial. Thus, territorial organization of space is one of the most
instinctive and historic behaviors of man towards the environment. In this regard, the
notion of territoriality which is at the focus of this thesis is a premise tool in both
understanding and regulating man-environment relations. Based on the discourses in
the environmental psychology literature, territoriality can be briefly defined as laying
claim to, communicating ownership, exclusive use of a specific geographic area, a
definable physical space, which is termed as the ‘territory’ by individuals or groups
based on perceived or actual ownership which in return helps to regulate social
interactions (by providing both privacy and interaction), enhance the sense of identity
and feeling of competence through familiarity with the environment, promote the
feeling of security and provide stimulation through marking, modifying and defending
that territory. As a result, human territorial functioning has psychological, social —
psychological as well as social-ecological (Taylor, 1988) outcomes.

Territoriality is defined by Bell et. al. (1990: 256) as the ‘set of behaviors and
cognitions an organism or group exhibits, based on perceived ownership of physical
space’. In this regard, territorial functioning in a delimited space refers mainly to
behavior and cognition patterns of a person or a group which is also affected by the

exogenous factors both societal (social group and individual factors) and spatial

237



(territorial organization of physical environment). Yet, the territorial organization of
space affects territorial functioning especially at smaller scales while the other way
around territorial functioning transforms the territorial organization of space. Hence,
it can be claimed that different designs of the environment, reveals different
territorialities, and territorial functioning and territorial organization of space is

simultaneously reproduced by urban residents at the scale of residential environments.

Territorial
Attitudes

People - Oriented Territoriality _
i _Territorial
Behavioral< H | | >Cognitive :Functioning

Territorial | : _
Organization; Spatial Social | Cultural
' Factors

-
Place - Oriented Territoriality

Figure 6.1. The relation between territorial organization of space and human territorial functioning

In this context, the main aim of the thesis is to examine the way humans interact with
their environments and try to grasp their lived experience of that environment. Hence,
the relation between physical environment and human behavior and cognition in that
environment, in other words territorial functioning, at the scale of residential living
space is further examined. Yet, in the 21% century with the major increase in the
dynamism and mobility of urban residents along with the advances in technology
resulted in the dissolving of the boundaries in the urban space. Thus, territorial
functioning as a boundary control mechanism has also transformed significantly.
Residential environments, which is at the focus of this research, as a territory is hard
to define in the recent era in which people behave in multiple territories constantly. In
this regard, the notion of residential environment is also adopted in a wider
conceptualization within the scope of this study rather than the administrative

neighborhood tracts. Hence, investigating territorial functioning of urban residents in
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their residential environments at the age of postmodernity in which multiple territories
are used by the highly mobile residents and the importance of spatial proximity on
access to resources as well as social relations is diminishing, is the primary objective
of the research. In order to do so, primarily the concept of territoriality is theoretically
discussed in the previous chapters (Chapter 2 and 3) and an integrative model to assess
human territorial functioning at the scale of residential environments is developed
based on these discussions (Chapter 3). The model is developed based on the adoption
and redefinition of the notion of territorial functioning which allows the assessment
of residential environments both in terms of cognitive and behavioral patterns of its
residents in relation to exogenous socio-spatial factors through the lens of

environmental psychology and environmental design.

Furthermore, another important aim of this thesis is to put forth the relationship
between the territorial organization of the physical environment and human territorial
functioning. Today, organization of residential areas as continuous fabric such as in
the traditional neighborhoods has left its place to formation of cellular developments
in the form of gated communities and mass housing developments. Hence, a case
oriented comparative study between two urban fabrics with diverse territorial
organizations is conducted, as a post occupancy evaluation, in order to further
investigate territorial functioning at the scale of residential environments. In this
regard 600 questionnaires are conducted in two districts of Ankara which area,
Kavaklidere associated with the early-republican era (formed in the 1950s) and has a
continuous fabric as in the traditional neighborhoods, and Cukurambar which has
transformed into a high rise, ‘prestigious’, luxury residential area after the 1990°s with
high amounts of gated-communities, a typical example of contemporary residential
developments in Ankara. The total area covered in the case studies is larger to be
considered as a conventional neighborhood but rather at the scale of a district which
consists of identifiable neighborhoods (district is used for the term ‘semt’ in Turkish
which connotes to combination of few neighborhoods, to refer to a part of the city

often with similar socio-economic as well as physical attributes). In this regard,

239



Kavaklidere district consists of Barbaros, Kavaklidere ve Remzi Oguz Arik
neighborhoods, and Cukurambar district consists of Cukurambar and Kizilirmak

neighborhoods.

The results of the empirical study are discussed under two titles which are: place-
oriented territoriality and people-oriented territoriality in the previous chapters
(Chapter 5.1.2 and 5.2 respectively). In terms of place-oriented territoriality both
territorial organization of urban space in terms of both the diversity of opportunities
within the catchment area (affordances of the environment) as well as territorial
organization of the built environment at the meso scale, while in terms of people-
oriented territoriality both territorial cognition and behavior patterns are investigated

in each district.
6.1. Reflection on the Findings of the Research

The results of the research reveal important inferences for both planning theory and
praxis. To begin with, Taylor (1988) claims that territorial functioning is highly place-
specific. Correspondingly, the results of the empirical study also reveal that different
designs of the environment (territorial organization of space) reveal different
territorialities. In particular, the findings reveal that territorial functioning in terms of
both cognitive and behavior patterns diverge between contemporary residential
environments organized in the form of ‘enclaves’ and comprising mainly gated
communities (as in the case of Cukurambar) and traditional urban residential
environments (as in the case of Kavaklidere) with continuous fabric that are organized

similar to ‘walking distance neighborhoods’3!.

In terms of cognitive patterns, the empirical research primarily investigates the extent
and content of residential territory in the mind of its residents through cognitive maps.

In this regard, there are many ways of designating boundaries for the residential

31 The classification on residential environments is derived from the work of Kusenbach (2008)
previously discussed in Chapter 2.2.2.
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environments®?. Hence, the phenomenological approaches that investigate the
subjectively designated boundaries are grounded on the lived experience of the
residents and have powerful impact on a variety of outcomes at diverse scales
(Campbell et. al., 2009). In addition to this, territorial cognition of residential
environments as a delimited area with specific boundaries by its inhabitants is one of

the most important preconditions to define that area as a meaningful territorial unit.

In this context, this research also has a similar phenomenological approach and tries
to investigate the subjective definitions of the residents on their residential
environments in order to grasp the lived experience of the locals. In this regard, the
phenomenon of residential environments is approached with a schema-based
emphasis. During the cognitive mappings, primarily perceived territorial extent of the
residential environment is inquired. The results reveal that, the perceived territorial
extent of residential environment is unique for each individual, whereas a consensus
area, as in the consensus maps of the empirical study, can be derived from these
idiosyncrasies to define the boundaries of the residential territories from the
perspective of its residents. The use of consensus maps, provides an alternative source
of inquiry into urban space than conventional solely quantitative mechanistic methods.
Yet, consensus maps can be used as a tool for uniting the spatial aspects of the
phenomenon such as extent, proximity and layout with the social aspects such as
demographic characteristics of the residing population as well as functional aspects
including the facilities and services of the residential environments. In other words,
consensus maps provide the interlink between the tangible and intangible aspects of

urban space at the scale of residential territory. Hence, consensus maps reveal the

32 Classical residential exposure area (the walking distance principle), Perceived residential exposure
area (the perceived boundaries by the residents) and Activity space exposure areas (buffers around
activity destinations of residents) defined by Perchaux et. al. (2016).

33 Campbell et. al. (2009) claims that subjectively defined neighborhood boundaries and consensus on
these boundaries have powerful impacts on a variety of outcomes at diverse scales such as adolescent
development and the parenting strategies of the residents, the attitude of residents regarding the social
life in the area and the willingness of residents to engage in local collective action, the availability of
social services as well as revealing information about the level of community attachment.
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accurate representation of users experience of space which can guide planners and
policy-makers to enhance residents experience of residential environments through

the design of the built environment.

On the other hand, the findings also show that regarding territorial cognition of
residential territory there are both similarities and variances between the traditional
neighborhood fabrics and contemporary residential areas. At the cognitive level, the
two districts show similarities in terms of the prominent type of designation of
boundaries based on major roads as well as the size and main functions within the
shared core area derived from the respondent’s maps. Whereas, districts differ in terms
of extent of the perceived boundary of residential territory. In this regard, the
respondents from traditional urban residential environments (as in the case of
Kavaklidere) tend to perceive smaller units which connotes to a walking distance
scale, while the respondents from contemporary residential environments (as in the
case of Cukurambar) tend to perceive larger areas as their residential territory that
connotes to a driving distance scale. Besides, the boundaries designated by the
respondents do not often match with the administrative boundaries. In this regard, the
average size of the perceived boundaries is more similar to the size of the
administrative boundaries of the neighborhoods in Kavaklidere district while in
Cukurambar the average designated boundaries are rather smaller than the
administrative boundaries of the neighborhoods. Hence, the subdivision of urban areas
into smaller spatial (residential) units by planners falls short in explaining the
territorial extent of the residential environment. In this regard, in addition to
administrative boundaries, that is useful for the availability of a large amount of
information, resident’s consensus maps reveal the lived-in territorial extent of
residential space in relation to the spatial organization of space that can be used during

planning decisions at this scale such as the distribution of services and facilities.

It is also important to note that, this research does not try to emphasize the residents
subjectively defined boundaries as a sole determinant of the territorial extent of
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residential environments, but rather tries to put forth that in addition to conventional
methods the use of resident’s perceptions of their lived space can reveal different
insights for the decision makers regarding spatial developments. Hence, rather than
relying on a single basis, planning studies can use a diverse amalgam of approaches
to unfold the nature of the lived experience of the environment in order to guide future
interventions®*. Hence, choosing the type of method in defining the extent of
residential environments is related to the type of problem planning has to resolve in

that territory.

Yet, not only the extent of the territorial unit and consensus among residents but also
the content within the defined boundaries provide many inputs for planning
interventions. For instance, what is included or excluded from the territory and what
constitutes the core of the territory may provide fruitful insights for future planning
studies. In this regard, consensus maps also reveal the shared core of the residential
territory. The shared ‘core area’ connotes to the center of the residential territory most
of the residents use in their daily lives and intermingle in terms of social interactions.
Thus, planning interventions at the shared core can result in consequences at the
social-group level. Moreover, the shared core areas of both in Kavaklidere and
Cukurambar districts contains dominantly commercial functions. Hence, the absence
of public spaces at the shared core of the residential environments is also an issue

which planning interventions shall focus.

Results of the empirical study also reveal that in terms of landmarks individuals tend
to refer mainly to buildings and least to open spaces in both cases. Hence, it can be
claimed that both traditional and contemporary residential environment lack legible
public open spaces that can be referred as landmarks which put forth the inadequate

distribution of open public territories in residential environments. Thus, the lack of

% In a similar vein, Galster (2001) presents a framework based on ‘multi-scaled’ boundaries with
respect to bundle of attributes associated with a delimited space which vary also with respect to the
actions of local actors as well as time.
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public spaces both at the shared core of the residential territory as well as the
landmarks mentioned by the residents indicates a problematic issue at the residential
scale which planning discipline should confront. Additionally, the results also show
that the cognition of streets as landmarks is related to the naming of the streets. For
Instance, street names are given numerically rather than by actual names in
Cukurambar results in the diminishing number of streets referred as landmarks by the

respondents.

Another significant result of the empirical study is that territorial gaps, that is the fear
and discomfort zones delimited by the respondents during cognitive mapping, are
important part of territorial cognition at the residential scale which directly impacts
the everyday experience of the residents. Territorial gaps include non-residential uses
resulting in infrastructure, environmental as well as crowding problems in both cases,
while vacant lots and construction sites are also delimited by the respondents residing
in Cukurambar. Hence, the depiction of territorial gaps from the perspective of the
residents provides more accurate and relevant insights for planning interventions for
locating the locus of dissatisfaction in their residential environments from the
residents. In this regard, territorial gaps can be seen as ‘hot spots’*®, places of priority

for planning interventions.

Furthermore, based on the findings of the research it can be claimed that the spatial
organization of space is a prominent factor causing the differences in territorial
functioning at the residential scale. In this regard, the loss of intermediary zones
between the public and private territories, in other words erosion of semi-public
domain, resulting from both the larger distances as well as impermeable boundary
mechanisms in the territorial organization of space in the case of Cukurambar can be

linked with both the larger perceived size of the residential territory (driving distance

% The term ‘hot spots’ for planning interventions outlined by the residents for planning interventions
which otherwise could have been easily gone unnoticed with conventional research techniques is
attained from the work of Lohmann and Mcmurran (2009).

244



scale) since there is a lack of defensibility of space, less number of eyes on the street
and when combined with the narrow sidewalks decrease the ability of the residents to
actively use their near home environments and also to car-dependency while using the
residential territory as a resource base. Besides, passive intermediary zones between
the public and private territories also decreases the probability of social interaction at
this scale which also results in the smaller number of central markers both at the
private and public spaces since place attachment cannot be attained with the near home
environment. Moreover, boundaries set between different territories are not solely
used for absolute separation between different territories but they may also act as
interface zones. The results of the study reveal that the active or passive character of
these interface zones between the public and private territories and proximity and
permeability of boundary markers used in each territory is an important parameter
affecting the quality of the lived space. All in all, in addition to its effects on territorial
functioning of residents, territorial organization of residential environment also affects
the experience of space and in return territorial attitudes. In this context, these
inferences support the theory on the assumption that the relation between environment
and behavior is bidirectional (Bell et. al., 1990) as well as providing insights for the
territorial organization of space that can foster place attachment®® and sense of

territoriality in residential environments.

In addition to physical context, although each schema is unique for each resident,
overlapping areas as well as differences with respect to individuals’ characteristics
such as age, gender or income®’ reveals important insights. In this regard, the findings
of the empirical study reveal that societal factors also have a significant impact on
human territorial functioning. On the other hand, the findings put forth that societal
factors are less effective on territorial functioning than affordances of the

% In this regard, Lay (1998) claims that the legible layout of the environment as well as spatial hierarchy
has a positive impact on the appropriation of space as a territory as well as enhancing frequent use and
maintenance.

37 Taylor (1988) also claims that, social, cultural and class related conditions in a residential
environment influence the form, extent and strength of territorial functioning.
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environment. Although not as much as the physical context, societal factors both at
the social group and individual scales creates variances in territorial functioning both
at the cognitive and behavioral levels. Yet, the weight of the factors such as age, sex,
education level or ownership differs for each locale. Hence, in order to attain the main
aim of urban design is meet the diverging needs of the whole population residing in
the same area, the divergences on territorial functioning based on societal factors can

provide a basis.

In terms of exogenous factors, affordance of the environment®® is also a prominent
determinant of territorial functioning especially in terms of exclusive use of residential
territory as a resource base. Yet, the results of the study reveal that residential territory
is used as a resource base predominantly for recreational and commercial purposes,
whereas the territorial organization of space has implications on the mode of
transportation to reach these resources. Hence, it can be claimed that type of activities
done and their frequencies within the residential territory are directly affected by the
affordances of the environment. Besides, propinquity is as important as accessibility
in terms of reaching activities and facilities at the residential scale especially for the
older populations. Thus, the existence of a variety of functions within and at a close
proximity to the district has a facilitative impact on behavior of residents in terms of

exclusive use of residential territory as a resource base.

On the contrary, in the 21% century urban residents use multiple territories and the
importance of spatial propinquity is not as important as in the past for reaching
facilities and social interaction. Besides, not only the resources located within the
residential territory, such as in the case of parks, universities and malls in the case of

Cukurambar, but also certain opportunities located at the periphery of the district are

38 In this regard Lang (1987:97) claims that; ‘The environmental perception and behavioral approach
to the study of human behavior suggests that an individual’s behavior is a function of his or her
motivations, the affordances of the environment, and the images of the world outside direct perception
and the meanings those images have for the individual’
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also exclusively and actively used by the respondents. Yet, the results of the empirical
study also reveal that services and facilities that are further away than the catchment
areas proposed in theory and practice are included in the resident’s cognitive maps as
located within their residential territory and actively used by the respondents. Thus, a
buffer zone at the periphery of the residential territory can also be regarded as an
exclusive base for higher needs of the urban residents rather than simple catchment

area analysis for basic needs.

Following the investigations on the overt behavior of activities conducted in the
residential area, marking behavior is also further examined within the scope of the
research. In this regard, territorial markers function as communicating the territorial
claims. Yet, they are the signs of appropriation of space by its users as well as part of
place attachment. In this regard, at the scale of residential environments, territorial
markers are used both as boundary control and defense mechanisms as well as
expressing self-identity. Moreover, different types of markers are used at different
territorial levels. Hence, territorial markers are examined in this research in terms of
both boundary and central markers (Goffman, 1971) as well as both at the private and
public scales. In this regard, the results reveal that the presence/absence and the
prohibitor/facilitative structure of these markers as well as their permeability both
physically and visually has implications on territorial functioning. Based on the
findings, it can be claimed that the higher number of central markers both at the
individual level of the private territory and collective level of the public territory, as
in the case of Kavaklidere district, implies higher degrees of place attachment and

stimulation at the residential scale.

All in all, the findings from the application of the proposed model such as in the case
of Kavaklidere and Cukurambar districts (Chapter 5.3) provides an alternative basis
for the larger-scale discussions in planning such as on the size of the neighborhoods
(the walking distance paradigm), importance of spatial proximity in terms of reaching

services and facilities, defensibility of space as well as impacts of territorial
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organization of physical environment on cognitive and behavioral patterns of urban
residents.

Finally, hypotheses of the research were set at the beginning of the thesis (Chapter
1.2) as;

H1: Urban residents still conceive their residential living spaces as a
meaningful territorial unit. They can demarcate the territorial boundaries,
significant landmarks and activity nodes within their residential environments.

Hence, the results of the empirical study reveal that residents are able to define the
subjective boundaries of their residential territory. Besides, the majority of the
respondents were able to mention at least one landmark in their area. Yet, the results
also show that respondents actively use their residential territory as an exclusive
resource base mainly for commercial and recreational functions. In this regard, it can
be claimed that respondents in both cases conceive their residential territory as a

meaningful territorial unit.

H2: There is a consensus among conception of residential territories among its
residents, while the degree of consensus reveals information about the level of
territoriality.

In terms of Hypothesis 2, it cannot be claimed that there is a consensus among
residents on the boundaries of the territory since subjective boundaries defined by the
respondents are rather unique. Yet, a consensus map is derived from the respondents
maps in order to attain an understanding on the conception of residential territory at
the social group level. Yet, a shared core agreed by the residents with high degrees of
consensus is depicted in both cases. Additionally, there is also high amounts of
consensus on the types of activities as well as the mode of transportation to reach these
activities for the residents of the same residential territory. Besides, not the consensus,
but the extent and elements used for bounding the territory as well as areas left outside
the territory (gaps) reveal important insights on territorial functioning in the residential

environment.
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H3: Territorial functioning of urban residents differ with respect to physical
organization patterns of each residential environment both in terms of
territorial cognition and behavior.

The results of the empirical study support the theory that the relation between
environment and behavior is bidirectional. In terms of Hypothesis 3, the findings
reveal that territorial functioning of urban residents differs with respect to both
territorial organization of space (including territorial depth and affordances of the
environment) as well as the individual and social-group characteristics of the

residents.
6.2. Theoretical, Methodological and Practical Contribution of the Thesis

This thesis is an attempt to fill the gap in the establishment and assessment of the
relationship between the behavior of individuals and their physical environments at
the residential scale. Hence, the diverse discourses on the notion of territoriality in
theory from many disciplines are pieced together and territoriality is set as a tool for
both understanding and regulating man-environment relations within the scope of this
thesis. In this regard, the primary contribution of the thesis to the field of
environmental psychology and environmental design is the redefinition of human
territorial functioning to comprise both the people and place-oriented connotations of

the notion under an integrated framework.

Moreover, a preliminary model is proposed for the assessment of territorial
functioning at the residential scale. Hence, provision of an integrative model and
operational tools for the assessment of each parameter which can be referred for the
evaluation of residential environments is the main methodological contribution of the
thesis. In this regard, the model can be used as a tool for post-occupancy evaluation in
other residential areas. On the other hand, in terms of assessment of territorial
cognition of urban resident’s consensus maps are derived from individual maps of the
respondents. Hence, aggregate resident defined mapping, the consensus maps, is
implemented in a comparative case study as a new method that can guide both
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planning research and interventions at the residential scale. In this regard, consensus
maps provide an alternative method of inquiry into urban space for planning studies
by linking the tangible and intangible aspects of urban space at the scale of residential
territory. Besides, consensus maps reveal the accurate representation of users

experience of space which can guide urban planners and policy-makers.

Moreover, the empirical study puts forth the lived experience in residential territories
from both place-oriented and people-oriented perspectives. Hence, the results of the
research reveal significant insights for the future design of residential environments
more responsive to diverse human needs especially for Ankara and also for other parts
of the world. Yet, design implications can be derived from the research for the
production of residential environments providing the desired levels of privacy and
publicity with active intermediary zones, used as an exclusive resource base, modified
by its residents that the feelings of place attachment arouse and conceived as a
meaningful territorial unit. Yet, not a single prescription can be set for this purpose
since the context necessitates certain specifications. On the other hand, a more general
alternative neighborhood design paradigm can be derived if and only similar
researches are conducted repetitively.

6.3. Limitations of the Research

Territoriality is a prominent spatial behavior by which the individual interacts with the
built environment that is manifested through different signs at different scales. On the
other hand, spatial behavior is hard to gauge and interpret since it is a multifactorial
and intangible phenomenon. Hence, this research does not attempt to depict the
relationship between environment and behavior as a means-ends relation but

approaches rather with a probabilistic perspective.
During this process, the design of the built environment has either an inhibitor or

facilitative function. In this regard, since this research is limited to two case studies,

territorial functioning in different spatial layouts (territorial organization of space)
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should be further investigated in order to guide urban design studies in finding
appropriate tools and addressing local issues to enhance and enrich the contribution of

built environment on the experience of its users.

Lastly, residential environments are under rapid transformation whereas this research
is conducted at a single time section within the scope of this research. Yet, both the
environment and human behavior are in a constant state of flux in relation to
transformations at the spatial and societal structures. Thus, in order to gain a better
understanding of man-environment relations based on the notion of territoriality,
territorial functioning can also be investigated on a wider historic spectrum for

revealing different insights.
6.4. Recommendations for Further Research

It is important to note that rather than approaching urban space as separate territories,
conception of space as different territories nested in each other widens our perspective
of space. In this regard, territorial functioning at the scale of home base is one way of
approaching urban space while it would be more relevant if backed up with further
investigations at the home-range that refers to the city scale. In other words, territorial
functioning of humans also needs to be investigated at the macro scale of the city in

further studies.

Moreover, further research in different locales and time sections is needed to attain
more generalizable results and a better understanding of the human territorial
functioning with respect to physical environment. Hence, similar investigations can
be conducted for different places and for different time intervals in order to attain more
generalizable insights for the future design of residential environments more

responsive to human needs.
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APPENDICES

A. Questionnaire Sample

ORTA DOGU TEKNIK UNIVERSITESI
DOKTORA TEZI KAPSAMINDA YAPILACAK KULLANICI ANKETI

TEZ BASLIGL: HIPER-MODERNITE CAGINDA EGEMENLIK BOLGELERI:
KONUT BOLGELERININ ANALIZI

Degerli Katilimei;

Size ilettigimiz bu anket, ODTU Sehir ve Bélge Planlama Béliimii’'nde Dog. Dr. Miige Akkar
Ercan’in danigmanliginda yiiriitmekte oldugum ‘Hiper-modernite Caginda Egemenlik
Boélgeleri: Konut Bolgelerinin Analizi’ baglikli doktora tezim kapsaminda kisilerin konut
cevrelerini nasil algiladiklarini ve kullandiklarini tespit etmek amaciyla hazirlanmistir. Anket

verileri bilimsel bir aragtirma i¢in kullanilacak olup, kisilik haklarina zarar verecek sekilde

ticilincii kisilerle paylasilmayacaktir.

Katiliminiz ve katkilariniz i¢in tesekkiir ederim.
Saygilarimla

N. Oya Memliik Cobanoglu
fletisim: oyamemluk@gmail.com
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Anket numarast: ......

Yasadigimiz bolgeyi tarif
ederken nasil
isimlendiriyorsunuz?

Cinsiyetiniz

1( ) Kadin

2( ) Erkek

Dogum Yilimz

Egitim Durumunuz

1 ( ) Okuryazar
2 () Lise Mezunu
3 () Ilkokul Mezunu

4 () Lisans Mezunu

5 () Ortaokul Mezunu
6 () Y.Lisans / Doktora
Mezunu

() Kamuda memur
() Kamuda yonetici
() Ozel sektorde

() Serbest galisan
() Is yeri sahibi (Kiigitk
Isletme)

uzman/memur () Is yeri sahibi (Orta /
() Ozel sektorde Biiyiik Olgekli Isletme)
yOnetici () Isci
Mesleginiz () Akademisyen () Emekli
( ) Ogretmen () Issiz
() Ogrenci ( ) Ev hanimu
(') Doktor () Diger
()
Avukat/Hakim/Savci
(1) Esnaf

Hanehalki sayisi: Siz dahil
olmak iizere evinizde kag
kisi yastyor?

1 () Tek kisi
2 () Tek ebeveynli

5 () Genis Aile (bir arada
yasayan akrabalar)

Hanehalk tipi: aile 6 ( ) Bir arada yasayan

3 () Sadece esler bireyler

4 ( )Esvegocuklar 7 ( )Diger: .........

1 () Kendi evi 4 () Anne-baba ya da bir
Miilkiyet durumu: 2 () Kira akrabanin evi

3 ( ) Lojman 5()Diger: ..................
Konut c¢evrenizde mne | 1( )0-1yil
kadar siiredir | 2( )2-3 yil ;.1 E g ;g 711223112“1
yasamaktasiniz? 3()4-9yl y
illil;lemze ait ozel arag¢ var 1( )Hayrr  2( ) Evet
Toplam Arag¢ Sayisi: | .............
Tiirii: () OF?mobll () Motosiklet () Bisiklet

( ) Diger: .........

Konut bolgenizi hangi amaclarla kullanmaktasimiz?
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Yaklasik

Kullanim Kullanim Sikhigi Kullamim Ulasim bicimi | ulasim
e Zamani P
= siiresi
1 ( ) Giinliik 5( ) Ayda 2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
() Market 2()Haftadal  6( )Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaici | ( ) Yiiriiyerek | ( )5-15 dk
aligverisi 3( ) Haftada 2- 3 ( ) Hig () Toplutasim | ( ) 15-30 dk
(giinliik 4()Aydal ( )Diger:......... () +30dk
aligveris)
() Alisveris 1 () Giinliik 5( ) Ayda2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
(giyim 2 () Haftada 1 6 () Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaici () Yiirtiyerek ()5-15dk
b 3 ( ) Haftada 2- 3 ( ) Hig () Toplu tastm | () 15-30 dk
elektronik vb. | 4 () Ayda 1 ( Diger:......... ()+30dk
kisisel
ihtiyaclar)
. 1 () Giinlik 5( ) Ayda2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
() Kisisel 2( )Haftadal  6( )Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaigi | () Yiiriiyerek | ( ) 5-15dk
hizmetler 3( )Haftada2-3 () Hig () Toplutasgim | ( ) 15-30 dk
(berber, 4()Aydal ( )Diger:......... ()+30dk
kuafor, terzi
vb.)
1 () Giinliik 5( ) Ayda 2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
. 2 () Haftada 1 6 () Yilda 2-3 | ( )Haftaici () Yiiriiyerek ()5-15dk
( ) Sagl_lk 3 ( ) Haftada 2- 3 ( ) Hig () Toplu tasitm | () 15-30 dk
hizmeti 4()Aydal ( )Diger:......... () +30dk
el 1 ( ) Giinliik 5( ) Ayda2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
() Egitim 2()Haftadal  6( )Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaici | ( ) Yiriyerek | ( )5-15 dk
(cocugumbu | 3()Haftada2-3 () Hig ( ) Toplutasmm | ( ) 15-30 dk
bolgedeki 4()Aydal ( )Diger:......... ()+30dk
okula gidiyor)
1 () Giinliik 5( ) Ayda2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
O isyerim bu | 2( )Haftadal 6 () Yilda 2-3 | ( )Haftaici () Yiirtiyerek ()5-15dk
bolgede 3 ( ) Haftada 2- 3 ( ) Hig () T.ovplu tasim | () 15-30 dk
bulunuyor 4()Aydal ( )Diger:......... ()+30dk
1 () Giinliik 5( ) Ayda2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
. 2( )Haftadal  6( )Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaigi | ( ) Yiiriiyerek | () 5-15dk
() Ibadet 3()Haftada2-3 () Hig ( ) Toplutasm | ( ) 15-30 dk
amach 4( )Ayda1 ( )Diger:......... ()+30dk
() Sosyal 1 () Giinlik 5( ) Ayda2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
) S0sy 2()Haftadal  6( )Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaici | ( ) Yiriiyerek | ( )5-15dk
ziyaretler 3()Haftada2-3 () Hig () Toplu tagim | ( ) 15-30 dk
(Bolge 4()Aydal ( )Diger:......... ()+30dk
icerisinde
akraba
ziyareti)
1 () Giinliik 5( ) Ayda 2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
() Sosyal 2( )Haftadal  6( )Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaici | ( ) Yiiriiyerek | () 5-15dk
ziyaretler 3 ( ) Haftada 2- 3 ( ) Hig () Toplutasim | () 15-30 dk
(Tamdik 4()Aydal ( )Diger:......... ()+30dk
ziyareti)
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Yaklasik

Kullanim Kullanim Sikhg % Ulasim bicimi | ulasim
£amant siiresi
() Kiiltiirel 1 () Giinliik 5( )Ayda2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arac ()5dk
A 2 () Haftada 1 6 () Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaici () Yiirtiyerek ()5-15dk
etkinlik | 3(yHaftada2-3 () Hic () Toplutasim | () 15-30 dk
(sanat galerisi, | 4 () Ayda 1 ( )Diger:......... () +30dk
tiyatro,
sinema,
konser vb.
gitmek)
1 () Giinliik 5( ) Ayda2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
2 () Haftada 1 6 () Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaici () Yiiriiyerek ()5-15dk
() Parka 3( )Haftada2-3  ( )Hig () Toplu tasim | ( ) 15-30 dk
gitmek 4()Aydal ( )Diger......... () +30dk
1 () Giinliik 5( ) Ayda2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
() Cocuk 2 () Haftada 1 6 () Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaici () Ydriyerek ()5-15dk
oyun alanina 3 () Haftada 2- 3 ( ) Hig () T.(zplu tasim | () 15-30 dk
gitmek 4()Aydal ( )Diger:......... ()+30dk
_ 1 () Giinliik 5( )Ayda2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
() Sportif 2()Haftadal  6( )Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaici | ( ) Yiriiyerek | ( ) 5-15dk
aktiviteler 3()Haftada2-3 () Hig () Toplu tastm | ( ) 15-30 dk
(Spor 4()Aydal ( )Diger:......... ()+30dk
salonuna
gitmek)
() Sportif 1 () Giinliik 5( ) Ayda2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
A 2 () Haftada 1 6 () Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaici () Ydriyerek ()5-15dk
aktiviteler 3()Haftada2-3 () Hic () Toplu tasim | ( ) 15-30 dk
(Acik havada | 4 () Ayda 1 ( )Diger-......... () +30dk
egzersiz, mac
yapmak vb.)
1 () Giinliik 5( ) Ayda2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
() Yiiriiyis 2()Haftadal  6( )Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaici | ( ) Yiiriiyerek | ( ) 5-15 dk
yapmak 3 () Haftada 2- 3 ( ) Hig () Toplutasim | () 15-30 dk
4()Aydal ( )Diger:......... () +30dk
ST FR e (s (R [
. . 11da 2- artaigi uruyere -
gggevs;“dek‘ 3()Haftada2-3 () Hig () Toplutasim | () 15-30 dk
restoranlara 4()Aydal ( )Diger:......... ()+30dk
vb. gitmek
() Sosyal 1 () Giinliik 5( ) Ayda2-3 | ( )Haftasonu | ( ) Ozel arag ()5dk
’ Y 2 () Haftada 1 6 () Yilda2-3 | ( )Haftaici () Ydriiyerek ()5-15dk
hizmetlerden | 3 ypaftada2-3 () Hig () Toplutasim | ( ) 15-30 dk
faydalanmak | 4 () Ayda 1 ( )Diger:......... () +30dk

(belediye
kurslari vb.)
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Konut bélgenizden memnuniyet derecenizi belirtiniz

1 ( ) Olduk¢a memnuniyetsizim

2 () Memnuniyetsizim

3 () Ne memnuniyetsizim ne de tatmin edici buluyorum

4 ( ) Memnunum

5 () Olduk¢a memnunum

Evinizden tasinmay diisiiniiyor musunuz? ( ) Evet ( ) Hayrr
Evet ise, nedenlerini belirtiniz;

Liitfen konut bolgenizde gozlemlediginiz olumlu yonleri belirtiniz.
1 ( ) Hizmetlere ulagim kolaylig1 (alisveris, kisisel hizmetler vb.)

2 () Isyerime yakin

3 ( ) Kendimin ya da ¢ocugumun okuluna yakin

4 () Cevre kalitesi (binalarin, sokaklarin giizel olmasi vb.)

5 () Yeterli yesil alan bulunmasi

6 () Ayni ¢evrede yasayan insanlardan memnuniyet

TC)DIger: oo

Liitfen konut bélgenizde gozlemlediginiz olumsuzluklary/eksiklikleri belirtiniz.
1 () Cevre kirliligi

2 () Giriilti kirliligi

3 () Yeterli yesil alan bulunmamasi

4 () Giivenlik sikintist

5 () Otopark yetersizligi

6 ( ) Komsulardan rahatsizlik

T()DIger: oo

Liitfen asagidaki haritada;

Evinizi isaretleyiniz

Konut bolgenizin simirlarim (size gore) belirten kapah bir alan ciziniz
Konut bolgeniz icerisindeki nemli referans noktalarin isaretleyiniz
(Ornegin, evinizi tarif ederken kullandigimz yerler, akilda kalan
binalar, yollar, agik alanlar vb.)

5. Konut cevrenizde gitmekten ka¢cindiginiz alanlar mi? Varsa, liitfen
harita iizerinde yerini isaretleyiniz. (Bu alanlardan gece saatlerinde
kaciniyorsaniz, liitfen belirtiniz)

roNPE
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Base Map of Kavaklidere District
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Base Map of Cukurambar District
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B. Approval from the ethics committee for the conduction of questionnaires

UYGULAMALI ETIK ARASTIRMA MERKEZI A\ ORTA DOGU TEKNiK UNIVERSITESI
APPLIED ETHICS RESEARCH CENTER ’ MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

DUMLUPINAR BULVARI 06800
CANKAYA ANKARA/TURKEY

T: +90 312 210 22 91

F: +90 312 210 79 59

e
07 KASIM 2017
Konu: Degerlendirme Sonucu

Gonderen: ODTU insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu (IAEK)

ilgi: insan Aragtirmalari Etik Kurulu Basvurusu

Sayin Dog.Dr. Miige AKKAR ERCAN ;

Damsmanhgini yaptigimiz doktora ogrencisi Nihan Oya MEMLUK COBANOGLU’nun
“Hiper-modernite ¢aginda eg lik bolgeleri: Konut Bolgeleri Analizi” baslkh
aragtirmasi Insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu tarafindan uygun goriilerek gerekli onay 2017-
EGT-171 protokol numarast ile 13.11.2017-30.09.2018 tarihleri arasinda gegerli olmak {izere

verilmigtir.

Bilgilerinize saygilarimla sunarim.

Ll

Prof. Dr. S. Halil TURAN

Bagkan V
Prof. Dr. Ayhan SOL Prof. Dr. Ayhan Gurbiiz DEMIR

Uye Uye

BULUNAMAD!

Dog. Dr. Yagar KONDAKCI Dog/Df. Zana GITAK

Uye Uye

Yrd. Dog. DF. Pinaf KAYGAN Yrd. Dog. Dr. Emre SELCUK
Uye Uye
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C. Descriptive Statistics of the Respondents

Cukurambar (n=300)

Kavaklhidere (n=300)

n % n %
Sex
Female 163 54,3 146 48,7
Male 137 45,7 154 51,3
Age (Mn=SS) (46,80+18,412) (47,11+15,929)
18-24 42 14,0 25 8,3
25-39 64 21,3 89 29,7
40-60 111 37,0 112 37,3
60 + 83 21,7 74 24,7
Education
Literate/Middle School 31 10,3 17 5,7
High School 76 25,3 84 28,0
Primary School 43 14,3 25 8,3
Bachelors Degree 121 40,3 138 46,0
Graduate Degree 29 9,7 36 12,0
Occupation
Public Employee 17 5,7 21 7,0
Private Sector Employee 23 7,7 38 12,7
Business owner 11 3,7 32 10,7
Student 40 13,3 23 7,7
Freelancer 20 6,7 28 9,3
Retired 75 25,0 59 19,7
Housewife 44 14,7 24 8,0
Other* 70 23,3 75 25,0
Household Size n=297
1 10 3,3 35 11,8
2 66 22,0 100 33,7
3 78 26,0 87 29,3
4 84 28,0 64 21,5
5+ 62 20,7 11 3,7
Household Type n=299
One person 10 3,3 35 11,7
Single parent 18 6,0 26 8,7
Married couple 47 15,7 68 22,7
Married couple with children 188 62,9 127 423
Extended family 29 9,7 15 50
Other (individuals living together) 7 2,3 29 9,7
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D. Analysis of the Difference Between Demographic Characteristics in Terms

of Number of Landmarks Mentioned by the Respondents

Cukurambar Kavakhdere
Number of Landmarks Number of Landmarks
Mentioned Mentioned
n Median Zxtp N Median 72 p
(Min-Maks) inha ™" (Min-Maks) inha ™7

Sex
Female 163 1 (0-7) -0,656; 146 1 (0-5) -1,369;
Male 137 1(0-4) 0,512 154 1(0-4) 0,171
Age (Mn£SS)
18-24 42 2 (0-4) 25 1 (0-4)
25-39 64 1,5 (0-7) 1,895; 89 1(0-5) 5,306;
40-60 111 1(0-5) 0,594 112 1 (0-4) 0,151
60 + 83 1(0-4) 74 1(0-2)
Education
Literate/Middle School 31 1(0-3) 17 1 (0-3)
High School 76 1 (0-5) . 84 1(0-4) )
Primary School 43 1(0-4) %%%2 25 1(0-2) 2211225
Bachelors Degree 121 1(0-7) ' 138 1(0-5) '
Graduate Degree 29 2 (0-4) 36 1 (0-3)
Occupation
Public Employee 17 1(0-3) 21 1(0-3)
Private Sector Employee 23 1 (0-3) 38 1(0-4)
Business owner 11 2 (0-3) 32 1 (0-3)
Student 40 2 (0-4) 5,660; 23 1(0-4) 8,413;
Freelancer 20 1,5 (0-4) 0,580 28 1(0-2) 0,298
Retired 75 1(0-5) 59 1(0-2)
Housewife 44 1(0-4) 24 1 (0-4)
Other* 70 1(0-7) 75 1(0-5)
Household Size
1 10 1(1-3) 35 1(0-3)
2 66 1(0-3) ~ 100 1(0-3) )
3 78 2 (0-4) %%8879 87 1(0-5) %iii
4 84 1(0-7) ' 64 1 (0-4) '
5+ 62 1,5 (0-4) 11 1(0-2)
Household Type
One person 10 1(1-3) 35 1 (0-3)
Single parent 18 1(0-3) 26 1(0-2)
Married couple 47 1(0-3) 68 1 (0-3)
Married couple with 1,731; 4,250;
children 188 1(O-7) 0885 127 1(0-4) 0,514
Extended family 29 2 (0-3) 15 1(0-2)
Other (individuals living
together) 7 1(0-4) 29 1(0-5)
House Ownership
Home owner 212 1(0-7) . 165 1(0-4) .
Tenant 50 1(0-4) %%56% 102 1(0-5) 221788
Lodging 19 1(0-4) ' 14 1(0-2) '
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Cukurambar
Number of Landmarks

Kavakhdere

Number of Landmarks

Mentioned Mentioned
n _ Median_ Zx:p N _ Median_ 7% p
(Min-Maks) inha ="’ (Min-Maks) inha "
Other 19 2 (0-4) 19 1(0-4)
Length of residence
0-1 years 18 1(0-3) 26 0 (0-3)
2-3 years 16 1(0-3) 31 1(0-3)
4-9 years 64 2 (0-7) 2,516; g5 1 (0-5) 9,09;
0,642 0,059

10-20 years 172 1 (0-5) 57 1 (0-4)
20 years + 30 1 (0-4) 121 1(0-3)
Car Ownership
No 40 1 (0-5) 0673 122 1 (0-5) -0,462:
Yes 260 1(0-7) 0,501 178 1 (0-4) 0,644
Number of Cars
1 164 1(0-4) -1,437; 150 1(0-4) -1,329;
2+ 96 2 (0-7) 0,151 28 1(0-3) 0,184
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E. Analysis of the Difference Between Demographic Characteristics in Terms

of Satisfaction Levels from the Residential Area

Cukurambar Kavakhdere
Satisfaction from the Satisfaction from the
residential area residential area
n Median Zxtp n Median 7% p
(Min-Maks) inha ™" (Min-Maks) inha ™"

Sex
Female 163 4 (1-5) -1,042; 146 5 (1-5) -2,415;
Male 137 4 (1-5) 0,298 154 4 (1-5) 0,016
Age (Mn£SS)
18-24 42 4 (2-5) 25 5 (3-5)
25-39 64 4 (1-5) 3,042; 89 4 (1-5) 2,487;
40-60 111 4 (1-5) 0,385 112 5 (1-5) 0,478
60 + 83 4 (1-5) 74 4 (1-5)
Education
Literate/Middle School 31 4 (1-5) 17 5 (1-5)
High School 76 4 (1-5) . 84 4 (1-5) )
Primary School 43 4 (1-5) %3226 25 4 (1-5) %)7738%
Bachelors Degree 121 4 (1-5) ' 138 4 (1-5) '
Graduate Degree 29 4 (2-5) 36 5 (1-5)
Occupation
Public Employee 17 4 (2-5) 21 4 (2-5)
Private Sector Employee 23 4 (2-5) 38 5 (2-5)
Business owner 11 4 (1-5) 32 4 (1-5)
Student 40 4 (1-5) 10,129; 23 4 (3-5) 8,257,
Freelancer 20 4 (2-5) 0,181 28 4 (1-5) 0,311
Retired 75 4 (1-5) 59 4 (1-5)
Housewife 44 4 (1-5) 24 4 (2-5)
Other* 70 4 (1-5) 75 5 (1-5)
Household Size
1 10 3,5 (1-5) 35 4 (1-5)
2 66 4 (1-5) ~ 100 4 (1-5) )
3 78 4 (1-5) ?(’)3%27 87 4 (1-5) %'(;33%'
4 84 4 (1-5) ' 64 5 (1-5) '
5+ 62 4 (1-5) 11 5 (3-5)
Household Type
One person 10 3,5 (1-5) 35 4 (1-5)
Single parent 18 4 (2-5) 26 4 (2-5)
Married couple 47 4 (1-5) 68 4 (2-5)
Married couple with 4,729, 0,962;
children 188 4 (1-5) 0450 127 5 (1-5) 0,966
Extended family 29 5(1-5) 15 4 (3-5)
Other (individuals living 7 29
together) 4 (3-5) 4 (1-5)
House Ownership
Home owner 212 4 (1-5) . 165 4 (1-5) )
Tenant 50 4 (1-5) %";02‘;’ 102 4 (1-5) %’%‘%
Lodging 19 4 (1-5) : 14 5 (1-5) ’
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Cukurambar
Satisfaction from the
residential area

Kavakhdere
Satisfaction from the
residential area

n _ Median_ Zxtp  n _ Median_ 7% p
(Min-Maks) inha ="’ (Min-Maks) inha "
Other 19 4 (3-5) 19 5(3-5)
Length of residence
0-1 years 18 4 (1-5) 26 4 (2-5)
2-3 years 16 4 (1-5) 31 4 (1-5)
4-9 years 64 4 (1-5) 3,650, g5 5 (1-5) 1,528;
0,456 0,822

10-20 years 172 4 (1-5) 57 4 (1-5)
20 years + 30 4 (1-5) 121 4 (1-5)
Car Ownership
No 40 4 (1-5) -0,176; 122 4 (1-5) -1,089;
Yes 260 4 (1-5) 0860 178 4 (1-5) 0,276
Number of Cars
1 164 4 (1-5) -0,655; 150 4 (1-5) -0,121;
2+ 96 4 (1-5) 0,512 28 5(1-5) 0,903
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F. Types of Landmarks Mentioned in Kavakhidere and Cukurambar Districts

Types of Landmark Mentioned in Kavaklidere District | Frequency P\é?(!le(:]t
OPEN_SPACE 23 7
Park 22

Kugulupark 15

Meclis Parki 5

Milli Egemenlik Parki 2

Car Park 1

Agcik Otopark (Tunus Cad.)

STREET & OPEN_SPACE 35 10
Crossroads 33

Esat Dortyol 23

Akay Kavsagi 5

Sili Meydani 5

Bus Stop 2

Bankalar Duragi (Tunali Hilmi Cad.)

BUILDING_& OPEN_SPACE 49 15
School 25

Kavaklidere ilkégretim Okulu 12

Mimar Kemal Anadolu Lisesi 9

Tegmen Kalmaz ilkdgretim Okulu 3

Fransiz Okulu 1

Embassy 21

Elgilikler 7

ABD Biiyiikelgiligi 7

Alman Biiyiikelgiligi 4

Fransiz Biiytikelgiligi 3

Mall 2

Atakule 1

Karum 1

Lodging 1

SGK Lojmanlari 1

STREET 107 32
Main Road 75

Tunalt Hilmi Caddesi 19

Giivenlik Caddesi 15

Kennedy Caddesi 13

Esat Caddesi 10

Abay Kunanbay Caddesi 5

Akay Tiineli 5

Tahran Caddesi 4
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Types of Landmark Mentioned in Kavaklidere District

Frequency

Valid
Percent

Haciyolu

Kuveyt Caddesi
Nene Hatun Caddesi
Tunus Caddesi
Street

Biikliim Sokak
Giiniz Sokak
Bestekar Sokak
Defne Sokak
Gerede Sokak
Yazanlar Sokak
Bankac1 Sokak
Bardacik Sokak
Basak Sokak
Biilten Sokak
Konur Sokak
Olgunlar
Simsek Sokak

P P PP R RPRPRPNMNOMNDNOOONR R R

BUILDING

121

36

Hospital

Giiven Hastanesi
Cankaya Hastanesi
Kudret G6z Hastanesi
Liv Hospital

Umut Hastanesi

Lokman Hekim Hastanesi
Cafe /Restaurant

W
© N|w

Liva (Glivenlik Cad.)
Aspavalar

Asli Borek

Elizin Pastanesi
Melis Pastanesi
Altinkap1 Gazinosu
Devrez

Esat Pastanesi
Gilinaydin Pastanesi
Kebabistan
Maksim Gazinosu

Tabure Cafe
Mosque

P P R P R RPRPRNMNOMNDNOOC RPN N

[y
©

Kocatepe Cami
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Types of Landmark Mentioned in Kavaklidere District

Frequency

Valid
Percent

Market

Cagdas Market (Tunali Hilmi Cd., Giivenlik Cd.)
Makro Market

Migros

Institution

Meclis

BDDK

Tiibitak

House of a Politician

Siileyman Demirel'in evi
Bank

Akbank

ING Bankasi
Is bankas1
Ziraat Bankasi
Arts & Culture

Armoni Sanat Merkezi
Tatbikat Sahnesi
Gas Station

BP benzinlik
Store

Sarar Magazasi

Rl NP RPNMNPRP R RPRRPREEDNDER PR, OONR R O|©

Total

Types of Landmark Mentioned in Cukurambar
District

335

Frequency

100

Valid
Percent

OPEN_SPACE

38

8

Park

25

Teoman Oztiirk Park
Tirkan Saylan Park
Cansera

Birlik Park

Market Place

18

11

100. Y1l Pazar
Sports Field

11

Basketball field
STREET & OPEN SPACE

Crossroads

Dértyol
Pedestrian Bridge

= RN NN
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Types of Landmark Mentioned in Cukurambar

Valid

District Frequency Percent
Konya Yolu iistgegit 1
BUILDING_& OPEN_SPACE 95 21
Mosque and park 29
Safa Cami ve Parki 29
Institution 26
MTA 26
School 17
Pmar Okullar 10
Mehmet Emin Resulzade Anadolu Lisesi 7
University 10
Cankaya Universitesi 10
Mall 8
Armada 3
Next Level 3
Taurus 2
Housing 5
Hayat Sebla Evleri 3
Tiirk-Is Bloklar1 1
Gecekondu Bolgesi (squatters) 1
STREET 62 14
Main Road 62
Mubhsin Yazicioglu Caddesi 26
Ogretmenler Caddesi 11
Konya Yolu 9
1425. Cadde 5
1459. Cadde 2
Marketler Caddesi 2
1424. Cadde 1
1427. Cadde 1
1443. Cadde 1
Cetin Eme¢ Kopriisii 1
Eskisehir Yolu 1
Sogiitozii Kopriisii 1
Ufuk Universitesi Caddesi 1
BUILDING 256 57
Cafe /Restaurant 70
Liva pastanesi 35
Mado 12
Stitis 6
Arjantin Kebap 5
Hacibaba 4
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Types of Landmark Mentioned in Cukurambar
District

Frequency

Valid
Percent

Hiidaverdi Pastanesi
Marco Pasa Cafe
Kahveci

Kocatepe Kahve evi
Pelit Pastanesi

Store

L )

SN
oo

Nisantas1 Pazari
Ambrosia
Cemren Eczanesi
Vatan Bilgisayar
Market

w N
® P O

Yunus Market
Altunbilekler

Migros

Cagdas Market
Erzincan Mandira
100. Y1l Merkez Cars1
Uggen Cars1
Begendik
Makromarket

Mosque

P N W w s b o O

2

(¢, ]

Firdevs Cami

Sebahattin Yildiz Cami
Tugba Altinok Cami
Cukurambar Merkez Cami
Cukurambar Senevler Cami
Senevler Cami

Zeynep Saleh Alp Cami
Hospital

i e )

21

Ufuk Universitesi Hastanesi
Koru Hastanesi

Memorial Hastanesi
School

11

20

Arjantin {lkégretim Okulu
Ari Koleji
Taxi Stop

19

Cukurambar Taksi Duragi
Business Centre

Protokol Ankara binas1 (ofis ve magazalar)
Besa Kule
Kanal 24 binasi
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Types of Landmark Mentioned in Cukurambar
District

Frequency

Valid
Percent

Cargo

Yurti¢i Kargo
Hotel

Mariott
Old Police Station

Eski Karakol
Tax Office

Vergi Dairesi
Institution

Ankara Adliyesi Ek Hizmet Binasi
Neighborhood Representatives Office

Mubhtarlik
Political Party Headquarters

ANAP Genel Merkezi
Post Office

PTT

RlPr RrRP RPRRP RPN DNODND WW oo

Total

288
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G. Exclusive Use as a Resource Base of Kavaklidere and Cukurambar Districts

Kavaklidere Cukurambar Total
Frequency | Percent | Frequency | Percent | Frequency | Percent

_ | daily grocery 293 08 291 97 584 97

2 shopping

Eéa other shopping 115 38 170 57 285 48

€ | private services

8 | (hairdresser, 251 84 208 69 459 77
tailor etc.)

_ | Visiting 135 45 145 48 280 47

.g relatives

S Foiam

@ | Visiting 101 64 198 66 389 65
acquaintances
strolling 230 77 185 62 415 69
cafe & 206 69 202 67 408 68

__ | restaurants

g parks 199 66 198 66 397 66

g | socio-cultural 172 57 131 44 303 51

5 | activities

(] .

= | open-air sports 40 13 77 26 117 20
playgrounds 37 12 70 23 107 18
sports hall 54 18 50 17 104 17
health facilities 183 61 202 67 385 64

[72] 5

[«B}

& | educational 38 13 80 27 118 20

= | facilities

[«D) - A

o | social services 18 6 20 7 38 5
(courses etc.)

<<

c§> work 118 39 59 20 177 30

wn

3 religious

=) 64 21 127 42 191 32

=" | purpose

|| * Activities that differentiate above %15 between Kavaklidere and Cukurambar

[ ] * Activities that differentiate above %10 between Kavaklidere and Cukurambar
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