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ABSTRACT

A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
GATED AND NON-GATED DWELLINGS IN ANKARA:
ZĠRVEKENT SETTLEMENT AND BĠRLĠK NEIGHBORHOOD IN ÇANKAYA

Poyrazoğlu, Burcu Adike
M. Arch., Department of Architecture
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Vacit İmamoğlu

September 2009, 124 pages

Gated communities are the new forms of residential settlements, which emerged as
a response to changing urban dynamics, becoming increasingly common across the
world. Fenced or walled off from the surrounding and limiting the access of the
nonresidents, gated communities are in an attempt to create an alternative way of
living by eliminating the disadvantages of the ordinary city life and providing secure,
well-managed, well-maintained and peaceful environments. On the other hand,
gated communities are open to ongoing discussions and controversies. Gating
attitude is mostly criticized in many fields, especially causing corruptions on the
social and physical cohesion of the cities.

Turkey is also witnessing these conflicts by the growing number of private
residential areas. In this respect, this study tries to examine the contemporary
development of gated communities in Turkey. To this end, a research study was
conducted in Çankaya, the central district of Ankara. Zirvekent residential settlement
–as an exemplar of gated communities- and its close neighborhood Birlik Mahallesi
–as an exemplar of non-gated communities- were chosen as the study areas.
Thereby, in the light of the analysis it was aimed to reveal the relationships and the
differences between gated and non-gated residents, addressing their demographic
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characteristics, preferences, perceptions and evaluations for the certain physical
and social aspects.

Due to the results of the research study, the demographic characteristics of the
residents in Zirvekent Settlement and Birlik Mahallesi showed differences especially
regarding their ages, their education and income levels. The findings also revealed
that Zirvekent residents were feeling much more secure in their houses when
compared to Birlik residents. Furthermore, the residents of Zirvekent were mostly
satisfied with their physical and social environments, and accordingly they
associated their present houses to their ideal ones and they desire to continue to
live in them more than non-gated residents in Birlik Mahallesi.
Keywords: Gated Communities, Gated Enclaves, Zirvekent Residential Settlement,
Birlik Mahallesi
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ÖZ

ANKARA ÇANKAYA‟DAKĠ ZĠRVEKENT KAPILI KONUT SĠTESĠ ĠLE
BĠRLĠK MAHALLESİ’NDEKİ EVLERİN KARġILAġTIRILMASI

Poyrazoğlu, Burcu Adike
Yüksek Lisans, Mimarlık Bölümü
Tez Yöneticisi: Prof. Dr. Vacit Ġmamoğlu
Eylül 2009, 124 sayfa

Etrafı çevrili yerleĢim alanları, diğer bir deyiĢle kapılı konut siteleri, günümüzün
değiĢen kentsel ve yaĢamsal dinamikleri nedeniyle ortaya çıkmıĢ olup dünya
çapında hızla yaygınlaĢmaya devam etmektedir. Çevresinden çitlerle veya
duvarlarla ayrılarak kontrollü ve kısıtlı giriĢe olanak veren bu yerleĢimler; güvenli, iyi
yönetilen, iyi bakılan, sakin ve huzurlu konut alanları yaratarak günümüz kentlerinin
dezavantajlarını yok etmeye ve alternatif yaĢam ortamları yaratmaya çalıĢmaktadır.
Buna karĢılık bu tür yerleĢimler birçok alanda tartıĢmalara ve eleĢtirilere de hedef
olmaktadır. Bu eğilimin kentlerin fiziksel ve sosyal bütünlüğüne zarar vermesi ise
konunun en çok tartıĢılan boyutudur.
Tüm dünyada olduğu gibi, Türkiye de bahsedilen çeliĢkilerle beraber bu özelleĢmiĢ
konut alanlarının çoğalmasına ve hızla yayılmasına Ģahit olmaktadır. Tez çalıĢması
kapsamında bu yerleĢim türünün Türkiye‟deki durumu incelenmiĢtir. Bu amaçla,
Ankara‟nın merkez ilçesi olan Çankaya‟da bir alan araĢtırması yapılmıĢtır. Kapılı
yerleĢimlere örnek olarak seçilen Zirvekent Sitesi ve ona bitiĢik olan Birlik Mahallesi
evlerinde bir anket çalıĢması yürütülmüĢtür. Bulguların sonuçlarına göre de kapılı
siteler ve komĢu mahallelerindeki katılımcıların demografik özellikleri, evleri ve
çevreleri ile ilgili tercihleri, algıları ve değerlendirmeleri ortaya koyularak aralarındaki
iliĢkiler ve farklıklar ortaya çıkarılmaya çalıĢılmıĢtır.
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Zirvekent Sitesi ve Birlik Mahallesi‟nde oturanların yaĢları, eğitim seviyeleri ve gelir
seviyeleri anlamlı farklılıklar ortaya koymuĢtur. Ayrıca, araĢtırma sonuçları Zirvekent
Sitesi‟nde oturanların Birlik Mahallesi‟nde oturanlara göre kendilerini daha güvende
hissettiklerini göstermiĢtir. Bunlara ek olarak, Zirvekent Sitesi sakinlerinin yaĢadıkları
fiziksel ve sosyal çevrelerinden Birlik Mahallesi sakinlerine göre daha memnun
oldukları, buna bağlı olarak da halen oturdukları evlerin ideallerindeki eve daha
yakın olduğu ve Ģu anki evlerinde daha uzun süre oturmak istedikleri de ortaya
çıkmıĢtır.
Anahtar Sözcükler: Kapılı veya Kapalı Siteler, Etrafı Çevrili YerleĢimler, Zirvekent
Sitesi, Birlik Mahallesi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1.

Aim and Scope of the Study

In the last few decades, the world has witnessed a series of accelerating changes
on technological, scientific, economic, cultural and social areas. By the effects of
those changes, new modes of living and new patterns of settlements have been
developed and as a result housing forms have changed accordingly. Thus, urban
spaces were pushed to be in a dynamic process to adapt those changes.
Besides its immutable place in forming urban spaces and societies, home, as being
the center of the world, has always been on the agenda with its importance in
people‟s lives. Thus, besides only being physical shelters, housing environments
have variety of meanings attributed to them in addition to their power of giving shape
to social interactions. Therefore, the analyses of residential areas seem to be critical
for the evaluation of social and cultural composition of cities for humanity.

Gated communities have emerged as new forms of residential settlements due to
these changing urban dynamics. In the past two decades they become popular and
widespread residential forms in almost all metropolises around the world and there
has been a remarkable growth in this number.

Thereby, this new form of urban development has become a global phenomenon
and received very much public attention. It has become an important subject of
multidisciplinary studies and there are ongoing debates on the effects of gated
communities considering social, economic and geographic issues.
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Gated communities can be described as residential areas, which are fenced or
walled off from their neighborhoods, controlling and limiting the access of
nonresidents by means of secured entrances as gates and barricades; while being
managed by privatized units and tries to create a self-sufficient micro-world (Blakely
& Snyder, 1997; Low, 2003).

In the era where the demographic, economic and social changes have been rapidly
experienced, growing of fear and hence, the search for safety and security has
become more central to everyday living. Thus, gated communities are mostly built
as a response to the fear of crime by offering their residences secure, peaceful and
organized residential areas unlike the crowded and chaotic cities or metropolises.

However, gated communities are now considered beyond being secured
developments, as they are also the reflections of the desire for status, privacy and
investment (Blakely & Snyder, 1997). Thus, the gated residents demonstrate their
socio-economic status, isolate themselves from the rest of the city and use their
gated-houses as an investment.

Additionally, the boundaries also define membership showing the deepest form of
privatization of public realms. Hence, not only the residential blocks but also the
whole residential area including streets, sidewalks, parks and etc. are privatized.
Furthermore, they are managed by local private units, so there begins a shift from
governmental services to private services.

Furthermore, gated communities are frequently criticized and treated as an indicator
of increasing levels of social division (Caldeira, 1999) and by increasing the
privatizm they are charged to destroy traditional community ties of neighborliness,
community and cohesion (Manzi & Smith-Bowers, 2006).

Gated communities are mostly located in suburban areas, because of the fact that
lands in suburbs are cheaper. In addition, suburbs are more appropriate for the
residents who want to be away from the crowd, noise, pollution, and traffic of the city
centers, and the disadvantages of high-density living conditions.
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Because of the above mentioned reasons, the issue of gated communities raises
important questions about the future forms of urban development. Turkey has been
also witnessing this worldwide phenomenon. This thesis will try to examine and
analyze this issue with a case study in Ankara, Turkey.

By the 1990s, the first gated communities were realized in Istanbul and quickly
mushroomed in other major cities of Turkey. Ankara, being the capital and the
second largest metropolis of Turkey, has an important place to host growing number
of gated communities and it needs further studies.

Like the other metropolises around the world, gated communities in Ankara are
mostly located in suburban areas against the problems of the city center such as
overcrowding, the heterogeneity of its population, excessive increases in land prices
and invasion of housing areas by business (Ayata, 2002). Hence, the literature
surveys and discussions are generally concentrated with suburban types of gated
communities. However, there are also examples of gated communities which are
located in the city centers at close distance to ordinary city life.
Thereby, in this thesis work, a gated community – Zirvekent – as well as dwellings in
a nearby neighborhood – Birlik Mahallesi- located in the center of Çankaya, Ankara
was chosen as a subject of study. Thus, various aspects of houses and residents in
a gated community are compared with those in non-gated ones.

By departing from these two sample residential areas, in this thesis work, it is aimed:


To find out the reasons of why dwellers preferred to live in a gated
community,



To quest the gated community residents‟ demographic characteristics and
satisfaction levels with several physical and social issues and then compare
them with the nearby non-gated community residents‟ responses,



To explore the similarities and differences between living in a gated
community and a non-gated one,



And to find out whether non-gated residents wanted to live in a gated
community or not.
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1.2.

Structure of the Study

This study is basically made of two main bodies:


a literature survey is included covering the related issues and an overview of
the present conditions by the help of case studies,



an empirical research in a sample area is conducted, analyzed and
presented.

The first chapter is the introduction part where the scope of the study is framed. The
second chapter focuses on the notion of home, which is actually the starting point of
the whole study and discussions. Firstly, its definitions, requirements and the
impacts on people‟s lives are examined. The identity and attachment issues are
handled basing on home concept, and then the dimensions of being satisfied with
homes are overviewed. Later on, the differences between the sense of home and
house are discussed. Lastly, within the era of demographic, technological, economic
and social changes, the issue of how the housing structures and city fabric is also
subject to change is tried to be configured.

The third chapter focuses on gated communities. Among the diverse elements
changing the city, the evolution of the gated communities, its definitions and its
features are depicted. After the possible underlying reasons why people prefer to
live in gated communities are tried to be figured out, the ongoing debates and
controversies on gated communities are introduced. The side effects of the gated
communities on social ties within communities, on social cohesion, on people‟s
perceptions, and on city formation are discussed. Lastly, some examples of gated
communities in Turkey and in Ankara are introduced with respect to aforementioned
issues.

The fourth chapter is allocated to the research study areas: Zirvekent residential
settlement and Birlik Mahallesi. Zirvekent as an exemplar of gated communities and
its close neighborhood Birlik Mahallesi as a non-gated one, are introduced and their
various properties are presented.

4

The fifth chapter explains the details of the empirical study. Firstly, the participants
and the procedure of the research study are explained. Then, the results of the
analyses are reported for two sample groups to show the current conditions and to
make comparisons between them. The results are rendered under related subtitles
covering the dwellers‟ demographic characteristics, preferences, evaluations and
levels of satisfactions with certain issues. Finally, the results are compared and
discussed by various dimensions again by grouping under those subtitles.

In the concluding chapter, the evaluation of the study is made. A brief overview of
the study, the current circumstances, ongoing discussions and criticisms are
presented with reference to the findings of the current research study in Ankara.
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CHAPTER 2

RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONMENTS

2.1.

Home: the Center of the World

As place may exist at different scales, house is an important type of place at the
small/medium scale. This place basically provides humans with shelter from adverse
weather conditions, facilities for cooking and food preparation, security against
intruders, a controlled environment for raising children, caring for the elderly and
nursing the sick, private space for dispensing hospitality, and storage room for
personal and family possessions.

However, people usually regard their own homes as the center of the world. Thus,
home is beyond a concept of being a shelter. Rather, it is a complex entity that
defines and is defined by cultural, socio-demographic, psychological, political, and
economic factors. Besides supplying the basic needs and necessities of the
dwellers‟ in their everyday lives, it reflects the social cultural and psychosocial
dimensions of the selves and their bonds to the environment. Ittelson et al. (1974)
expresses that, when men build houses, they create not only physical environment
but a psychological environment of meanings, a symbolic world that reinforces a
particular scheme of tastes and values.

Hence, the meaning of the total experience of human being in the space that he
dwells, inevitably he also defines that environment, home, as a place. In Edward
Relph‟s definition (1976, p.39):
“Home is the foundation of our identity as individuals and as members of a
community, the dwelling-place of being. Home is not just the house you
happen to live in, it is not something that can be anywhere, that can be
exchanged, but an irreplaceable centre of significance. This may seem very
6

philosophical and obscure, but in fact it can be a common, everyday element
of experience”.
Thus, home is both a physical and a cognitive concept. The actual physical features
of the dwelling, however, account for only a small portion of the definition of home,
but the cognitive dimension of the house is much wider in content. In fact, research
on home shows a de-emphasis on the physical and a spatial, and a reliance on
social, cognitive, cultural, and behavioral issues that emphasize home as security,
comfort and as a symbol of a place of departure and return (Tognoli, 1987).

As people spend most of their times in homes, home is naturally the most significant
and central focus of human existence. Its importance is expected to increase in the
complex urban life of contemporary societies. People find their retreat in home
environment when they feel overloaded by the complexity of contemporary chaotic
city life. As Ġmamoğlu & Ġmamoğlu (1996) states, home has several humanistic
values:


A shelter, a territory, protects and esteemed to be protected:

At first, home is a place where one feels secure both psychically and physically. As
Porteous (1976) expresses in „Home: the Territorial Core‟, that home refers to the
core of personal territory, where territory can be defined by beginning from a body
space to national loyalties. Every day, life begins and ends in a home territory for
people, thus as Tognoli (1987) emphasizes, home refers to a pivotal point around
which human activity revolves. People set up their own rules in their territories and
all the power of control is on their hands; thus people are protected from outside
world in their territories, at the same time they try to protect their territories. Home in
the sense of territory is a place where one can be independent, be in charge and
take control.


An identification symbol of the individual and the family as a tool of
expression:

Home is an expression of the self, beyond being a fortress. As Clare Cooper (1974)
offers the vision of home as a symbol of self towards the choices, the personal
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identity comes to be symbolized. Thus, homes reflect the both the personal identity
and of their inhabitants and their relationship to their community.


A place where events, history-future, cognitive and emotional integrity are
collected:

Home is a complex system of ordered relations with place. As Dovey (1985)
expresses, it orients us and connects us with the past, the future, the physical
environment, and our social world. Yet, a certain bonding, an integrity and
connectedness between the dwellers and the dwellings is constructed.


A place which has economical, aesthetical, and functional values:

Dwellings are functional places that meet the dwellers‟ all needs. As Ġmamoğlu and
Ġmamoğlu (1996) states houses have various physical assets. These are economic
assets, utilization assets and aesthetical values.

Consequently, home is significant for everyone by hosting many activities and
carrying a number of meanings. Accordingly, Després (1991) also captures some of
the richness of the meaning of home by distinguishing the following themes:


Home as security and control,



Home as reflections of one‟s ideas and values,



Home as acting upon and modifying one‟s dwelling,



Home as permanence and continuity,



Home as relationship with family and friends,



Home as center of activities,



Home as a refuge from the outside world,



Home as indicator of personal status,



Home as material structure,



Home as a place to own.
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2.1.1. Home as Identity and Attachment
Our personal identity consists of our unique and personal characteristics. Within
psychology there are numerous theories on how identity is developed and
structured. People form their personal identities in interplay with others. From early
childhood a self-understanding develops, as a result of mirroring people around
them. This process continues as long as they live. They get an understanding of
themselves, seen in relation to what other people are like, and how other people
perceive them (Hatch & Schultz, 2002).

There are number of hypothesis about place identity mainly including the issues of
sense of belonging, rootedness and attachment. Cooper (1974) points out that,
place identity is a relationship between an individual and a physical environment
where exists information transmission from the environment to the individual, so that
the self-identity of the person is affected or influenced. Proshansky, Fabian and
Kaminoff (1983, p.89) describe place identity as follows:
“To begin with, it is a sub-structure of the self identity of the person
consisting of, broadly conceived, cognitions about the physical world in which
the individual lives. These cognitions represent memories, ideas, feelings,
attitudes, values, preferences, meanings and conceptions of behavior and
experience which relate to the variety and complexity of physical settings that
define the day-to-day existence of every human being”.
The existence of a dynamic relationship between people and physical and social
environments can be analyzed through the theoretical conception of place identity.
On the other hand, negative components in place identity such as lack of
belongingness can affect emotional attachments to places or settings. The reasons
behind this lack can be explained by the individual‟s life path, expectations,
experiences, cognitions and memories.

Home as identity is not just a matter of the representation of a self-image of a world
view; it also entails an important component that is supplied by the site itself (Dovey,
1985). Dovey (1985) expresses that home is a complex system of relations with
place, an order that orients us in space, in time, and in society. Here, identity implies
a certain bonding of person and his/her home such that the home takes its identity
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from the dweller and the dweller takes his /her identity from the place. Thus, people
not only give a sense of identity to the place called home, but also they draw their
identity from that of space. Yet, there is integrity, a connectedness between the
dweller and the dwelling.

People are linked to their homes by affective and emotional bonds; social
relationships are manifested in spatial, psychological, and interpersonal terms, as
people use objects and areas in the home to engage in social interaction, mutual
succorance, and the like (Werner, Altman & Oxley, 1985). The home can also be a
symbolic representation of those relationships, as it becomes associated with
memories of past interactions and ties between people.
The word “attachment” emphasizes affect; the word “place” focuses on the
environmental settings to which people are emotionally and culturally attached
(Altman & Low, 1992). In general, place attachment is defined as “an affective bond
or link between people and specific places” (Hidalgo and Hernandez, 2001, p.274).
Low (1992, p.165) define place attachment as “an individual‟s cognitive or emotional
connection to a particular setting or milieu”. Thus, the kind of involvement between
people and physical environments generates closeness that turns out to be an
attachment. On the other hand, Hidalgo and Hernandez (2001) claim that people
can be attached to places with a smaller scale such as a house or street, as well as
places with a greater scale like a city or a nation.

According to Dovey (1985), the dwellers possessing high degrees of attachment to
their dwellings will be more firmly rooted, less motivated to seek change, and more
satisfied with their place of residence.

As an aspect of place attachment, the concept of defensible space actually
represents an attempt to maintain a state of balance plus the degree of privacy,
territoriality, and personal space sufficient to achieve satisfaction, comfort, and
security in one‟s dwelling space (Dovey, 1985).

Consequently, attachment and identity are important notions as they refer
collectively to the idea that people invest places with meaning and significance and
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act in ways that reflect their bonding and linkage with places (Werner, Altman &
Oxley, 1985).

2.1.2. Satisfaction with Homes
The term satisfaction implies an emotional or affective response. Satisfaction is a
widely used concept in many areas of social sciences and is defined variously by
researchers of different areas. Here, housing satisfaction is handled as it is
significantly related to overall satisfaction with quality of life. Additionally, better
residential settlements are likely to be created if the current ones are evaluated in
detail according to the users‟ assessments.

Tognoli (1987) expresses that there are components that relate the ideal concept of
home which emerges as the product of adjustment and optimization of goals
through the satisfaction of certain needs. Ġmamoğlu and Ġmamoğlu (2000) also
claims that user satisfaction is related to fulfillment of needs.

Thus, residential satisfaction is important in maintaining the livability of the built
environment because a building is sustainable since it succeeds to fulfill the physical
and social requirements of the dwellers.

2.1.2.1. The Residents’ Needs
Sungur and ÇağdaĢ (2003) analyzed the residents‟ needs to provide a satisfactory
dwelling under two main topics, which are defined as physiological needs, and
psychological and social needs.
Physiological needs:
The fundamental needs of human beings can be defined as physiological needs and
higher psychic needs according to Maslow‟s hierarchy of needs (1964). Here,
physiological needs are needs such as eating, sleeping etc. “higher needs” are the
needs of security, belonging, love, respect and self-satisfaction.
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Psychological and social needs:
The most useful classification of psychological needs in environmental studies which
can be more appropriate for residential environments belongs to Kocowski (1982)
who identifies several items of need: safety, attention, appreciation, importance,
contact, affiliation, independence, activity, work & peace, beauty, positive self
appraisal and sense & value.

2.1.2.2. The Parameters of the Residents’ Satisfaction
The parameters that affect the level of the satisfaction of the residents can be
grouped under five main topics (Sungur & ÇağdaĢ, 2003):


Parameters related to the user are: family type (with children/without
children/crowded), socio-economical structure/social status, profession,
previous environment (appropriateness of dwelling to housing stereotype),
sex, age, education, income, and period of stay.



Parameters related to the environment are: physical comfort, overall
appearance and physical condition, accessibility/services, development
scale, organization (planning), rise in value and level of security.



Parameters related to the building are: management, location, value and
physical concept.



Parameters related to the dwelling and spaces in the dwelling are: quality of
spaces, physical comfort, spatial organization (design quality + functional
relations between spaces and location of spaces in respect to each other),
size of house, location of the house and dwelling aesthetics.



Parameters related to human needs are: convenience, safety, need for social
contact, freedom, activity, work and presence, beauty, meaning, value and
social approval (need for social status).

2.1.2.3. Housing Quality and Evaluation of the Residential Environment
Evaluation of the housing projects is an indispensible part of the process of design
in the built environment and in creating the built environment. The evaluation could
be on a number of different bases. One of them is made through dwellers‟ own
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judgments and assessments of the various components of the environmental quality
of their settlements (Sungur & ÇağdaĢ, 2003). It is a way of assessing the
environmental quality, and hence evaluating the success of a particular housing
project in order to increase the satisfaction levels of the residents; as here, quality
means the totality of the features of housing, which enable it to satisfy needs.

In an evaluation study, the components of residential quality can be listed as:
housing system, density, spaciousness, greenery, cleanliness, spatial quality,
topography and view, climate, location, overall appearance of settlement and
building,

low traffic level,

relations with

neighbors,

social status,

social

characteristics, and convenience.

2.2.

Housing: A Part of a Concrete World

The critical review of research and writing on residential areas consist two different
aspects. Whereas home refers to a space, a state of mind, and a set of
associations, housing concerns itself with the identification and grouping together of
a variety of critical issues (Tognoli, 1987). Similarly, Roderick J. Lawrence (1987)
marks the distinction of house and the home as “the spatial units in the built
environment” and “the most cherished place for many people”. Thus, home appears
to be a concept as well as physical entity, while the definition of housing is more
rooted in the concrete world.
Furthermore, housing is a term that defines the public rather than the private sphere.
It emphasizes an ultimately knowable large scale set of physical, spatial parameters
and social concerns (Tognoli, 1987). Additionally, housing is a multifaceted in
character in contemporary industrial societies. Although all housing is ultimately
viewed by someone as a place for home, it is also viewed as an investment, a
design problem, a building or set of buildings, and a commodity (Weidemann &
Anderson, 1987).
Thus, in the modern world, the house is also handled as a commodity involving
substantial economic commitment. It is an investment of economic resources, which
yields profit and power. It is a product which needs marketing. As such, the house
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has become increasingly similar to other products – being bought and sold. Home
on the other hand, involves a commitment not of money, but time and emotion
(Dovey, 1985). The house is a tool for the achievement of the experience of home.
The qualities of a house that contribute to the experience of home may be
encouraged by market forces. In developed economics a dwelling also represents a
„positional good‟ that defines social status, and acts a hedge against inflation,
collateral for other borrowing, a source of rental income and a generator of capital
when the need arises (Golland & Blake, 2004).

2.3.

Changing Needs in a Changing World

People usually adapt their surroundings; hence housing research literature shows
that people are usually satisfied with their social and physical environments
(Michelson, 1977; Ġmamoğlu & Ġmamoğlu, 2000). However, in various stages of
lifecycle, people‟s needs may change in time and as Ġmamoğlu and Ġmamoğlu
(2000) cites from Michelson (1980) “aspects of housing satisfaction revolve around
the dynamics of attitude management over time, within the minds and lives of
individual persons and families”.

In history, new technologies, new modes of living, new patterns of settlement and
house form have consequently developed incrementally, allowing a gradual
adaptation. However, in the past century and a half, this has begun to change and
gained acceleration As Franklin (2006, p.3) states:
“Increased contacts between cultures, industrialization, two world wars, the
spread of global capitalism and information revolution have triggered
unprecedented upheavals across the world in all the established structures
of social life: nationhood; monarchy; governance; economy; religion;
employment; mobility; relationship between town and country; divisions of
wealth and poverty; and connections to community and kin”.
By now, the boom of technological, scientific, and social change occurs worldwide
and has far-reaching effects can be evidently realized. The revolution in
communication and transportation recreates the world in the image of globalization.
By the effects of those changes in life and lifestyles; society, culture, behaviors and
socio-physical environments are also changed, nonetheless the meanings and
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identities of spaces and places and the needs and demands of the users‟ also begin
to change depending on the social context (Bonnes and Secchiaroli, 1995).

Rapoport (1969) claims that home is closely linked with cultural values and
practices, as well as politics, economics, technology, and a variety of pragmatic
issues. Thus, home is a window to a culture in that it displays religion and
cosmology, sex roles, family organization, and a variety of aspects of a culture
(Gauvain, Altman & Fahim, 1983). However, homes also often serve as vehicles of
cultural change, as people incorporate new technologies and new lifestyles in their
dwellings and thereby actively institute cultural change in their everyday lives.

As being the center of the human interactions and actors of communities, urban
spaces are also in a dynamic process of those changes and adaptations. Day by
day higher and higher number of people lives in the cities, thus cities are subject to
change continuously. Hence, these urban spaces have become the determining
settings of physical, social and all kinds of transformations.

However, the growth of cities caused more difficult life conditions for the people.
Crowding, traffic, noise and pollution as physical consequences result in more
stressful lives, chaos and complexity. Moreover, a picture of instability and insecurity
is emerged in which authority, community and identity is dissolved, and even people
feel that they belong everywhere and nowhere (Franklin, 2006). Franklin (2006,
p.33) also notes on this issue:
“In this situation of anomie, security and meaning and increasingly being
sought through the project of the self and the possession and display of
memorial goods. Amongst these goods can be included the home, although
the home is, of course, far more than this. It is the place to be „at home‟, the
place of security and identity, of comfort and memories, even though for
some the home contains a reality far removed from this idealized
construction. The same „feel good‟ factor that inheres in the word „home‟ is
also found in the term „community‟, but community too can be shown to be a
concept that has more meaning in the imagination than in any actual
representation on the ground”.
On the other hand, home is began to be increasingly identified with suburban
settlements with the influence of urban dynamics such as industrial development,
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crowding and traffic conditions in today‟s urban environments. Although suburban
settlements are the products of industrial developments, with the global influences,
there appears to be a transformation in the importance of social, cultural and spatial
implications of suburban growth and the preference of people for these new
residential settlements and run away from the complex urban city life.

Housing areas in the urban sphere set up an important component of the urban
space and society; thus they are the main backgrounds for understanding the nature
of social relations, life-styles, cultural characteristics whereby social transformation
can be traced. Therefore, the analyses of residential areas seem to be critical for the
evaluation of social and cultural composition of cities. On the other hand, the
remarkable aspect of the globalizing world is the multi-dimensional fragmentation,
differentiation, and dispersal of urban space, which have a persistent effect on
residential areas.
Moreover, changing needs, demands or preferences of the dwellers‟ in time may
cause a reaction leading to a negative evaluation on the part of the residents, and
action leading to a change of residence (Michelson, 1977). Thus, residential mobility
can occur due to the changes in demographic and income characteristics and the
needs, preferences and aspirations of the users.

Eventually, new modes of living and new types of residential areas have emerged
as a form of global urban response which people face in the contemporary world,
where change has been rapid and previous modes of living have been disrupted.
Change, at the level of personal lives, within communities, urban areas and at the
national level is evidently in; for example, increased mobility, large-scale migration,
population diversity, workplace changes and increased anxiety over personal safety
arising from increased risk of attacks. Thus, such widespread change has created
conditions where the search for safety and security has become more central to
everyday living.
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CHAPTER 3

GATED COMMUNITIES

3.1.

Definitions and Evolution of Gated Communities

3.1.1. Fortified Enclaves
Among the diverse elements changing the city, the new enclaves for residence,
work, and consumption of the middle and upper classes are experiencing the
deepest

transformations.

Although

they

have

different

uses

and

many

specializations (some for residence, others for work, leisure, or consumption; some
more restricted, others more open), all types of fortified enclaves share some basic
characteristics (Caldeira, 1999). They are private property for collective use; they
are physically isolated, they are introverted and they are controlled by security
systems which creates inclusion or exclusion. These enclaves represent a new
alternative for the urban life for especially upper and middle classes. Caldeira (1999)
suggests that these enclaves are codified as something conferring high status and
adds that the construction of status symbols is a process that elaborates social
distance and creates means for the assertion of social difference and inequality.

3.1.2. Gated Communities
The tendency towards fortifying private community and the attention to security and
control have found their most extreme expression in the much-publicized
phenomenon of “gated communities”, which are literally walled off with a fence or
gate.

Basically, it is now well documented that gated communities can be seen mostly as
a response to the fear of crime (Atkinson & Blandy, 2006). In particular, they are
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also the reflections of the desire for status, privacy and investment, as carrying the
characteristics of all other kinds of fortified enclaves. However, when compared to
the other fortification processes, the privatization of the public realm has advanced
more dramatically in residential functions with the huge increase of private or
corporate communities.

A recent summarizing definition of gated communities by Blakely and Snyder (1997,
p.2) is as follows:
“Gated communities are residential areas with restricted access such that
normally public spaces have been privatized. They are security
developments with designated parameters, usually walls or fences, and
controlled entrances that are intended to prevent penetration by
nonresidents”.
Thus, these closed communities are protected by walls, fences or landscape
features on the outside parts of the residential site which can be seen from both
outside and inside. In addition, in most of the gated residential areas high-tech
surveillance systems are used and armed security officers are employed as
resembling military security plants (Frantz, 2006).

Furthermore, living in a gated community means to sign up a legal framework which
sets up rules and regulations inside the residential areas, besides it allows the
extraction of monies to help for maintenance of the buildings and the sites, common
services, and other revenue costs such as paying the staff to clean and secure the
neighborhood (Atkinson & Blandy, 2006). Hence, a more comprehensive definition
including the whole aspects was developed by Atkinson & Blandy (2006, p.viii) as
follows:
“Gated communities therefore be defined as walled or fences housing
developments, to which public access is restricted, characterized by legal
agreements which tie the residents to a common code of conduct and
(usually) collective responsibility for management”.
Thus, people mostly choose to live behind the gates in order to secure the value of
their houses, reduce or escape from the impact of crime, and find neighbors who
share their sense of the good life. Besides being walled-off areas trying to create
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isolation from urban violence and rapidly changing society; gated communities are
also attempts for creating “ideal communities”. Here, the real issue becomes
actually not the gates or walls, but the reasons why people feel that they need them.

Hence, these gated-fortified communities put forward a new concept of residence
associated with a new life-style, which is based upon the idea of being isolated
against the disorder, dust, noise, and crowds of the city. They place total security
and protection from discourse of fear and violence as its primary feature. The most
important and leading characteristic of gated communities is the exclusion of nonresidents to access to streets, parks, playgrounds, sidewalks.

Gated communities are important because they redefine the relationships between
its residents and urban core; hence they limit their interactions with the rest of the
public. In fact, gated communities are non-spatial as a geographical location that
they can be placed anywhere in and around cities, but preferably they are usually
located in suburbs or next to motor highways (Gönlügür, 2000).

As mentioned, gated communities are not only form of a residential settlement. They
are part of a deeper social transformation. In general, boundaries determine
membership; someone must be inside and someone outside. Boundaries also
create space to facilitate the activities and purposes of political, economic, and
social life. In gated communities, the point is also using a physical space to create a
social place (Blakely and Snyder, 1997).

Thus, private neighborhoods are a highly significant feature of post-modern
urbanism. They are a global phenomenon, they signify a distinct shift in the way
cities are organized, they create new socio-spatial divides, they create new microterritories with their own local constitutions, they represent a new model of collective
action in the coordination of demand for public goods, and they create new microsocieties (Webster and Glasze, 2006).
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3.1.3. Evolution of Gated Communities
The phenomenon of enclosed areas in cities, or enclosed or fortified cities
themselves, is not new. Blakely and Snyder (1997) explained the evolution of gated
communities in “Fortress America: Gated Communities in the United States”. Gated
and walled cities are as old as city formation times. The earliest gated communities
were built by Romans as old as 300 B.C (Blakely and Snyder, 1997). According to
popular belief; the walls around the Roman settlements were built mostly to provide
protection against external invaders. However, these walls also were used to protect
the barons against the local villagers who might turn on and provide protection
against internal warring situations. Thus, the system of walls and class division was
rooted mostly in England. Later on, the firstly pure residential gated neighborhoods
were appeared in America in the second half of the nineteenth century. Upperincome gated developments and private streets were built in New York in the late
1800s by wealthy citizens to insulate themselves from the troublesome aspects of
rapidly industrializing cities (Blakely and Snyder, 1997). During the twentieth
century, more gated residential areas were built for aristocrats for privacy, protection
and prestige. But these early gated communities were different from today‟s
understanding. They were mostly built for uncommon people.

In 1960s and 1970s gated communities became more frequently seen by usage of
walls for the retirement developments (Blakely and Snyder, 1997). Afterwards, walls
and gates spread to resorts and country clubs, and then to upper-middle class
subdivisions. In 1980s the profits of marketing gated communities were also seen
and a new trend was borne (Blakely and Snyder, 1997). They have now spread
around worldwide, in many countries and regions, with a range of similarities with
what has been termed postmodern society, space and urbanism. Gated
communities are now seen in almost all metropolises around the world, leading from
the major cities in North America and Latin America. In addition to many cities in
Europe, the cities throughout the world such as Bombay, Jakarta, Johannesburg,
Shanghai, and Tokyo are the cities of developing gated communities located in
various forms (GeniĢ, 2007). Similarly, gated communities emerged in Turkey at the
beginning of 1990s and many examples of them mushroomed in time especially in
Istanbul and Ankara.
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Thus, walls are the basic tools for fortifying a portion of the city. In his article: “Not
Chaos, but Walls: Postmodernism and the Partitioned City”, Peter Marcuse (1995,
p.248) defines the functions of walls by emphasizing their symbolic meaning
throughout time periods:
“Walls define the quarters of the city –define, not surround; since the ghettos
of medieval Europe were built, it has been rare that physical walls in fact
circumscribe a delimited and homogenous quarter of the city. Yet the walls
existing within each quarter define the nature of that quarter and the position
of its residents within the hierarchy of quarters, the hierarchy of cities within
the city. Sometimes the walls are symbolic boundaries; often they enclose
similar individual units within one quarter and define its character”.
3.1.4. Types of Gated Communities
Gated communities may cover different housing forms – detached or semi-detached
houses, rows of houses or apartment blocks (or any mix of such forms) (Wehrhahn
and Raposo, 2006).

The types of gated communities differ from each other according to the issues and
degrees of amenities, exclusivity and security. Blakely and Snyder (1997) classify
gated communities in three basic categories that are based on the primary
motivation of their residents.
1. Lifestyle Communities: These types of communities are the ones where
the gates give the sense of security and isolation focusing on recreational
activities and amenities. Retirement villages, golf communities, and
suburban new towns can be included under the topic of lifestyle enclaves.
Here, actually the aim is to create a sense of community through common
interests and activities; so that developers hope to attract the residents
searching for identity, security, and shared lifestyles with neighbors.
2. Elite Communities: At these types of gated communities, gates symbolize
distinction and prestige. The emphasis is mostly on image and to create elite
communities which have a homogenous neighborhood where the physical
and social security is provided by a controlled access mechanism. The
residents reflect a significant fear of crime against property and person,
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besides they care about their privacy, so that they avoid contact with public
and choose to live in elite communities. Furthermore, although these
formations feature attractive settings, they did not often include common
amenities or facilities.
3. Security Zone: In these enclaves of fear, the gates or other barricades are
not seen as amenity, but rather a necessity. They are characterized by
closed streets, and the fear of crime is the fundamental reason. Even more,
in the US cities or suburbs, residents turn their neighborhoods into gated
communities voluntarily, by closing off access and hiring guards. So that,
these types of gated communities are the fastest growing type and can be
formed for the low income, working class, and middle class residents.

3.2.

The Underlying Reasons Inducing People to Live in Gated Communities

The reasons why the dwellers choose to live in gated communities is a complicated
issue including physical, psychological and socio-economic grounds. However, in
order to make some general assessments, here some of the reasons will be tried to
be analyzed under two main topics. As ĠĢlek (2007) expresses in his master‟s thesis
the first topic will the environmental and physical conditions, and the second topic
will be the psychological and socio-economical conditions.

3.2.1. Physical and Environmental Conditions
The current Turkish housing stock mostly includes the inadequately built yapsat
apartments, which are mostly old and deficient in fulfilling the users‟ needs and
expectations. Some of the technical and material quality is often ignored by the
builders and the main target cannot go beyond the financial and economical goals.
Hence, gated communities become more appealing because of being recently built,
technically well-equipped, and of high quality materials used.

Furthermore, the texture of the city centers also encourages people to live in gated
communities, as the urban pattern is highly dense and in an unplanned development
process whereas gated communities here offer its residents a more planned built
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and planned environment. Thus, more harmonious and balanced residential area is
likely to be built with the ratio of built and inbuilt areas and a total cohesion can be
caught. Also, planned open and closed car park areas, landscape features, and
storage areas can be the other impulsive factors to prefer to live in a gated
community.

As the houses are the places of retreat and recharge, nowadays most people prefer
to escape from the chaos of the city life. Most of the time, traffic conditions, noise
and pollution problems of the urban areas exceeds the people‟s tolerances for
stress, thus they are encouraged to run away to live in gated communities.

In addition, the inefficacies of the local governments seem to promote the private
communities. The shortcomings in maintenance and cleanliness of the streets and
green areas, the inadequacies of the park areas and sports fields in urban life
outshine the gated communities with their privatized and user-participated
management systems.

3.2.2. Psychological and Socio-economical Conditions
Besides the physical factors pushing up people to live in gated communities, there
are also numbers of important promoting psychological and social factors.

3.2.2.1. Security
The sense of increased safety behind walls and gates seems the most important
feature of gated communities. Almost 70% of the residents surveyed by Blakely and
Snyder (1997) reported that security was very important in their decision to move to
a gated community, which shows the users‟ feeling of safety is of primary
importance.

At that point, gated communities seem to succeed to make its residents feel more
secure. The limited access to the residential site, the technologically equipped
systems such as closed-circuit television systems (CCTV), password required
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entrance systems, reduced traffic naturally inhibits the possible crime events and
reduce the risks.

3.2.2.2. Social Status
Gates and fences around residential areas are not only physical barriers as
mentioned before, but they are also the social barriers in minds of both insiders and
outsiders. In spite of the cosmopolite metropolises, gated communities offer its
residents a more homogenous living patterns in a neighborhood formed of the
people with similar income and education levels. In this sense, people also prefer to
live in these communities in order to run away from the heterogeneous urban life.

Additionally, status is important for most people. Throughout the history, it is evident
that houses are used as the symbols of status and power. Today, the situation is
almost the same. According to Blakely and Snyder (1997) the differences lie in what
status symbols are valued and accessible, yet living in an exclusive neighborhood is
a symbol of status and achievement.

3.3.

Problems of Gated Communities

3.3.1. Fear of Crime
A critical point of view through the safety issue becomes apparent about gated
communities. According to Wilson-Doenges (2000) safety is a two-pronged concept:
firstly, there is the actual crime rate and then there are the residents‟ perceptions of
safety, usually referred to as fear of crime. Independent of the actual crime rates,
fear of crime is increasing day by day. In fact, fear of crime has just as real
consequences as actual crime does. Fear negatively affects quality of life over a
long period of time, leading people to unnecessarily secure themselves, remove
themselves from social activities, and increase levels of distrust of others (Blakely &
Snyder, 1997).
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Blakely and Snyder gives voice to this critical approach in „Fortress America: Gated
Communities in the United States‟ in their even meaningfully named chapter „You
Can Run, But You Can‟t Hide‟ (1997: 128):
“Fear and anxiety feed on themselves. Gates and walls reflect fear and serve
as daily reminders of the perceived dangers on the other side, and at the
same time they do little to improve the reality. Even if crime is lower in the
gated communities, the city and suburban streets outside are unchanged.
But of course there is more than the fear of crime behind the wave gating.
Gates are reassuring in the face of anxiety levels heightened by economic,
demographic, and social change. They shield us from a world where we feel
vulnerable”.

Another point here is that with the contributions of gated communities, security has
become a material object of marketing (Ġbrikoğlu, 2003). As the governances have
lost power in reducing crime ratios, whereas communication media has been
increasingly developed; people try to create their secured living areas by the help of
private sources. Here, the actual point is the deficiency of trust between people to
people and people to governments. Here, both gated residents and non-gated
residents are affected negatively because of causing a kind of social discrimination,
as gates trigger the fear of crime and denounce the non-gated residents as
outsiders, and even treat as potential crime doers.

3.3.2. Privatization of Public Spaces
By privatization of public spaces; public goods, such as streets and parks or
services such as police protection and road maintenance become subsumed as
commodities of the private space and legal precedents are established to exclude
nonmembers from accessing any public goods at that site (Vesselinov, Cazessus
and Falk, 2007). The lawful ownership of public goods is further justified through the
collection of additional fees or taxes paid by the exclusive members of the private
space to have these public goods enhanced and customized to serve their own
interests (Blakely & Snyder, 1997; Vesselinov, et al., 2007).

By the same token, gated communities are private areas entitled to provide public
services privately. However, compared to shopping malls and theme parks, the
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privatization of the public realm has advanced more dramatically in residential
functions with the huge increase of private or corporate communities (Xu & Yang,
2008).

As gated communities provide privatization, hence there begins a shift from
governmental services to local private services and a shift occurs in terms of public
roles. Thus, private communities can provide their own security, maintenance or
management; so that they represent a form of urbanism where public space is
effectively privatized and protected by a spatially and legally defined group (Le Goix,
2006). By the same token, gated communities can also own their streets, park
areas, sports fields, green areas, pools and even lakes; which show the radical
privatized patterns of those private communities. For this reason, the gated
community is in essence one of the many spatial outcomes of the privatization of
urban spaces reshaping public urban life, and transforming contemporary urban
form (Xu & Yang, 2008).

Thus, gated communities can own much more things beyond being only residential
units. As Blakely and Snyder (1997, p.8) explains, they go further of being
residential properties:
“Gated communities privatize community space, not merely individual space.
Many gated areas also privatize civic responsibilities like police protection
and communal services such as street maintenance, recreation, and
entertainment”.

Therefore, gated communities are often criticized to divide community into those
inside and those beyond the wall, as residents identify themselves only with the
community inside the gate, where their responsibility to the real community ends at
the „gate‟ (Akçal, 2004). Hence, the bonds of the gated residents to the city and
governances begin to weaken.

Furthermore, gated communities are also being criticized by becoming prisoners of
their own worlds – with the risk of obsolescence if reinvestment funds get insufficient
(Le Goix, 2006). Le Goix (2006) gives voice to the possible problems which would
occur when the infrastructure of gated communities start to wear out. He expresses
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that new special assessments or increased property owners‟ fees will be
problematic in the cases which requires high budgets; such as streets will need
costly maintenance.

3.3.3. Social Segregation
The dichotomy of integration-segregation is one of the most important features of
the urban space. In fact, the city is a social entity that integrates people by the social
practices in everyday life and by the usage of social means. The use of public
spaces, public transportation, and the use of common services such as health
services, educational services recreational services and working environments are
the social bonds for the people living in the cities which provide the integration
(Roitman, 2006). However, in opposition to these, the social system tends to create
social segregation. These two tendencies, both integration and segregation, exist
together in urban systems. Here, the gated communities are criticized to be
contributors to the segregationist tendencies in the city.

Atkinson and Blandy (2006) claim that gated communities appear a profoundly
interesting and relatively new object of study as leading to new forms of living and
new social problems. The privatization of public spaces, fortification of urban and
residential space and embodiment of public fears about private crimes that gated
communities invoke provide a rich ground for urban and housing researchers
(Atkinson & Blandy, 2006).
Roitman (2006, p.115) states that “urban social segregation can be defined as a
social process that results in the detachment of certain individuals or social groups,
kept isolated by a limited or non-existent interaction with the rest of the society or
with other social groups”. In the case of the gated communities, the detachment
and separation is based on the choices of the residents who especially tend to live
together with people having similar characteristics.

There is a debate in the literature about whether urban social segregation is a
positive or negative phenomenon or whether it has advantages or disadvantages.
According to some point of views, it might be considered as a good phenomenon as
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it preserves customs and lifestyles and strengthens social and identity ties.
Furthermore, as Roitman (2006) suggests, in the case of minority groups, spatial
concentration can provide a better position to defend their interests and have more
power. Also, gated communities allow their residents to reinforce social
homogeneity and to protect themselves from what they perceive as the danger and
the complexity of the „open city‟.

Despite the positive effects, according to literature the negative effects of the
segregation are more evident and dangerous in terms of society as a whole. Social
segregation might lead to feelings of exclusion and being rootless, and problems of
social disintegration. Blakely & Snyder (1997) argue that segregation has a variety
of negative impacts, such as reduced opportunities, concentration of deprivation,
greater vulnerability to economic downturns and separation and isolation not just
from other members of society, but often also from other social and public services.
Additionally, as Roitman (2006) expresses the construction of social relations is
influenced by the separation established between „the insiders‟ (the residents of the
gated communities) and „the outsiders‟ (the surrounding community). In other words,
the people outside the gates are seen as strangers and potential threats by the
residents inside the gates. Thus, the physical barriers provide a distance not only
physical but also social and symbolic.

Although economic and social segregation are not new, gated communities go
further in several aspects of exclusion. As mentioned before, they also privatize the
community space, not only the individual space. In order to create a private world,
they privatize the communal services like street maintenance, security services,
recreation, and entertainment (Blakely and Snyder, 1997).

As a form of segregation, gated communities can be distinguished from other known
forms of segregation through the unique association of two traits: their use of
physical-architectural barriers and their voluntary character. This unique form is
today important because it reflects profound transformations in space and society.

Here, another point worth mentioning is the community and sense of community
notions. Community can be defined in two different ways: one with a focus on the
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geographic or neighborhood unit and the other with a focus on social relationship
factors without reference to locations (Wilson-Doenges, 2000). When talking about
gated communities, sense of community notion is mostly used to emphasize the
social networks among the residents.

Although its name implies and claims, gated communities are mostly criticized of not
creating a real community. However, Blakely and Snyder (1997) expresses that,
sense of community is not a primary social value within gated communities and that
the sense of community that residents in walled communities feel is ephemeral,
based on common interests and income level and not on an actual bond with their
community. They also found that when comparing the gated communities with other
communities, the plurality of gated residents felt that their sense of community was
“about the same” as that of residents everywhere else. Consequently, these gates
and walls do not seem to be adequate to create a sense of community within, or
neighborliness, apart from they tend to separate residents from the wider
community.

3.3.4. Advertising Gated Communities
“Gated communities have their antecedents in modern utopias, but they have
been transformed into a totally new product, organized and marketed as a
solution to contemporary problems rather than as a search for better
communal system. Part of the explanation for the increase in gated
communities is the logic of developers, for whom gated communities are a
marketing device, another way to target specific submarkets, or, in some
areas, a necessity to meet demand (Blakely & Snyder, 1997, p.15)”.
As Blakely and Snyder expresses, gated communities are mostly criticized of being
sawn as marketable products. Developers –as trend followers– study on the
improvement of techniques to market gated houses, as they have a chance to gain
greater economic benefits. To this end, they often use two features of the gated
communities: at first a secure neighborhood, and then a promise to create a distinct
and elite lifestyle (Firidin Özgür, 2006).

As mentioned before, crime of fear is very common among the residents in
metropolises. Thus, the developers are criticized of using these fragile feelings of
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the dwellers. However, it is evident that even the most high-tech security systems
cannot guarantee a crime-free subdivision (Blakely & Snyder, 1997).

On the other hand, the gate is also used as a part of a marketing strategy to sell the
image of a lifestyle. Even more, “community” as a term is often used by developers
to promote their products. Blakely and Snyder (1997) give examples of slogans in
marketing brochures and advertisement of gated communities: “new communities
within a city”, “a totally new way of life” and “your new hometown”. However, as
mentioned before, gates may not be so successful merely to create a sense of
community, and cannot mostly go beyond to be partitions of a physically isolated
residential area.

Consequently, the glossy and eye-catching marketing methods may mislead the
house buyers by giving promises which cannot be fulfilled totally. Moreover, the
gated communities are mostly sold out by the help of the scaled-models or
brochures; so that the finished project might not be totally successful to fulfill the
expectations of the residents neither physically nor psychologically.

3.4.

Gated Communities in Turkey

3.4.1. Evolution of Gated Communities in Turkey
Turkey experienced a fast urbanization period since 1950‟s with high rate of
population growth and fast economic development. Today, more than two thirds of
the population lives in the cities and this movement resulted in various changes in
the physical forms of towns and general environmental ideas (Ġmamoğlu &
Ġmamoğlu, 2000). Cities now are highly dense, and are turned into more
heterogeneous areas.

Turkish economy and administrative system has entered into another period of
restructuring from the 1980s onwards, parallel to extrovert economic development
policies and global adaptation policies. The emergence of gated communities in the
metropolises of Turkey was also dated back to those days by the development of
liberal economy. Private sector has increased its partnerships with the foreign
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capital in order to enter global markets and to follow the technological developments
and since gated communities have often been promoted as a „modern‟ solution to
city‟s housing problem and disorderly development while supporting extensive
commoditization, privatization and transnationalization of housing provision (GeniĢ,
2006).

Like most of its examples throughout the world, gated communities in Turkey have
mostly mushroomed in suburban areas due to the availability of larger and cheaper
project lands, besides being away from the crowd, noise, traffic or the totally chaotic
atmosphere of the city centers. Thus, the housing market started to promote ideal
homes around the city with cleaner air, and healthy environment, homogeneous
setting to the households experiencing a life that they saw in films mainly from the
United States (Doğan, 2008).

In Turkey, gated communities were firstly appeared and have become widespread in
Istanbul. Nowadays, there are numerous gated communities both in urban and
suburban areas. The gated communities in Istanbul are mostly located near the
forests on the northern section of the city, such as in Çekmeköy, Göktürk, and
Zekeriyaköy; near to the sea shores with the advantage of sea view, such as
BeĢiktaĢ, Üsküdar, and Beykoz; or on the hills looking down to Bosphorus (Firidin
Özgür, 2006). Furthermore, in the city center, Maslak district is very popular with
vertical kind of gated communities, which are high-rise blocks often designed as
housing-office-shopping-recreation complexes.

3.4.2. Gated Communities in Ankara
Ankara is the one of the fastest growing cities and the second metropolis of Turkey.
It was established with 30.000 inhabitants as the capital in 1923; today its population
is around 4.550.000 according to the 2008 statistics (DIE, 2008). With such a high
rate of population growth, like other metropolises, Ankara has experienced various
changes in its physical form; higher and denser buildings replaced the lower and
less dense existing ones; residential areas turned into business districts and the city
expanded vertically and horizontally to provide space for the increasing city
population (Ġmamoğlu & Ġmamoğlu, 2000). Thus, in time, a desire to run away from
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the complexity of the city center was aroused in Ankara inhabitants and this idea
was began to be realized by them by moving to suburban areas beginning from the
late1970s onward.

To that end, the western corridor of Ankara was decided to be opened to
construction by local authorities and city planners in order to develop a solution
against the problems of the city center; such as the overcrowding, the heterogeneity
of its population, excessive increases in land prices, and the gradual invasion of
housing areas by business (Ayata, 2002). The northwestern belt (around Istanbul
Highway) was constituted mostly for lower-middle-class apartment housing and the
southwestern belt (around EskiĢehir Highway) of middle-and upper class residential
areas made up a mix of high and low-rise apartment blocks, terraced, detached and
semi-detached houses, and luxurious villas (Ayata, 2002; ġenyapılı, 2003). Thereby,
the gated communities began to emerge in Ankara, especially in the mentioned
western corridor of the city, such as the gated communities in Ümitköy and Çayyolu
district, Angora Houses, and Bilkent Housing Settlements. Today, the number of
gated communities has been increased and their locations become varied. Mesa
Company Settlements in GaziosmanpaĢa and ORAN, Dikmen Vadisi, Portakal
Çiçeği Vadisi, and Zirvekent Residential Settlements in Çankaya are among the
ones worth mentioning.

3.4.2.1. Angora Houses as an Exemplar of Gated Communities in Ankara
Angora Houses is one of the earliest examples of suburban gated communities
which is situated at Beytepe, between Beysukent and Çayyolu, 15 kilometers away
from Kızılay and Ulus city centers. The residential area occupies 1.400.000 m² of
land area composed of villas, row houses and point blocks. Number of estimated
inhabitants is around 8.000.

There exist about 2.000 housing units in Angora Housing Settlement. 945 villas
constitute 49 % of the total housing units in the residential area, besides 496
apartment flats in 12 high rise buildings (with 10, 12 or 14 storeys), 488 row houses
in 72 semi-detached buildings (with 4 or 5 storeys) are designed (Angora Houses
Advertisement Booklet).
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Figure 3-1: Development Plan of Angora Housing Settlements
(Source: Angora Houses Advertisement Booklet)

The completion of the housing project was decided to be finished in phases,
because the residential site was large and there were financial concerns. Thus,
construction was planned to be completed in four stages; and the residents of the
first phases moved to their houses while the construction of other phases were
continuing. In fact, this division to phases method is used in the other gated
community projects in Turkey.

The residential site carries almost all features of the gated communities. It is
encircled with walls and fences and the entrances to the site are controlled by a
private security firm day and night. Therefore, the entrances are restricted and
limited, and the residential site is completely separated from the neighboring
districts. As being a private property, within the boundaries of the site, private
services are provided for the residents, such as security, garbage collection,
cleaning and maintenance of streets and parks.
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Furthermore, within the residential area, many amenities and activities are planned
to be created, such as appealing green areas with an artificial lake, botanic gardens
and an amphitheatre, sports fields, recreational centers, school, shopping centers,
open and closed swimming pools, and playgrounds (EriĢen, 2003). However, only a
small portion of them could be realized until now. The residential settlement also has
an association called „Angora Evleri Derneği‟ which organizes many facilities and
courses, and publicizes these activities by a website.

Figure 3-2: General View of Angora Housing Settlements
(Source: Panoramio: Photos of the World,
http://static.panoramio.com/photos/original/3905200.jpg, last visited on July 20, 2009)

Figure 3-3: General View of Angora Housing Settlements
(Source: Panoramio: Photos of the World,
http://static.panoramio.com/photos/original/3905200.jpg, last visited on July 20, 2009)
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3.4.2.2. Bilkent Housing Settlement as an Exemplar of Gated Communities in
Ankara
Bilkent is located approximately 15 kilometers away from Ankara city center and
named after the well-known private university which is located in the district near
EskiĢehir Highway in southwestern corridor of Ankara.

Bilkent Housing Settlements is divided into three sections according to their dates of
establishment and location. Those three groups are titled as Bilkent I Çamlık Sitesi,
Bilkent II Park Sitesi and Bilkent III Settlements. Bilkent I was constructed in 1993;
the houses were finished and went on sale through 1994. Afterwards, Bilkent II was
constructed in 1996 and Bilkent III in 1999 (Akçal, 2004).
The residential area occupies approximately 450.000 m² of land area and includes
nearly 2.900 housing units of flats in apartments and villas. The sizes of the flats
vary between approximately 74 to 303 m², and villas between 252 to 355 m² for all
three sections of Bilkent Housing Settlements.

Like Angora Houses, Bilkent Settlement is one of the early examples of the
suburban gated communities in Ankara. It also carries the basic characteristics of
gated communities, such as having a controlled and limited access, privatized public
spaces and being managed privately.

Bilkent Housing Settlement provides most of the services in the milieu and tend to
be an alternative to city life, thus it represents a new development with its physical
facilities and amenities nearby. In Bilkent, almost all of the requirements and needs
of the residents are fulfilled without having necessity to go to the city center. There is
an extensive shopping mall with theatres, restaurants, and recreational areas.
Furthermore, there is a sports center where the owners of the residences have
privileges to use it. There is also a primary and a high school in Bilkent University,
and a semi-closed music hall –Odeon- for 5.000 audiences.
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Figure 3-4: General View of Bilkent Housing Settlements
(Source: Tepe ĠnĢaat, http://www.tepeinsaat.com.tr/konut/bilkent01.html, last visited on July
22, 2009)

Figure 3-5: General View of Bilkent Housing Settlements
(Source: Pro-ge, http://www.pro-ge.com/tr/projeler/bilkentkonutlari.htm, last visited on July
22, 2009)
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Figure 3-6: One of the Entrances of Bilkent Housing Settlements
(Photograph by A. Akçal, 2004)

Figure 3-7: General View of the Villas in Bilkent Housing Settlements
(Source: Tepe ĠnĢaat, http://www.tepeinsaat.com.tr/konut/bilkent04.html, last visited on July
22, 2009)
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CHAPTER 4

ZĠRVEKENT SĠTESĠ AND BĠRLĠK MAHALLESĠ

4.1.

Analysis of the Area

Zirvekent Sitesi and its neighborhood Birlik Mahallesi are located in Çankaya district
near the center of Ankara, approximately 1.5 kilometers away from the presidential
residence and Atakule, 4 kilometers away from Kızılay.

Figure 4-1: Location of Zirvekent and Birlik Mahallesi
(Source: Karayolları Genel Müdürlüğü, http://www.kgm.gov.tr, last visited on July 25, 2009)
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4.2.

Zirvekent Residential Settlements

Figure 4-2: Location of Zirvekent Residential Setllements
(Source: Oyak ĠnĢaat-Zirvekent Konutları, http://www.ankara-zirvekent.com, last visited on
July 30, 2009)

Zirvekent Residential Settlement is one of the major urban gated communities in
Ankara. It was planned and constructed by Oyak ĠnĢaat including totally 1006
housing units and occupying approximately 140.000 m² of land area which was
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formerly used for military purposes. The project was completed in five phases due to
the financial purposes, which are planned, constructed, marketed and managed
independently.

Figure 4-3: Development Plan of Zirvekent Residential Settlements
(Source: Oyak ĠnĢaat-Zirvekent Konutları, http://www.ankara-zirvekent.com, last visited on
July 30, 2009)

According to the advertising website of Zirvekent, these phases are introduced as
follows:
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Zirvekent Phase-1 Residential Settlement occupies 33.070 m² of land area and
includes totally 224 housing units in 4 apartment blocks. The construction was
started in March 1997 and the inhabitants started to move in their houses in August
1999.
Zirvekent Phase-2 Residential Settlement occupies 26.726 m² of land area and
includes totally 178 housing units in 5 apartment blocks. The construction was
started in May 2001 and the inhabitants started to move in their houses in
September 2003.
Zirvekent Phase-3 Zambak Residential Settlement occupies 27.558 m² of land
area and includes totally 190 housing units in 4 apartment blocks. The construction
was started in January 2005 and the inhabitants started to move in their houses in
September 2006.
Zirvekent Phase-4 Manolya Residential Settlement occupies 25.663 m² of land
area and includes totally 210 housing units in 3 apartment blocks. The construction
was started in May 2006 and the inhabitants started to move in their houses in
November 2007.
Zirvekent Phase-5 Mimoza Residential Settlement occupies 24.590 m² of land
area and includes totally 204 housing units in 3 apartment blocks. The construction
was started in October 2006 and the inhabitants started to move in their houses in
August 2008.

16 apartment blocks in Zirvekent residential settlements are high-rise and have 15
storeys, including 4 housing units in each floor. These units have approximately 170
m² of gross area and have either 3 or 4 rooms and a living room. Also, there are 3
blocks with 4 storeys containing two larger housing units per storey. The blocks in
the last two phases additionally offer units with two rooms and a living room. The
blocks in all phases have duplex houses in their last floors, and there are useraddressed closed parking areas and storages planned in the basement floors. All
the blocks were constructed with concrete formwork system.
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Figure 4-4: General View of Zirvekent Residential Settlements
(Source: Oyak ĠnĢaat-Zirvekent Konutları, http://www.ankara-zirvekent.com, last visited on
July 31, 2009)

The interior decorations of the housing units are standardized in all phases (See
App. G for the Technical Specifications List). The quality and efficiency of the
finishing materials were carefully taken into account. The floors of the living rooms
are covered with laminated parquets, the halls, corridors, bathrooms and kitchens
with quality ceramics, the walls are finished with wallpapers, etc. All of the houses
have their storage areas, and built-in wardrobes. Also, all the kitchens are equipped
with built-in ovens, refrigerators, and dishwashers.

Figure 4-5: Floor Plan of a Typical Housing Unit in Zirvekent
(Source: Zirvekent Advertisement Booklet)
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Figure 4-6: Interior Photographs of a Typical Housing Unit in Zirvekent
(Source: Hürriyet Emlak, http://www.hurriyetemlak.com, last visited on July 31, 2009)

Zirvekent residential settlements carry the typical characteristics of the gated
communities. The site is enclosed with fences, which do not block the visual
transparency between inside and outside, but limits the access of non-residents into
the area without permission. The entrance gate is controlled by barriers, so that
when an outsider comes across to the gate, the security officers question the visiting
reason. Afterwards, the officers make a telephone call to get the permission of the
resident for the visit, and then let the visitor enter the site. Furthermore, the
boundaries of the residential site are continuously controlled by electronic
surveillance systems with cameras and the entrance of the apartment blocks are
again equipped by the password requiring systems. Additionally, there are some
other regulations inside the site in order to control the environment, such as speed
limit warning notices.
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Figure 4-7: Entrance Gate of Zirvekent Phase-2 Residential Settlement
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)

Figure 4-8: Fences and CCTV Systems Encircling Zirvekent Settlements
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)
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Figure 4-9: Password Required Security System in the Entrance of the Blocks
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)

Figure 4-10: Speed Limitation Warning inside Zirvekent Settlement
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)
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Owing to the higher security precautions, the residential site seems peaceful and
safe unlike the complexity of the regular city life. For example children can ride a
bike safely inside the site and even they can leave their bikes without locks outside
the buildings.

However, at some points this sterile environment can also be felt as a bit annoying.
All the procedures to get in and get out of the site, using only one gate to enter in,
fences all around and cameras recording all motions can be interpreted as the
traces of an artificial world.

Like the all other gated communities, Zirvekent is also managed by a special
management mechanism. There is a user-participant managing system, where the
members are selected by voting. Today, this system seems to be successful,
although most of the residents do not prefer to be a part of it and do not vote to take
decisions. However, the dues are collected from the residents regularly and
accordingly the maintenance of the buildings and the surroundings are
accomplished regularly and attentively.

The landscape design of the settlement was handled with great importance. There
are appealing green areas dressed up with various trees and flowers, playgrounds,
sidewalks and sports fields inside the residential area. Additionally, the residential
settlements have a private sports center – Sporium – which is located within the
boundaries of the Zirvekent settlement Phase-1. Although this center is open also to
the non-gated residents via having a membership, the gated residents are
encouraged and privileged in getting these memberships.
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Figure 4-11: Green Areas and Sidewalks inside Zirvekent Settlement
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)

The marketing of the housing units are executed via the scaled models, 3D
drawings and advertising brochures. There is a promoting office, which is
responsible from the presentations and the sales. The home buyers select their
houses in the residential site by the help of those means. Additionally, the potential
residents are given a checklist of the technical specifications and material lists,
which is handled as a list of the terms of a contract (See App. G).

Figure 4-12: Scaled Site Model of Zirvekent Settlements
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)
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Figure 4-13: Scaled Exterior Model of Zirvekent Settlements
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)

Figure 4-14: Scaled Interior Model of Zirvekent Settlements
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)

Figure 4-15: Advertisement Booklet of Zirvekent Settlements
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)
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Figure 4-16: Cover Page of the Advertisement Booklet of Zirvekent Settlements
(Source: Zirvekent Advertisement Booklet)
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4.3.

Birlik Mahallesi

Birlik Mahallesi is one of the recently developed residential districts in Çankaya. As
being located nearby the important boulevards and roads, it continues to develop
day by day and the land value of the area is continuously increasing. Its value is
mostly due to hosting newly-built apartment blocks, compared to the other districts
of Çankaya. Furthermore, Doğukent Boulevard is located on the south periphery of
Birlik Mahallesi, which is an important axis for the city and hosts the new urban
development plans of Ankara.

Figure 4-17: A Street View from Birlik Mahallesi
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)

Figure 4-18: A Street View from Birlik Mahallesi
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)
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The apartment blocks in Birlik Mahallesi have mostly 4- 5 storeys, and housing units
have 3 or 4 rooms and a living room. The blocks do not often have user-addressed
car park areas and the ground floors of the blocks are usually reserved for shops.
Therefore, almost all of the needs of the residents can be fulfilled in nearby
neighborhoods. Additionally, a recently built shopping mall – “365” – provides all
kinds of shopping and recreational activities for the people living in this
neighborhood.

Besides having advantages of its location in the city, Birlik Mahallesi is also wellknown for being located nearby Zirvekent residential settlements. The low-rise
buildings of Birlik Mahallesi and high-rise buildings of Zirvekent, with the contribution
of the fences and walls, cause the residential district to witness a number of
variation and confliction.

Figure 4-19: Zirvekent Settlement as Seen from Birlik Mahallesi
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)

51

Figure 4-20: Zirvekent Settlement as Seen from Birlik Mahallesi
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)

Figure 4-21: Fences of Zirvekent Settlement as Seen from Birlik Mahallesi
(Photograph by B. A. Poyrazoğlu, 2009)
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CHAPTER 5

A COMPARATIVE RESEARCH STUDY:
ZĠRVEKENT RESIDENTIAL SETTLEMENT AND BĠRLĠK MAHALLESĠ

5.1.

Research Study Area, Participants and Procedure

In order to compare the dwellings in the gated communities with those in non-gated
ones, two sites were selected: Zirvekent Residential Settlement and Birlik Mahallesi.
Both of these sites are located in the center of Çankaya, one of the most prestigious
districts of Ankara.

Zirvekent Residential Settlement was chosen as an example of gated communities,
because the site represents the general characteristics of a typical gated community
and it is in a central location in Çankaya which differs from those located on suburbs
of the city.

Birlik Mahallesi, located nearby Zirvekent, was chosen as the control group, thus it is
more or less in a situation as far as distance and other conditions are concerned.
Therefore, besides the analysis and research carried out in Zirvekent residents,
additionally another research platform was provided in Birlik neighborhood in order
to compare the results of gated and non-gated community residents.
Participants:
A total number of 140 people, 75 residents living in Zirvekent and 65 residents in
Birlik Mahallesi, participated in this study.

Procedure:
Random and snowball sampling methods were used to select the participants. After
conducting and getting permission from the administrators of Zirvekent, 150
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interview forms were distributed in Zirvekent “Phase No: 2” Residential Settlement.
48 forms were returned back by this way. Additionally, 27 forms were completed by
the residents of the other phases of Zirvekent by door-to-door interviews. On the
other hand, a total number of 65 interview forms were filled by respondents of the
residents in Birlik Mahallesi by door-to-door interviews. The participants of this group
were selected by snowball sampling method.

A questionnaire form concerning different aspects of dwellings was prepared for the
two groups of respondents. The questionnaire form contained 12 questions
concerning demographic characteristics of the participants. Another 35 questions
were about perceptions, preferences, and general assessments of their dwellings.
33 of these questions were in the format of 5-point scale, which covered information
about the topics of security, distance, physical environment, social environment,
neighborhood and psychological attachment. Only an extra question was added to
the questionnaire form of Birlik Mahallesi, which was concerned whether the
residents preferred to live in a gated community like Zirvekent or not (See App. A
and B for the questionnaire forms).
In order to evaluate the interview forms, SPSS program (Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences) was used. All of the questions within the questionnaires were taken
as variables, and mean values for all of the variables were calculated. Afterwards,
bivariate correlations were measured to find out how variables or rank orders were
related. Furthermore, the Independent-Samples t-test procedure was conducted to
compare the means of two groups of cases in order to find out whether there existed
a significant difference.

5.2.

Results

5.2.1. Demographic Analyses
The questions covered socio-demographic characteristics of the participants: age,
sex, marital status, education level, occupation, home-ownership (whether rented or
owned), length of residence in the house, number of people living in the house,
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number of vehicles owned by householders, means of transportation used to go to
the city center (whether by public transportation or privately owned vehicles).
Demographic characteristics of the residents living in Zirvekent and in Birlik
neighborhood are given in Table 5-1:

Table 5-1: Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents

Age

Zirvekent

Birlik

mean

mean

49.65

40.26

Sex

#

%

#

%

Male

40

53,3

19

29,2

Female

35

46,7

46

70,8

Single

13

17,3

24

36,9

Married

62

82,7

41

63,1

Marital Status

Education Level
Primary school
Middle school
High school
University

0
0
8

0
0
10,7

6
7
23

9,2
10,8
35,4

53

70,7

24

36,9

Post-graduate

14

18,7

5

7,7

Working
Not-working
Student

45

60

39

60

3
4

4
5,3

14
8

21,5
12,3

Retired

23

30,7

4

6,2

Occupation

Number of People
Living in the Same Flat

Length of Residency

Homeownership

mean

mean

2.92

3.37

mean years

mean years

4.39

6.48

%

%

86,7

64,6
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Zirvekent sample consisted of 75 respondents (35 females, 40 males) between the
ages of 21 and 83, with a mean age of 49.65. The Birlik sample consisted of 65
respondents (46 females, 19 males) between the ages of 17 and 80, with a mean
age of 40.26. The majority of the respondents were married in both samples,
respective percentages being 82,7% for Zirvekent and 63,1% for Birlik.

As far as education levels of the participants were analyzed, people living in
Zirvekent were found to have a significantly longer period of education (t (138) =
5,85, p < .001) than of people living in Birlik neighborhood. As is shown in Table 5-1,
means of education periods were found 14.95 and 12.06 years respectively.

Table 5-1 also gives some information concerning dwellers occupations. 60% of
both groups of residents were reported to be currently working. However, the ratio of
retired and unemployed people for Zirvekent and Birlik seemed different: 30,7% of
people living in Zirvekent were retired as compared to only 6,2% retired people in
Birlik. On the other hand, 21,5% of people living in Birlik were not-working, whereas
the ratio of not-working people was 4% in Zirvekent. Thus, totally 34,7% of the
residents in Zirvekent and 27,7% of Birlik residents were retired or not working.

Table 5-1 shows that, the mean number of people living in the same residences was
reported to be 2.92 in Zirvekent and 3.37 in Birlik, which was a significant difference
according to t-test results, t (138) = -2,65, p < .01.

The mean length of residency was not long for both cases. However, Zirvekent was
established more recently compared with Birlik. Thus, the length of residency in
Birlik was found to be significantly longer than in Zirvekent: the results of t-test
analyses gave way to this difference, t (138) = -3,50, p < .001, where means were
calculated to be 4.39 years for Zirvekent and 6.48 years for Birlik.
With regards to homeownership, most of the houses were owned by its dwellers in
both groups. However, according to t-tests, ownership ratio was found to be
significantly higher in Zirvekent (86.7%) when compared to Birlik (64.6%), t (138) = 2,65 p < .01.
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Dwellings examined in both groups were relatively large in size. Mean number of
bedrooms were 3.60 in Zirvekent and 3.45 in Birlik. Nevertheless, t-tests indicated
that this was not a statistically significant difference.
Table 5-2 shows the means of transportation people used. Zirvekent residents
reported that they mostly used their own cars (86,7%), whereas the majority of Birlik
residents used public transportation (56,9%). T-tests applied to the means indicated
that the difference was highly significant, t (138) = 5,94, p < .001. This difference
can also be seen from the mean numbers of vehicles owned by the households,
mean numbers being 1.67 in Zirvekent, 1.11 in Birlik. T-tests indicated that this
difference was again highly significant, t (138) = 4,54, p < .001.

Table 5-2: Issues about Transportation
Zirvekent
Means of
Transportation

#

By public transportation 10
65
By car
Mean Number of
Vehicles Owned by
Households

Birlik

%

#

%

13,3

37

56,9

86,7

28

43,1

1.67

1.11

5.2.2. Home Concepts of the Dwellers
In order to understand home concepts of the residents, a number of definitions were
listed within the questionnaire form and respondents were asked to choose the
closest definition which reflected their views best. As is shown in Table 5-3, the
majority of Zirvekent residents (85,3%) selected the statement of “the house is a
comfortable and functional building meeting all my needs”, whereas in Birlik,
residents responded this item equally with the statement of “an harbor where I feel
secure” (both 41,5%).
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Table 5-3: Home Concept Definitions
Zirvekent

Birlik

Perception of Home

#

%

#

%

a) a shelter

0

0

4

6,2

6

8

27

41,5

c) a comfortable and functional building
meeting all my needs

64

85,3

27

41,5

d) an expression area that reflects my
personality

4

5,3

2

3,1

1

1,3

5

7,7

b) an harbor where I feel secure

e) an area with memories

5.2.3. Reasons for Moving to the Present Dwellings
The respondents were asked the reasons why they moved to their present houses.
The question covered 11 choices and the respondents were asked to rank three of
them. The results indicated that residents living in the two sample sites responded
differently to this question. As is shown in Table 5-4, in Zirvekent, 70 of the 75
respondents selected the item related to security conditions in one of their 3 ranks
(93,3%), whereas in Birlik this item was selected only for 5 times out of 65 residents
(7,7%). Thus, security was considered as the most important reason of its residents
for preferring to live in Zirvekent. On the other hand, Birlik residents mostly selected
the item related to desirability of social milieu/surrounding, equally with the item
concerning the distance to the city center (both 63%) in one of their 3 ranks.
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Table 5-4: Reasons for Moving to Current Houses

Zirvekent
rank rank rank
1
2
3

rank
1

1

17

a-about workplace
b-about school place

Birlik
rank rank
2
3
1

2

3
3

c-about security
d-the advantages of the social
surroundings
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7

9

1

1

3

2

23

10

17

9

15

e-distance

4

10

4

12

23

6

f-car parks

1

2

9

3

3

g-new building

7

15

10

4

9

4

5

10

h-neighborhood
i-social and sports facilities

2

4

j-elite community

6

8

15

k-less noise and environmental pollution

1

7

14

6

l-recommendation/advertisement

2

2

11

13

6

3

1
75

75

75

65

65

65

5.2.4. Evaluations of Certain Aspects about Dwellings
In order to find out the preferences, perceptions and satisfaction levels with certain
physical and social issues of the participants, several five-point scale questions
were asked to the participants. Firstly, mean values were calculated for Zirvekent
residential settlement and Birlik Mahallesi. Afterwards, Independent-Samples t-test
measurements was used to compare the results and to find out whether there
existed a significant difference between the responses of the participants of the two
research groups (See Table 5-5 for mean values of the evaluations of the
respondents and App. C for detailed t-test results).

The results are grouped in various subtitles according to the related issues as
follows:
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Table 5-5: Mean Values of the Evaluations of the Respondents
Zirvekent

Birlik

p

Importance of Location of the Dwelling

4.16

3.95

NS

Satisfaction with Location of Dwelling

4.52

4.08

.004

Importance of Security

4.80

4.86

NS

Satisfaction with Security

4.56

3.58

.000

Comparison of Security with Previous House

4.51

2.85

.000

Importance of Neighborhood

3.64

4.29

.000

Frequency of Contact with Neighbors

2.80

3.51

.000

Comparison of Neighborhood

2.63

2.89

NS

Importance of Sports & Social Areas

3.80

4.14

NS

Satisfaction with Sports & Social Areas

2.80

2.89

NS

Importance of Car Parks

4.49

4.11

.031

Satisfaction with Parking Facilities

4.36

3.83

.002

Importance of Green Areas

4.73

4.68

NS

Satisfaction with Green Areas

4.08

3.38

.000

Importance of Convenience of Facilities

4.36

4.52

NS

Satisfaction with Convenience of Facilities

4.23

3.80

.011

Importance of Comfort of the Houses

4.65

4.37

.020

Satisfaction with Comfort of the Houses

4.41

3.80

.000

Comparison of Comfort with Previous Houses

4.43

4.00

.003

Importance of Social Status

3.39

3.97

.003

Satisfaction with Social Status

4.11

3.83

.048

Change in Social Environment

2.16

2.85

.002

Satisfaction with Management

4.33

2.26

.000

Satisfaction with Revenues

3.59

4.20

.002

Fulfillment of Expectations

3.65

3.77

NS

Feeling of Attachment

3.84

3.78

NS

Similarity to the Ideal House

3.64

3.03

.002

Desire to Live in the Same House

3.48

2.57

.000
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5.2.4.1. Security Conditions
In order to understand concerns of people with respect to security in Zirvekent and
Birlik Mahallesi, three questions with five-point scales were used. The first question
was about how important was to feel secure at home and surrounding for the
respondent and his/her family. Both Zirvekent and Birlik residents reported that they
gave utmost importance to feel secure, respective means being 4.80 and 4.86.

The second question was concerned about the evaluation of how much the
residents felt secure in their current houses. A significant difference was found
between Zirvekent and Birlik. People living in Zirvekent felt much more secure in
their houses and surroundings compared to the ones in Birlik, t (138) = 6,35, p <
.001, respective means being 4.56 and 3.58 on a five-point scale evaluation.

The third question about security asked the participants was whether they were
feeling more or less secure in their current houses, compared to their previous ones.
As expected, Zirvekent residents again reported to feel significantly much safer in
their current houses (a gated community) in comparison with Birlik non-gated
community residents, t (138) = 7,78, p < .001, respective means being 4.51 and
2.85.

5.2.4.2. Location of the Dwellings
A question concerning the importance of distance of dwellings to the city center was
directed to the householders. Residents of both Zirvekent and Birlik responded more
or less in a similar way, respective means being 4.16 and 3.95. However, t-tests
indicated that this was not a statistically significant difference.

Although both of the two groups were living in close distance and gave similar
importance to the location of their houses and closeness to the city center, Zirvekent
residents indicated that they were significantly more satisfied with the related issues,
t (138) = 2,94, p < .01, means being 4.52 for Zirvekent and 4.08 for Birlik.
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5.2.4.3. Convenience/Availability of Facilities
Two of the questions in the questionnaire form were related to the importance of
facilities available in the vicinity and the residents‟ satisfaction with the availability of
those facilities nearby. Responses to the former question indicated that, both
Zirvekent and Birlik residents considered this issue as very important, respective
means for Zirvekent and Birlik were 4.36 and 4.52.

On the other hand, Zirvekent residents were more satisfied with these facilities than
Birlik residents, respective means being 4.23 and 3.80. T-test analyses indicated
that this difference was significant (t (138) = 2,58, p < .05).

This result may be partly due to the higher level of car ownership of people living in
Zirvekent because as mentioned before, they reported that they used their cars for
transportation and shopping rather than public transportation.

5.2.4.4. Car parks
Responses to the question about the importance of availability of car parks indicated
that, Zirvekent residents gave significantly more importance to the car parks
compared to Birlik residents, t (138) = 2,19, p < .05, respective means being 4.49
and 4.11. In fact, this result was expected, as it was known that Zirvekent residents
owned more number of vehicles and used them for transportation.

Responses concerning the satisfaction with the current availability of car parks
indicated that those living in Zirvekent were significantly more satisfied with these
facilities compared to those living in Birlik, t (138) = 3,19, p < .005. Mean satisfaction
scores were 4.36 and 3.83 for Zirvekent and Birlik. These findings may be an
outcome of the circumstances that all of the residents in Zirvekent have their
assigned enclosed car parks besides the open ones, as the residential settlement
had been planned accordingly. However, this was not the case for Birlik
neighborhood where people had to park their cars on streets.
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5.2.4.5. Green Areas
Since greenery is one of the most important features of the physical environments,
the respondents were asked to evaluate the importance of greeneries in their
neighborhoods. Both of the two sample groups replied that this was very important
for them, respective means being 4.73 for Zirvekent and 4.68 for Birlik.

However, when their satisfaction with the adequacy and maintenance of green
areas nearby was asked, the t-test results showed that Zirvekent residents reported
significantly higher satisfaction level with their green environment, t (138) = 4,03, p <
.001. Respective means for Zirvekent and Birlik were 4.08 and 3.38.

5.2.4.6. Sports Fields and Social Interaction Areas
Two questions regarding the facilities related to sports fields and social interaction
areas were used. First, respondents were asked to evaluate the level of importance
they attached to those facilities and second, they were asked to evaluate how much
they were satisfied with this issue.

Both of the two groups of residents responded to the first question in a similar
fashion. Results showed that they both thought that sport facilities and areas
allocated for social interaction were important, means being 3.80 for Zirvekent and
4.14 for Birlik.

On the other hand, both of the two groups reported that they were not totally
satisfied with these facilities. Average satisfaction scores were measured 2.80 for
Zirvekent and 2.89 for Birlik. Here, it is evident that, although Zirvekent settlement
offered a number of open sport areas and social interaction areas within the
residential site; residents living there were not totally satisfied.

5.2.4.7. Noise and Smell Problems
Three questions were posed to the respondents concerning the noise problems.
The first question was concerned about the importance level of noise for the
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dwellers. Here, both two sample groups of residents indicated that they gave utmost
importance to noise problems (means being 4.63 for Zirvekent and 4.37 for Birlik).
According to t-test analyses the difference between the two groups was significant (t
(138) = 2,04, p < .05) which showed that Zirvekent residents were more concerned
about noise. This result may be due to the relatively older mean ages of Zirvekent
residents, which had a higher mean value.

The next question was concerned with the evaluation of the noise originating from
streets. Both Zirvekent and Birlik residents responded to this question in a similar
fashion and reported that they moderately considered it as a problem (means being
2.17 and 2.31 respectively).

The third question was directed to the respondents about the noise problems
originating within their apartment blocks. The results showed that, compared with
Birlik residents, Zirvekent residents reported significantly more noise problems in
their apartments (t (138) = 4,38, p < .001), means for Zirvekent and Birlik were 2.77
and 1.86. This issue was also mentioned during interviews. Zirvekent residents
complained that the formwork concrete construction system of the blocks was one of
the reasons for noise problems in their dwellings.

Furthermore, one question was related to olfactory problems in apartment blocks.
Related with this issue, Zirvekent residents were again less satisfied. They reported
that there was undesired smell problems in their apartments. Differences between
two groups was statistically significant (t (138) = 3,25, p < .01), respective means for
Zirvekent and Birlik being 2.84 and 2.11.

Furthermore, although it was not included in the questionnaires, communication with
both group of respondents revealed that there was an environmental smell problem
deriving from Mamak dumping ground which is located in a close distance to the
area where this research was carried out.
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5.2.4.8. Comfort and Functionality of the Dwellings
In terms of comfort and functionality of the houses, the participants were asked
three questions: one question about the importance given to the related issue, one
about the level of satisfaction and another one about the comparison of situations in
the previous and the current houses.

Residents of both groups responded to the first question that comfort and
functionality was an important issue for them, means being 4.65 for Zirvekent and
4.37 for Birlik. Even though both mean values were high, t-test results showed that
there was a significant difference between Zirvekent residents and Birlik, t (138) =
2,35, p < .05. In other words, for Zirvekent residents, conditions related with comfort
and functionality of their dwellings seemed to be more important than for those living
in Birlik,

Responses to the second question, which tried to understand how comfortable
dwellers were in their present houses, indicated that people living in Zirvekent were
more so than the ones living in Birlik: t (138) = 3,91, p < .001, respective mean
values being 4.41 and 3.80.

Lastly, the respondents were asked whether they felt more comfortable in their
present dwellings, as compared to the ones they had lived previously. Most of the
residents from the two sample groups indicated that they considered their present
dwellings more comfortable compared with their previous ones, means being 4.43
for Zirvekent and 4.00 for Birlik. However, regarding this aspect, t-test comparisons
indicated that the difference between Zirvekent and Birlik was significant, t (138) =
3,01, p < .01. In other words, Zirvekent residents felt more comfortable in their
present dwellings in comparison to those living in Birlik.

5.2.4.9. Relations with Neighbors
As neighborhood relations constitute an important part of the social environment, the
participants were asked three questions in this context. One question was directed
to understand the importance level of social environment for respondents.
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Compared with Zirvekent, Birlik residents reported that neighborhood was much
more important for them, t (138) = 3.90, p < .001, means being 3.64 for Zirvekent
and 4.29 for Birlik.

Another question was about the frequency of visits between neighbors. Statistical
analyses once more indicated that Birlik residents were keeping contact more
frequently with their neighbors when compared with Zirvekent (t (138) = 3,58, p <
.001, respectively means being 2.80 and 3.51).

Additionally, the respondents were asked whether they have had more contact with
their neighbors in their previous houses when compared to their current ones. Both
of the two groups admitted that they had more contact with their neighbors in their
previous houses, respective means being 2.63 for Zirvekent and 2.89 for Birlik,
which may be revealing a decreasing relationship of people as they change houses
or get older.

5.2.4.10. Representation of Social Status and Income Level
Three questions were asked the respondents in order to understand: 1. The
importance of dwellings in representing the socio-economic status and income level
of users; 2. Evaluation of the present housing with respect to its correspondence
with socio-economic status of its users; 3. Whether the present housing caused a
kind of change towards a better social status for their users.

Responses to the first question indicated that, people living in Birlik, unexpectedly,
considered living in a neighborhood of people with similar social status and income
level was more important for them. The difference between Zirvekent and Birlik was
statistically significant (t (138) = -2,98, p < .01). Respective means for Birlik and
Zirvekent were 3.39 and 3.97 on five-point scale.

With regards to the second question, Zirvekent residents reported that they were
more satisfied with their present housing with respect to its socio-economic status.
The mean value for this group was 4.11 which was significantly higher than the one
for Birlik group (3.83), t (138) = 1,99, p < .05.
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Lastly, the results of the third question in this context showed that; when compared
to the residents of Zirvekent, Birlik residents reported that they had a significantly
better social status by moving to their present dwellings, t (138) = 3,20, p < .01,
means being 2.16 for Zirvekent and 2.85 for Birlik.

5.2.4.11. Satisfaction with Management
In order to understand the participants‟ satisfaction levels with the administration or
management, another five-point scale question was included in the questionnaire
forms. Zirvekent residents were asked whether they were satisfied with the condition
of being managed by an autonomous and user-participated administrative unit which
arranged the duties, services and maintenance facilities within their residential site
in place of the local government. On the other hand, Birlik residents were asked if
they were satisfied with the services of the local government. The responses were
found to be significantly different for the two groups, t (138) = 12,33, p < .001. Most
of the residents of Zirvekent stated that they were satisfied with the services
(M=4.33), whereas the residents of Birlik stated that they were not satisfied from the
municipality services (M=2.26).

5.2.4.12. Satisfaction with Service Fees
All of the residents from the two sample groups were asked about their satisfaction
levels with the payments for services and maintenance of their dwellings and
surroundings. The results showed that, when compared to Zirvekent residents
(which imposed higher expenses), Birlik residents were found to be significantly
more satisfied with their service fees, t (138) = -3,16, p < .01, respectively means
being 3.59 and 4.20.

5.2.4.13. Fulfillment of Expectations
A question was posed to the dwellers, whether their expectations from their present
houses before they moved in were fulfilled or not. Statistical analyses did not reveal
any significantly difference between two groups. Mean values about this issue was
found to be 3.65 for Zirvekent and 3.77 for Birlik.
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5.2.4.14. Psychological Attachment Levels of the Dwellers
A question was asked to the respondents in order to understand their degree of
attachments to their present dwellings in comparison with the previous ones.
Responses to this question showed that, Zirvekent and Birlik residents reported
similar attachment levels, respective means being 3.84 and 3.78 on five-point scale.

5.2.4.15. Similarity to Ideal House
In order to reveal the participants‟ ideal house understandings and to compare the
thoughts of two groups of residents, the respondents were asked whether their
current houses were similar to their ideal houses. Results of t-test indicated that
Zirvekent residents thought that their present houses were significantly more close
to their ideal houses when compared to Birlik residents, t (138) = 3,12, p < .01.
Mean values were calculated as 3.64 and 3.03 respectively for Zirvekent and Birlik.

5.2.4.16. Planned Length of Residency
Additionally, the respondents were asked whether they wanted to live in their
present houses until the end of their lives. At that point, a highly significant
difference was observed. Zirvekent residents were more optimistic in this respect,
because they wanted to continue to live in their current houses when compared to
those living in Birlik, t (138) = 3,73, p < .001, respective means being 3.48 and 2.57.

5.2.5. Birlik Residents’ Preferences to Live in a Gated Community like
Zirvekent
As mentioned before, one extra question was posed to the people living in Birlik
whether they would like to live in a gated community like Zirvekent or not.

According to the results average value of preference evaluations of the respondents
was found 3.48. Table 5-6 illustrates the distribution of responses in detail. As is
seen in Table 5-6, 35 respondents out of 65 in Birlik reported that they preferred to
live in a gated community.
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Table 5-6: Responses of Birlik Residents whether They Preferred to Live in Zirvekent
Birlik
Prefer to live in Zirvekent

mean
3,48
#

%

5) I would certainly prefer

22

33,8

4) I would prefer

13

20

3) Undecided

12

18,5

2) I would not prefer

10

15,4

1) Certainly I would not prefer

8

12,3

People who wanted to live in a gated community were also asked about the reasons
of their preferences. The question covered 11 choices and the respondents were
asked to rank their first three reasons. The answers of the respondents are shown in
Table 5-7.

Table 5-7: Reasons of Birlik Residents‟ Preferences to Live in Zirvekent
rank 1

rank 2

rank 3

a- security

29

2

b-the advantages of the social surroundings

2

6

6

c-available parking facilities

1

2

2
1

d-consisting of new buildings
e-good neighborly relations
1

f-availability of social and sports facilities
g-having service facilities

5

7

1

2

h-having comfortable functional dwellings

1

12

3

i-being a prestigious site

1

5

4
5

j-having less noise and environmental pollution
k-having adequate green areas
35

69

2

5

35

35

As is seen in Table 5-7, 31 out of 35 respondents (89%) selected the reason of
„better security conditions‟ in one of their 3 ranks, where 29 of them ranked this
option as the most important (83%).

16 out of 35 people (46%) thought that more comfortable houses was an important
reason to live in a gated community.

Additionally, living in a prestigious community, the advantages of being in a high
socio-economic status surrounding, availability of sports and social facilities, and the
adequacy of green areas were the other reasons chosen by the respondents for
several times.

On the other hand, relations with neighbors were not considered as an important
reason by the respondents and were not ranked in any of the participants‟ among
the first three reasons to prefer in a gated community.

5.2.6. Correlations among Research Variables
In order to measure how variables or rank orders were related, correlation analyses
were conducted for two sample groups. Here, Pearson's correlation coefficient was
used to measure linear associations between variables. Firstly, 140 participants
from Zirvekent Residential Settlement and Birlik Mahallesi were taken as a whole as
constituting a single group. Afterwards, the separate groups of Zirvekent (75
participants) and Birlik (65 participants) were analyzed and compared.

Correlation analysis for the whole group of respondents without splitting them as
Zirvekent or Birlik was conducted first. Here, the aim was to find out the correlated
items covering all responses. The results of this analysis and correlation coefficients
can be seen in Table D-1 in Appendix D.

Responses of 140 people indicated that satisfaction with the security conditions was
significantly correlated with location satisfaction (r = .18, p < .005), car parks (r =
.27, p < .001), comfort of dwellings (r = .46, p < .001), socio-economic statuses of
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the residents (r = .33, p < .001) and management of the site and dwellings (r = .43, p
< .001).

In terms of neighborhood, the frequency of relations with neighbors was found to be
negatively correlated with increasing education levels of residents, r = -.20, p < .005,
but positively correlated with the length of residency, r = 24, p < .001. However,
neighborhood issue was not significantly correlated with any of the psychological
issues like attachment level to sites and dwellings, and similarity of present house to
the ideal one.

Level of satisfaction with the comfort of the dwellings was found to be positively
correlated with the number of rooms of the dwellings (r = .19, p < .005).
There was also a high correlation between the dwellers‟ fulfillment of expectations
after moving to their present houses and feeling more comfortable in the present
dwellings compared to previous ones (r = .31, p < .001). General fulfillment of
expectations of the dwellers was also found to be significantly correlated with levels
of satisfaction with adequacy and maintenance of green areas (r = .30, p < .001)
and socio-economic status of the residents (r = .24, p < .001).

Furthermore, residents were found to be more attached to their houses in the cases
when they reported that they felt more comfortable in their current houses in
comparison with their previous houses (r = .51, p < .001). Moreover, there was a
high correlation between attachment level and satisfaction with the socio-economic
status of the residents (r = .33, p < .001).

Additionally, similarity of the present houses to the ideal houses was significantly
correlated with fulfillment of expectations (r = .38, p < .001) and the level of
attachment (r = .41, p < .001).
Lastly, residents‟ wills to live in their present houses until the end of their lives was
found to be significantly correlated with their ages (r = .34, p < .001), being married
(r = .26, p < .001), level of satisfaction with security conditions (r = .18, p < .005),
availability of car parks (r = .27, p < .001), adequacy of green areas (r = .31, p <
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.001), convenience/availability of the facilities (r = .18, p < .005), perceived comfort
of the dwellings (r = .28, p < .001), socio-economic status of the residents (r = .24, p
< .001) and site management (r = .40, p < .001). Furthermore, it was found that the
residents‟ wills to live in their previous houses until the end of their lives was
significantly correlated with similarity of the residents‟ current houses to their ideal
ones (r = .37, p < .001) and their attachment levels to their dwellings (r = .51 , p <
.001).

Apart from the correlations among research variables which can be seen in
Appendix D, another group of correlation analyses were conducted for the two
separate groups of Zirvekent Residential Settlement and Birlik Mahallesi.
Correlations between the variables for the two groups can be seen in Table E-1 in
Appendix E for Zirvekent and Table F-1 in Appendix F for Birlik.

According to bivariate correlations, within Zirvekent, importance given to security
was positively correlated with importance attributed to the distance of the dwelling to
the city center, r = .31, p < .001, importance of convenience/availability of facilities, r
= .50, p < .001, and importance of comfort of the dwellings, r = .61, p < .001.
Whereas in Birlik, importance of security was significantly correlated with importance
of relations with neighbors, r = .45, p < .001, importance of sports and social
facilities r = .43, p < .001, importance of car parks r = .37, p < .001, importance of
convenience/availability of facilities, r = .42, p < .001, and importance of green areas
r = .57, p < .001. Additionally, in both of the groups, the correlation coefficient
between the indicated level of satisfaction with security and feeling of more secure
by moving to their present houses were found to be significant, r = .42, p < .001 for
Zirvekent and r = .37, p < .001 for Birlik.

In terms of location features of the dwellings, in Zirvekent a significant correlation
was found between the importance given to live in close distance to the city center
and the level of satisfaction with the location of the current houses, r = .31, p < .001.
However, for Birlik residents these items were not significantly correlated.
Additionally, satisfaction with the location conditions of the dwellings in Zirvekent
was positively correlated with the convenience and availability of facilities, r = .38, p
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< .001, while in Birlik there such a correlation was not found. This result was
interesting because both groups were located adjacent to each other

According to the responses in Birlik, the importance attributed to car parks was
found to be significantly correlated with the number of vehicles owned by the
households, r = .44, p < .001. Thus, householders who had more number of cars
gave more importance to car parking. However, such a correlation did not appear in
Zirvekent, probably due to the reason that Zirvekent residential settlement already
providing adequate number of car parks for their residents.

As is seen in Table E-1 (App. E), for Zirvekent, psychological attachment levels of
the residents were correlated with the levels of satisfaction with safety conditions (r
= .40, p < .001), distance of the dwellings to the city center (r = .33, p < .001), socioeconomic status of the residents (r = .39, p < .001), and availability/convenience of
the facilities (r = .44, p < .001) and feeling more comfortable in present dwellings
compared with the previous ones (r = .56, p < .001). Whereas, for Birlik as is seen in
Table F-1 (App. F), psychological attachment levels of the residents were correlated
with levels of satisfaction with socio-economic statuses of the residents (r = .26, p <
.005) and with feeling more comfortable in present dwellings (r = .50, p < .001).
Additionally, for both of the two groups, psychological attachment of the residents
with fulfillment of their expectations after moving to their current dwellings was found
to be positively correlated, r = .30, p < .001 for Zirvekent and

r = .27, p < .005 for

Birlik.

According to the responses of residents in Zirvekent, similarity of the present
dwelling to the ideal one was found to be correlated with satisfaction levels with
security (r = .30, p < .001), parking areas (r = .28, p < .005), adequacy of green
areas (r = .40, p < .001), perceived comfort of the dwellings (r = .48, p < .001),
socio-economic statuses of the residents (r = .38, p < .001) and services provided
by the administration (r = .41, p < .001). On the other hand, for Birlik, similarity to the
ideal house was significantly correlated with the perceived comfort of the dwellings
(r = .33, p < .001), satisfaction with the adequacy of green areas (r = .29, p < .005)
and higher frequency of contact with neighbors (r = .32, p < .001). The similarity to
the ideal house was also found to be significantly associated with the residents‟
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levels of attachment to their houses for both residents of Zirvekent and Birlik, r = .44,
p < .001 and r = .40, p < .001 respectively.
Due to the responses in Zirvekent, residents‟ desires to live in their present houses
until the end of their lives was significantly correlated with their ages, r = .39, p <
.001. In other words, as the ages of the respondents‟ increased, their wishes to live
in the same house also increased. However, in Birlik, such a correlation was not
observed.

Additionally, for Zirvekent residents, desire to live for a long time in their present
houses was significantly correlated with the levels of satisfaction with comfort (r =
.26, p < .005), satisfaction with the management of the dwelling site (r = .37, p <
.001) and with socio-economic status of the residents (r = .27, p < .005). On the
other hand, for Birlik residents, none of the above items were significantly correlated
with the desire to live for a long time in the same house.
Lastly, both in Zirvekent and in Birlik, residents‟ wills to live in their present houses
until the end of their lives was found to be significantly correlated with their
attachment levels (r = .34 and r = .42 , both at p < .001 level respectively). Also, it
was found that when the residents‟ present houses were more similar to their ideal
houses, they wished to live there for longer period of time as well. The correlation
coefficients were positive and significant, r = .42 and r = .51, both at p < .001 level
respectively for Zirvekent and Birlik.

5.3. Discussion
The current study aimed mainly to explore the similarities and differences between
living in a gated community and a non-gated one. Besides, it was also aimed to
bring out the reasons why Zirvekent residents preferred to live there and to reveal
whether Birlik residents might prefer to live in a gated community or not.

Here, the main findings of the research will be discussed. In order to have a clear
picture of findings, various issues will be grouped in subtitles first, and then an
overview will be made.
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5.3.1. Demographic Analyses
The results of the research study revealed that there were significant differences in
demographic characteristics of the respondents from Zirvekent and Birlik. Firstly,
average ages of Zirvekent respondents were higher (M=49.7) than Birlik
respondents (M=40.3), which showed that older people seem to prefer to live in a
gated community, which may be due to the positive aspect of security and comfort,
besides the financial capability to afford it.

Additionally, the education levels of the participants in Zirvekent (average number of
years spent for education was M=15 years) were higher than Birlik participants
(M=12 years). This result showed that preference to live in a gated community was
somewhat related with the education levels of the dwellers, which may be a
reflection of relatively higher income level of better educated group.

Homeownership and the number of vehicles owned by the households were also
significantly higher in Zirvekent (87% ownership and M=1.7 cars) than Birlik (65%
and M=1.1 respectively), which may also be taken as the evidences of higherincome levels of Zirvekent residents, and thereby their higher affordability capacity.

Additionally, the average number of people living in Zirvekent dwellings (M=2.9
people) was fewer than in Birlik (M=3.4 people), which may be due to the less
number of children they had or the higher ages of Zirvekent residents whose
children might have already moved away from their parents‟ houses. This may also
be due to the higher income levels of Zirvekent residents who could afford separate
dwellings for their children when they were attending schools as students, or
dwellings for their own old-aged parents.

5.3.2. Home Concepts of the Dwellers
During the interviews, the respondents were asked to choose the closest definitions
about their home concepts among number of definitions. The majority of Zirvekent
residents reported that functionality and comfort was important for them. On the
other hand, Birlik residents did not give much importance to those aspects. The
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results show that a significant number of residents in Birlik primarily saw their
houses as a protected domain like an harbor where they felt safe.

Therefore, one may say that Birlik residents with relatively lower income, thought
that home notion recalls them firstly a place to refuge. However, Zirvekent residents
having higher income levels reported to attach more importance to the physical
quality of their houses. That is to say, people in these two groups reported different
house concepts.

5.3.3. Reasons for Moving to the Present Dwellings
When the respondents were asked the reasons why they moved to their present
houses, Birlik and Zirvekent residents responded differently. While most of the
respondents of Zirvekent chose the reason “to have a secure neighborhood”, almost
none of the Birlik residents mentioned it. Hence, it is now well documented that
gated communities can be seen mostly as a response of fear of crime (Atkinson and
Blandy, 2006), the responses to this question confirmed this situation and shows
that the promises and promotions of the developers of gated communities providing
about better safety conditions seem successful.
“The advantages of the social surroundings” was the other reason which was
considered important by majority of both of the resident groups. As the research
area was located in a prestigious district of Ankara, there was not any significant
difference in the responses of Zirvekent and Birlik residents about the related issue.
As mentioned before, gated communities are mostly criticized to create
homogenous neighborhoods with residents having similar socio-economic status.
However, in the scope of the responses to this question, in Zirvekent there was not
any evidence of an intention to move to the residents into their dwellings only as a
response of representation of their social status and aim to take a part in a socially
homogeneous neighborhood.

Another remarkable result of this question was that most of the residents were
motivated to choose their dwellings by considering its location advantages and
closeness to the city center. This finding is important especially among Zirvekent
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residents as most of the gated communities are located in suburban areas, not at a
close distance to the city centers.

5.3.4. Discussion of Evaluations of Certain Aspects about Dwellings
5.3.4.1. Security Conditions
The results of the present study revealed that the security conditions were
considered as the most important reason for preference to live in Zirvekent gated
community by its residents. According to the results, Birlik residents who reported
that they would like to live in a gated community also considered the security
conditions as the most important reason for their preferences. The results also
showed that residents in Zirvekent felt significantly more secure with the
aforementioned safety conditions of their dwellings and their residential site when
compared with Birlik non-gated residents.

Although urban fear in Turkey seems to increase day by day, Zirvekent residents
reported that they felt much safer in their present houses in comparison with their
previous ones. These findings indicate that controlled gates and various security
precautions related with the safety issues were found to be successful by Zirvekent
residents. This result is also in accordance with Blakely and Snyder‟s definition of
gated communities (1997), as being security developments with designated
parameters, usually walls or fences, and controlled entrances.

On the other hand, while gates, fences, security officers and closed-circuit television
(CCTV) systems prevent the non-residents to enter in the boundaries of Zirvekent
Residential Settlement as security precautions; barriers and limited access for the
vehicles also contribute to the secure atmosphere of the gated communities. The
reduced and slowed down traffic inside the residential site, prevents people and the
children from possible accidents. In addition, because an easy automobile access
gives criminals‟ free entrance and quick escapes, in terms of security concerning the
traffic issues, Zirvekent residents are also encouraged to feel safer.
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5.3.4.2. Location of the Dwellings and Convenience/Availability of Facilities
As mentioned in previous chapters, gated communities are usually seen as a part of
the trend of suburbanization in western countries. This is also observed in Turkish
metropolises as well. In this manner, Zirvekent Settlement actually carries a different
characteristic due to its location, as it is located in Çankaya, a few kilometers from
the Presidential Residence.

Thereby, the research results showed that the residents of Zirvekent gave utmost
importance to the location of dwellings; hence they might have chosen Zirvekent
gated community rather than a suburbian version of it. Although Birlik residents were
living in a close neighborhood with Zirvekent, they were less satisfied with the
location of their dwellings in comparison with those living in Zirvekent.

Accordingly, this result may be partly due to the higher level of car ownership of
people living in Zirvekent. Yet, they reported that they used their cars for
transportation rather than using public transportation. Additionally, the number of
retired people in Zirvekent was found to be significantly higher, so that those
residents did not have to commute regularly to their jobs every day.

In a similar vein, although both sites were adjacent to each other, the results
showed that the residents of Zirvekent were more satisfied with obtaining their
needs from surrounding facilities, in comparison with the residents of Birlik. This
finding may also be again related with the higher number of vehicles owned by
Zirvekent residents and some of the services provided by the local private
management of the settlement.

5.3.4.3. Car parks
The rise in private car ownership resulted in the rise of traffic density and parking
problems particularly in the central parts of Ankara, especially in Çankaya.
Generally, inadequate parking areas force the residents to park their cars
inappropriately on the streets or far from their dwellings. As a result, in addition to
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the density of the traffic, residents have to struggle with another stressful job of
parking their cars.

According to the results of the study, since the residents of Zirvekent owned more
vehicles, they attributed more importance to the availability of parking areas. Also,
the results showed that the residents of Zirvekent were more satisfied with their car
parks as a result of having addressed open and enclosed park areas for more than
one car. Furthermore, the limited access to the residential site was seen as an
advantage by the residents because of preventing the non-gated residents to park
their cars inside their gated residential site.

5.3.4.4. Green Areas
Both Zirvekent and Birlik residents responded that green areas were very important
for them. However, in terms of the adequacy and maintenance of the green areas,
once more Zirvekent residents reported that they felt more satisfied.

Green areas are indispensible parts of the physical environments. Unfortunately
they are not having the deserved attention in most of the contemporary Turkish city
centers. Thus, the appealing and designed landscapes, in addition to better
maintenance facilities of the Zirvekent gated community, made the residents feel
more satisfied in this respect. Furthermore, as the residential settlement is managed
by a user-participant system in Zirvekent, the residents always have a chance to
take an active part in administration, unlike the residents of Birlik who had to look for
the municipality services. As Ġmamoğlu and Ġmamoğlu (1996) reported, active
participation of the householders in decisions about their neighborhoods positively
affected their satisfaction levels with their environments.

5.3.4.5. Sports Fields and Social Interaction Areas
As Blakely and Snyder (1997) expresses, the sports fields and social interaction
areas are the necessary accoutrements of modern way of life and gated
communities also aim to create lifestyle communities. However, with respect to
satisfaction with sports and social facilities, Zirvekent residents reported similar
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levels of satisfaction with Birlik non-gated residents. Thus, the results did not reveal
an advantageous circumstance for Zirvekent residents. Although Zirvekent offers its
residents a number of open sport facilities and social interaction areas within the
residential site; the residents living there did not think that they were adequate.
Another reason for their low levels of satisfaction may be due to the membership
fees of the private sports center (Sporium) in Zirvekent which were considered high
by the residents, even though some discounts and privileges were available for
them.

5.3.4.6. Noise and Smell Problems
The results indicated that all participants gave importance to the noise problems as
mentioned before. However, Zirvekent residents seemed to be more sensitive to this
aspect, which may be due to the comparatively older ages of the respondents.

Although Zirvekent Settlement was isolated from the dense traffic and dense city
life; there was not any significant difference between Zirvekent and Birlik residents
with respect to perceived noise problem.

However, people living in Zirvekent had some complaints about the noise occurring
inside the apartment blocks as they reported during the interviews. One of the
reasons for this dissatisfaction with the noise problems was due to the concrete
formwork constructional system of their apartment blocks; thus, this construction
system created transfer of noise from one dwelling to the other.

Regarding smell problems, once more Zirvekent residents were found to be
dissatisfied. Some of the residents complained seriously about the smell problems
inside the apartment blocks, and some of the residents told that there had been a
problem when they first moved to Zirvekent but it was solved lately. Thus, the results
showed that there was a ventilation problem in the all four phases of Zirvekent
resident blocks.
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5.3.4.7. Comfort and Functionality of the Dwellings
The concept of residential comfort is used in everyday parlance very frequently. In
the everyday usage, in fact it is a self-evident term and includes various physical
properties of a dwelling which provides the dweller a lively, convenient and peaceful
space to dwell in.

Due to the results of the research study, all of the respondents reported that comfort
and functionality of a dwelling was very important for them. However, Zirvekent
residents‟ tendency for more comfort was higher than Birlik residents. This result
was not surprising as one of the important promises of the gated communities was
to provide higher comfort conditions.

Regarding the satisfaction level of the respondents with the comfort of their
dwellings, Zirvekent residents were also found to be more satisfied when compared
with Birlik residents. Observations during the interviews and informal talks with the
Zirvekent residents, and the technical specifications list promised to be realized by
the developers (App. G) indicated that the planning and functionality of the
dwellings, the lighting and heating conditions, large windows, the high-quality of the
building materials, the built-in furniture in bathrooms and kitchens, the storage
areas, the balconies, the elevators and the maintenance of the public areas were
quite satisfactory and probably some of these factors were effective to increase the
satisfaction levels for this group of people. Additionally, the residents of Zirvekent
mostly bought their dwellings during the construction period, so that they had a
chance to make the necessary adjustments or arrangements and to intervene the
process according to their demands. Also, this situation mostly made the residents
to become the first occupants to live in the flats and probably increased their
satisfaction levels.

Here, it is also important to note that, the higher satisfaction levels of respondents of
both Birlik and Zirvekent was also interrelated with the number of the rooms in their
dwellings, because the number of rooms is generally seen as an indispensable
feature of the comfort conditions. Imamoglu & Imamoglu (1996) in their housing
research in Çankaya reported that, the average number of rooms in mass housing
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dwellings was 4.03 including the living room. However, in the present research
study, the number of rooms of dwellings was found to be seriously higher both in
Zirvekent (4.60) and Birlik (4.45) in comparison with the above mentioned dwellings
in Çankaya.

5.3.4.8. Relations with Neighbors
One of the aims of creating gated communities, as its name implies, is to create a
“community”. Hence, common lifestyle, common habits, common values, common
public realms and homogeneity are expected to be generated inside the residential
area. Accordingly, it is expected to have good neighborhood relations within gated
communities, as these bonds are the important features of the social environment.

However, according to the results of this research, Zirvekent residents seemed to
give less importance to neighborhood relations when compared with Birlik residents.
Accordingly they reported to have considerably fewer contacts with their neighbors.
This result might be due to the more synthetic atmosphere of Zirvekent, with the
absence of social contacts unlike more interactive lifestyle of the city centers. Thus,
only the physical bonds of the residents to the settlement cannot be adequate to
create a community interacting socially which may be considered as a contrast with
the state in middle class neighborhoods in the city,

Another reason for less social contacts between dwellers in Zirvekent may be
explained due to higher number of cars owned by Zirvekent residents which keep
them away from walking activities. Since people walk and see their neighbors only
on the way to their cars and at the doors of their dwellings, when the building blocks
have more than one elevator, people may not have occasions to meet each other.

Furthermore, the correlations indicated that, as the education levels of the residents
increased, their contacts with neighbors decreased. This can be due to the
residents‟ respect to their neighbors‟ privacy and being shy to disturb them if they
informally communicated. Thus, fewer contacts of Zirvekent residents with their
neighbors may be due to their higher education periods.
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Lastly, as the results showed, all of the participants from Zirvekent and Birlik
reported that there had been a considerable decrease in social contact with their
neighbors in time. Thus, it may be a result of a modern life style. The number of
private cars, take-out restaurants, hypermarkets and all-inclusive shopping centers,
stressful city life, and etc, may be forcing people to have more introvert lifestyles.

5.3.4.9. Representation of Social Status and Income Level
Gated communities are mostly charged to increase the fragmentation of urban
space and to provoke socio-economic and socio-cultural polarization in city life.
Separation by gates and barriers are interpreted as creating not only physically
isolated areas but also creating maneuvers of socially distinct areas.

However, throughout the research study, actually the findings did not reveal a clear
evidence of an intentional segregation. On the contrary, Zirvekent residents seemed
to give less importance to live in a neighborhood of people having similar social
statuses and income levels with them, when compared to the residents of Birlik.

Fried (2000) suggests that one of the important aspects of residential satisfaction is
the social class position. Here, although Zirvekent residents reported to give less
importance to social homogeneity; the results evidently showed that they were
significantly more satisfied with their social environment in comparison with Birlik
residents. Thus, this result somewhat indicates that the homogeneity of the social
environment made the residents somewhat more satisfied instinctively.
Concerning the evaluation of the changes in residents‟ social environments when
they moved to their present houses, Zirvekent residents did not report any
significant change. However Birlik residents did so. This result was directly related
with the participants‟ previous social environments. As most of the residents in
Zirvekent formerly lived in high socio-economic quarters of Ankara, in fact it is not
surprising to find out that their environments did not change much. On the other
hand, the residents of Birlik were a more heterogeneous group. They reported that
they were coming from different districts of the city, hence, as expected they might
reported more changes in their social environments.
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5.3.4.10. Satisfaction with the Management
According to Blakely and Snyder (1997), as the effect of privatization, public
services provided by local governments were diminished and this condition is also
observed in gated communities which are managed by private units. Thereby, there
begins to be a shift from governmental services to local private services in terms of
public roles and residents begin to participate in the management of their living
environments and take control in their hands.

As expected, the result of the research study showed that Zirvekent residents were
much more satisfied with their private management systems, in comparison with
Birlik residents who are dependent on municipality services. This result shows the
dissatisfaction of Birlik residents‟ with local governmental management, on the other
hand Zirvekent residents‟ remarkably high satisfaction levels with their userparticipated system as they can take an active part in management and decide for
certain issues as presenting a smaller and a homogeneous group of people.

5.3.4.11. Satisfaction with Service Fees
Gated communities, as being privatized, provide their own security, street
maintenance, parks, recreation, garbage collection, and other services. For sure, the
residents of these communities pay more fees for these services. In this manner, the
results of the research study indicated that Zirvekent residents were comparably
more dissatisfied with their service fees in comparison with Birlik residents.

5.3.4.12. Fulfillment of Expectations
“Gated communities have their antecedents in modern utopias, but
they have transformed into a totally new product, organized and
marketed as a solution to contemporary problems rather than as a
search for a better communal system. Part of the explanation for the
increase in gated communities is the logic of developers, for whom
gated communities are a marketing device, another way to target
specific submarkets, or, in some areas, a necessity to meet demand”.
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As mentioned by Blakely and Snyder (1997, p.15), developers see the gated
communities as products to market, hence many advertising and sale techniques
are used by them. The dwellers usually buy their new homes by looking at the three
dimensional models or brochures, which may result a rise in their expectations.

Accordingly, the results of the research study showed that, the majority of Zirvekent
residents did not think that their expectations were totally fulfilled. Especially in the
physical environmental aspects–green areas, recreational areas- they reported that
the developers had made promises much more than they actualized. On the other
hand, Birlik residents, who were having fewer expectations, reported more or less
similar responses with those in Zirvekent in the context of fulfillment of their
expectations.

Eventually, although the secure neighborhood, comfortable houses or usage of
high-quality materials were fulfilled as had been promised by the developers (See
App. G for Technical Specifications List) seemed to be not totally sufficient for
Zirvekent residents to think that their expectations had been fulfilled. This result is
possibly due to the aforementioned inadequacies in the promised green areas,
recreational and social facilities.

5.3.4.13. Psychological Attachment Levels of the Dwellers
In general, place attachment is defined as “an affective bond or link between people
and specific places” (Hidalgo and Hernandez, 2001, p. 274). In the sense of place
attachment and belonging, housing is the most significant and central focus of
human existence. Thus, feeling of attachment was taken as an important input and
during the research study the psychological attachment levels of both participant
groups were measured. According to the findings, the levels of attachment to
dwellings were found higher than moderate levels; however there was not any
significant difference between the attachment levels of Zirvekent and Birlik
residents. Thus, the results show that the formation of a gated community, with
reference to Zirvekent, does not guarantee a definite sense of belonging or
attachment to its residents.
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Furthermore, when looking to the responses of all the participants, it was found that
fulfillment of expectations and the evaluations of similarity of the present houses to
the ideal ones were directly correlated with the attachment levels. However
unexpectedly, neither the length of residency nor homeownership was found to be
correlated with the attachment levels. Actually, this result may be due to the novelty
of the residential areas of both Zirvekent and Birlik. However, as known, people
have become attached to their living environments by attributing some meanings to
the environment; such as memories. Thus, these meanings may change as time
passes, because place concept is such a notion that can be cognitively
reconstructed in the social contexts and accordingly the attachment levels of the
residents may increase by time.

5.3.4.14. Similarity to the Ideal House
Ideal house concept is related with people‟s wants and aspirations. Although
residents mostly seem to be satisfied with their living areas, they may dream or
prefer to live in somewhere different which represents their ideals. Hence, fulfillment
of needs is not the only indicator of an ideal house (Ġmamoğlu & Ġmamoğlu, 2000).
Thus, regarding their ideal homes, people may feel that their needs are fulfilled at a
certain degree or for the time being, but they may plan or hope to make changes
towards their ideals for the future, with changing needs or capabilities, where they
may hope to feel even more satisfied (Ġmamoğlu & Ġmamoğlu, 2000).

In the present study, similarity of the ideal house was found to be correlated with the
overall satisfaction with social and physical environment according to the responses
of all the participants. However, although the satisfaction levels of Zirvekent
residents were high in many aspects; their responses to the notion of similarity of
their present houses to their ideal ones were not very close. Although their
responses were significantly higher than those of Birlik residents, results still show
that their desires might be different.

The open-ended question of the ideal house concept during the research study
revealed that both respondents mostly aspired to live in a house with a garden, not
in an apartment flat. Actually, this finding shows that the Zirvekent residents‟
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concepts of ideal houses differ from their current flats, mostly due to the type
dwelling. So, it is understood that, the similarity of their present flats to their ideal
houses are not dependent on their current satisfaction levels. Thereby, we can
assume that, if the residents had a chance to live in detached villa type houses,
having all other current features of their residential environments, they might have
thought that their dwellings were “very similar” to their ideal houses.

Another dimension of the issue is that, as mentioned by Blakely and Snyder (1997),
gated communities are seen as products of market and many advertising and sale
techniques are used in this respect. One of the marketing techniques used by the
developers is to attribute the dwellings as an “ideal house” concept, thus they
sometimes promise much more things to sell their houses which cannot be totally
realized. Hence, this case could also be another factor for Zirvekent residents to
think that their ideals were different. As an example, the residents admitted that they
were promised to have larger green areas and parks, with ponds and streams; but
these were not realized.

5.3.4.15. Planned Length of Residency
During the interviews, the respondents were asked whether they wanted to live in
their present dwellings till the end of their lives. This question was important as it
had a potential to measure the overall satisfaction levels of the residents with their
dwellings. It was found that attachment levels and opinions of being similar to the
ideal house were significantly correlated with the residents‟ wills to continue their
lives in the same houses. As these items and in addition the satisfaction levels of
Zirvekent residents with their social and physical surroundings were higher, they
reported much more willingness to live in Zirvekent till the end of their lives when
compared to Birlik residents.

Additionally, a significant correlation was found with the rising of age and planned
length of residency. As Zirvekent residents were comparably older than Birlik
residents because of being mostly retired people and as they were much more
satisfied with the security and comfort conditions, actually this result was expected.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

As a global phenomenon, gated communities have become an important topic in
multidisciplinary studies and debates found in the social, economic, geographical
and urban design domains. In the scope of this thesis study, starting from the
evolution of gated communities, today‟s present conditions and frame of mind is
explored. Furthermore, the case is also handled considering Turkey circumstances
by putting forward data obtained thorough an empirical research study conducted in
a gated residential settlement, Zirvekent, and its non-gated close neighborhood
Birlik Mahallesi in Çankaya, Ankara. Thus, a comparative study between two
neighbors of gated and non-gated residential areas was conducted.
It is evident from the literature survey and research study that, a “gate” principally
exists for the purpose of security. The findings of the research study in Ankara
concretized this situation; as the main motivation of both gated and the non-gated
community seemed to live in a secure gated housing. Furthermore, the very clear
difference between two groups of residents‟ feeling of safety reinforced the
arguments, and showed that, in fact, gating system was found to be useful in this
respect. Thus, it can be seen as a success of gated communities because they
achieve to assure its residents a secure neighborhood.

However, is feeling of security something that can be purchased? Isolating
themselves from the rest of the city and people, are the gated residents not seeking
a self-centered world or alienating themselves from the real world where some
problems still continue? Although gated communities are reported to be safe
environments, discussions of these questions will probably never end.
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For centuries, the criminal justice system has worked in a very simple manner: the
"criminals" were taken away and put behind gates and walls in order to segregate
them from the rest of the population. This method still holds true today, except the
fact that now people are voluntarily surrounding themselves with fences to escape
from the "criminals" of society (Drew & McGuigan, 2009), which is an ironic situation
indeed. However, as Blakely and Snyder (1997, p.125) emphasizes “You Can Run,
But You Can‟t Hide”; although gated communities are found to be useful for secure
residential environments, they are mostly criticized to increase the level of “fear of
crime”. Thus, every second with those fences and cameras, both outsiders and
insiders remember their fears, which can negatively affect their psychology and
quality of lives.

In the light of the findings of the present research study, with reference to the ones
conducted before (Blakely & Snyder, 1997; Firidin Özgür, 2006), the demographic
analyses of the gated communities and non-gated ones in their close neighborhoods
show differences especially regarding the education and income levels of the
dwellers. Thus, it seems that a homogenous and mostly a high income group of
residents are intended to be grouped and segregated from the remaining city, which
is the most criticized aspect of gated communities; whereby under the title of safe
environment security becomes something to be purchased, and consequently the
city and the citizens began to be fragmented.

However, even though the results of the present study shows that there are
significant differences between the length of education and income levels of
Zirvekent and Birlik residents, there was not data revealing desires of gated
residents to live in a homogeneous neighborhood. It is evident that they are satisfied
with their physical and social environments more than the non-gated dwellers, but
they reported that they did not see their houses as a representation of a social
status and thereby as an intentional movement for isolating themselves.

As mentioned above, the physical features of the gated communities were found to
be more favorable by its residents. The availability of open and enclosed car parks,
the adequacy of green areas, and the maintenance facilities were the most
remarkable issues. However, the availability of sports fields and social interaction
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areas were failed to be satisfactory. This shows that departing from the current
study and the other case studies in Turkey, gated communities are generally wellorganized and well-maintained, but they probably do not offer much sports and
social facilities like other examples in the world.

As mentioned in previous chapters, one of the most argued dimensions of the gated
communities is their privatized management systems. Results of the current study
also point out the dissatisfaction of the non-gated residents with the local
governments. On the other hand gated residents were satisfied with their privatized
and user-participated management systems. Thereby, in an optimistic point of view,
research results legitimize the gated communities as they are managed and
maintained more successfully. On the other hand, the criticisms are also reasonable
as they tend to represent a form of urbanism where public space is effectively
privatized and protected by a spatially and legally defined group (Le Goix, 2006).
Additionally, this privatization issue may lead to a decrease in trust of governmental
services and the state, by showing that good management is provided by private
units, and therefore results in a growing pervasiveness of what Blakely and Snyder
(1997) have termed the mentality of gatedness.

Another remarkable result this survey study points out is that, gated residents in
Zirvekent are found to attach less importance to neighborhood relations and
accordingly they have a fewer contact with their neighbors when compared to nongated Birlik residents. However, as Blakely and Snyder (1997) expresses that gated
communities usually have more appropriate foundations for neighborhood relations
by offering shared facilities. Here, due to this dilemma, with reference to the present
study it can be said that Zirvekent seems to stay behind creating a real community
with lack of a power to generate social bonds between their residents.

However, although there was not any evidence of feeling more attached to their
dwellings, the findings show that residents of Zirvekent associate their present flats
to their ideal houses and accordingly desire to continue to live in them, by far more
than Birlik residents. This shows evidently that, although social bonds of gated
residents are weak, they rather consider the positive physical dimensions of their
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residential environments and do not put much effort to be a part of a new
community.

Eventually, in despite of several counterviews about gated communities, it is
undeniable that gated communities have become one of the solid realities of current
urbanization and city formation. As understood from the results of the present study,
they are mostly considered to be successful in several aspects especially by offering
advantages, like security, calmness and stability, against the fast and immense
changes in chaotic atmosphere of contemporary cities. Thus, the implications of the
growth of this phenomenon should be searched, analyzed, evaluated further and
discussed as a multidisciplinary issue. Because it originates from, depends on,
concerns with and affects many fields, from architecture and urban design, to
economy and politics. How to obtain a balance, taking advantage of gated
communities while minimizing the possible adverse and negative effects are hard to
figure out unless the current circumstances are analyzed and understood in detail.
On this account, this thesis work modestly tried to contribute to the studies by
placing positive versus negative virtues of the phenomenon of a gated community in
Ankara.
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIONAIRE FORM 1:
FOR ZIRVEKENT RESIDENTIAL AREA

ZĠRVEKENT SĠTESĠ ĠÇĠN SORU FORMU
Aile ve Konut ile Ġlgili Genel Bilgiler
Adres Bilgileri: Etap…… / Blok……. / Kat …… / Daire……
1) YaĢınız:………
2) Cinsiyetiniz:

E

K

3) Öğrenim durumunuz:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

ilkokul mezunu
ortaokul mezunu
lise mezunu
üniversite mezunu
lisansüstü / doktora mezunu

4) Mesleğiniz:..........................................................
5) Medeni durumunuz: ..........................................................
6) Diğer aile bireylerinizin yaĢları, yakınlık dereceleri, öğrenim durumu/mesleği ve beraber
yaĢama durumu…………………
yaĢı

yakınlık derecesi

öğrenim durumu

1-........

...................

...................

...................

...................

2-........

...................

...................

...................

...................

3-........

...................

...................

...................

...................

4-........

...................

...................

...................

...................

7) ġu an oturmakta olduğunuz konut:

mesleği

Size ait

beraber mi yaĢıyorsunuz?

Kira

Diğer

8) Ne kadar süredir bu evde oturuyorsunuz?..................................................................
9) Evinizin yaklaĢık metrekaresi ve oda sayısı:……………………………………………
10) ĠĢyerinize ulaĢım Ģekliniz:……………………………………………
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11) Ailenizde sahip olunan otomobil sayısı:……………………………………………………
12) Daha önceki eviniz hakkında genel bilgiler (sondan baĢa doğru sıralayınız):
Ģehir
1-.................
2-.................
3-.................

semt

oturma süreniz

taĢınma sebebiniz

....................
....................
....................

....................
....................
....................

...................
...................
...................

Ev ile ilgili Tercihler, Algılar ve Genel Değerlendirmeler

13) Eviniz sizin için ne ifade ediyor:………………………………………
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Barınmak için bir yer
Kendimi güvende hissettiğim sığınak alanım
Tüm ihtiyaçlarımı rahatça karĢılayabildiğim fonksiyonel ve konforlu bir yer
KiĢiliğimi yansıttığım dıĢavurum alanım
Hayatımla ilgili önemli olayların hatırasını taĢıyan bir yer
Diğer……………………………………………

14) ġu anda oturduğunuz bu kontrollü siteye taĢınmıĢ olmanızın sebepleri nelerdir?
(Önem sırasına göre Ģıkların yanını numaralandırarak iĢaretleyiniz.)
(1. Derecede önemli, 2. Derecede önemli, 3. Derecede önemli, 4. Derecede Önemli)
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.

iĢ ile ilgili………..
okul ile ilgili………..
güvenlik………..
sosyal çevresinin olumlu yanları………..
yol-mesafe………..
otopark olanakları………..
yeni bina olması veya ilk oturan olmak………..
komĢuluk iliĢkileri………..
sosyal ve sportif imkanlar………..
semtin ve sitenin uygunluğu / prestijli olması………..
ses ve çevre kirliliğinin az olması………..
tavsiye veya reklam üzerine………..
diğer ……………………. (lütfen belirtiniz)

AĢağıdaki sorularda 5 dereceli boĢluktan size en yakın olanı iĢaretleyiniz:

15) Evimin Ģehir merkezine olan mesafesi benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
16) YaĢadığım konutun Ģehir merkezine olan mesafesinden ………………..
Memnunum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Memnun değilim
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17) YaĢadığım evde ve çevrede kendimi ve ailemi güvende hissetmem benim için …………
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
18) ġu an yaĢadığım sitede ve evde kendimin ve ailemin güvenli olduğunu……………….
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
19) Daha önce oturduğum yer(ler)e kıyasla bu ev ve çevre………………..
Daha güvenli ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Farksız
20) Benim için komĢuluk iliĢkileri………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
21) KomĢularımla………………..
Haftada en az bir kere görüĢürüm ____
Ayda en az bir kere görüĢürüm____
Yılda birkaç kez (bayram gibi özel günlerde görüĢürüm)___
Sadece karĢılaĢtıkça selamlaĢırım___
Hemen hiç görüĢmem___
22) Daha önce oturduğum yer(ler)e kıyasla bu çevrede komĢularımla………………..
Daha sık görüĢüyorum___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Daha nadir görüĢüyorum
23) Spor alanları, sosyal imkanlar ve servis hizmetleri benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
24) Bu sitedeki sportif ve sosyal imkanlar ile sunulan servis hizmetlerinden…………
Çok faydalanıyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Faydalanmıyorum
25) Otopark alanlarının yeterliliği benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
26) Bu sitedeki otopark alanlarının yeterliliğinden ve kullanım rahatlığından………………..
Çok memnunum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Memnun değilim
27) YaĢadığım çevredeki yeĢil alanlar benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
28) Bu sitedeki yeĢil alanların yeterliliğinden ve bakımından………………..
Çok memnunum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Memnun değilim
29) Tüm ihtiyaçlarımı yaĢadığım çevreden temin edebilmem benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
30) Tüm ihtiyaçlarımı bu çevreden…………..
Temin edebiliyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Temin edemiyorum
31) YaĢadığım çevredeki gürültü problemi benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
32) Bu sitede ve çevrede gürültü problemi olduğunu………………..
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
33) Bu apartmanda ve evimde gürültü problemi olduğunu………………..
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
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34) Bu apartmanda ve evimde koku problemi olduğunu………………..
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
35) YaĢadığım evdeki konfor, ve fonksiyonellik benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
36) Bu evde konforlu ve rahat yaĢadığımı………………..
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
37) Daha önce oturduğum ev(ler)e kıyasla kendimi bu evde………………..
Daha konforlu hissediyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Konforlu hissetmiyorum
38) YaĢadığım çevrenin benim sosyal statümü ve gelir düzeyimi temsil etmesi………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
39) Oturduğum konut tipinin sosyal statüme ve çevreme………………..
Çok uygun ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Uygun değil
40) Bu siteye taĢındıktan sonra sosyal çevremin değiĢtiğini………………..
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
41) Site yönetimi bulunmasından ve sorunlarımızın belediye müdahalesine gerek kalmadan
site yönetimi tarafından

karĢılanmasından………………..

Çok memnunum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Memnun değilim
42) Site yönetimi tarafından belirlenen aidatların………………..
Uygun olduğunu ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Fazla olduğunu düĢünüyorum
43) Eve yerleĢmeden önce bana vaat edilenlerin gerçekleĢtiğini………………..
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
44) Daha önce oturduğum yer(ler)e kıyasla kendimi bu siteye………………..
Çok daha bağlı hissediyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Bağlı hissetmiyorum
45) Evim yaĢamak istediğim ideal eve………………..
Çok benzer___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Çok farklı
Cevabınız olumsuz ise oturmak istediğiniz ideal yerleĢke ya da konut tipi nasıldır?
...............................................................................................................
46) Ömrümün sonuna kadar burada oturmayı……………………………………
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
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APPENDIX B

QUESTIONAIRE FORM 2:
FOR BIRLIK NON-GATED RESIDENTIAL AREA

BĠRLĠK MAHALLESĠ KONUTLARI ĠÇĠN SORU FORMU
Aile ve Konut ile Ġlgili Genel Bilgiler
Adres Bilgileri: Cadde-Sokak……………………. / Apartman……. / Kat …… / Daire……
1) YaĢınız:………
2) Cinsiyetiniz:

E

K

3) Öğrenim durumunuz:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

ilkokul mezunu
ortaokul mezunu
lise mezunu
üniversite mezunu
lisansüstü / doktora mezunu

4) Mesleğiniz:..........................................................
5) Medeni durumunuz: ..........................................................
6) Diğer aile bireylerinizin yaĢları, yakınlık dereceleri, öğrenim durumu/mesleği ve beraber
yaĢama durumu…………………
yaĢı

yakınlık derecesi

öğrenim durumu

1-........

...................

...................

...................

...................

2-........

...................

...................

...................

...................

3-........

...................

...................

...................

...................

4-........

...................

...................

...................

...................

7) ġu an oturmakta olduğunuz konut:

mesleği

Size ait

beraber mi yaĢıyorsunuz?

Kira

Diğer

8) Ne kadar süredir bu evde oturuyorsunuz?..................................................................
9) Evinizin yaklaĢık metrekaresi ve oda sayısı:……………………………………………
10) ĠĢyerinize/okulunuza ulaĢım Ģekliniz:……………………………………………
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11) Ailenizde sahip olunan otomobil sayısı:……………………………………………………
12) Daha önceki eviniz hakkında genel bilgiler (sondan baĢa doğru sıralayınız):
Ģehir

semt

oturma süreniz

taĢınma sebebiniz

1-.................

...................

....................

....................

2-.................

...................

....................

....................

3-.................

...................

....................

....................

Ev ile ilgili Tercihler, Algılar ve Genel Değerlendirmeler

13) Eviniz sizin için ne ifade ediyor:………………………………………
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Barınmak için bir yer
Kendimi güvende hissettiğim sığınak alanım
Tüm ihtiyaçlarımı rahatça karĢılayabildiğim fonksiyonel ve konforlu bir yer
KiĢiliğimi yansıttığım dıĢavurum alanım
Hayatımla ilgili önemli olayların hatırasını taĢıyan bir yer
Diğer……………………………………………

14) ġu anda oturduğunuz semte ve eve taĢınmıĢ olmanızın sebepleri nelerdir?
(Önem sırasına göre Ģıkların yanını numaralandırarak iĢaretleyiniz.)
(1. Derecede önemli, 2. Derecede önemli, 3. Derecede önemli, 4. Derecede Önemli)
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.

iĢ ile ilgili………..
okul ile ilgili………..
güvenlik………..
sosyal çevresinin olumlu yanları………..
yol-mesafe………..
otopark olanakları………..
yeni bina olması veya ilk oturan olmak………..
komĢuluk iliĢkileri………..
sosyal ve sportif imkanlar………..
semtin ve çevrenin uygunluğu / prestijli olması………..
ses ve çevre kirliliğinin az olması………..
tavsiye veya reklam üzerine……….. .
diğer ……………………. (lütfen belirtiniz)

AĢağıdaki sorularda 5 dereceli boĢluktan size en yakın olanı iĢaretleyiniz:
15) Evimin Ģehir merkezine olan mesafesi benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
16) YaĢadığım konutun Ģehir merkezine olan mesafesinden ………………..
Memnunum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Memnun değilim
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17) YaĢadığım evde ve çevrede kendimi ve ailemi güvende hissetmem benim için……………
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
18) ġu an yaĢadığım evde ve çevrede kendimin ve ailemin güvenli olduğunu…………
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
19) Daha önce oturduğum yer(ler)e kıyasla bu ev ve çevre………………..
Daha güvenli ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Farksız
20) Benim için komĢuluk iliĢkileri………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
21) KomĢularımla………………..
Haftada en az bir kere görüĢürüm ____
Ayda en az bir kere görüĢürüm____
Yılda birkaç kez (bayram gibi özel günlerde görüĢürüm)___
Sadece karĢılaĢtıkça selamlaĢırım___
Hemen hiç görüĢmem___
22) Daha önce oturduğum yer(ler)e kıyasla bu çevrede komĢularımla………………..
Daha sık görüĢüyorum___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Daha nadir görüĢüyorum
23) Spor alanları, sosyal imkanlar ve servis hizmetleri benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
24) Bu çevredeki sportif ve sosyal imkanlar ile sunulan servis hizmetlerinden…………
Çok faydalanıyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Faydalanmıyorum
25) Otopark alanlarının yeterliliği benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
26) Bu çevredeki otopark alanlarının yeterliliğinden ve kullanım rahatlığından………………..
Çok memnunum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Memnun değilim
27) YaĢadığım çevredeki yeĢil alanlar benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
28) Bu çevredeki yeĢil alanların yeterliliğinden ve bakımından………………..
Çok memnunum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Memnun değilim
29) Tüm ihtiyaçlarımı yaĢadığım çevreden temin edebilmem benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
30) Tüm ihtiyaçlarımı bu çevreden…………..
Temin edebiliyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Temin edemiyorum
31) YaĢadığım çevredeki gürültü problemi benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
32) Bu caddede/sokakta gürültü problemi olduğunu………………..
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
33) Bu apartmanda ve evimde gürültü problemi olduğunu………………..
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
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34) Bu apartmanda ve evimde koku problemi olduğunu………………..
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
35) YaĢadığım evdeki konfor, ve fonksiyonellik benim için………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
36) Bu evde konforlu ve rahat yaĢadığımı………………..
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
37) Daha önce oturduğum ev(ler)e kıyasla kendimi bu evde………………..
Daha konforlu hissediyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Konforlu hissetmiyorum
38) YaĢadığım çevrenin benim sosyal statümü ve gelir düzeyimi temsil etmesi………………..
Çok önemlidir ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Önemli değildir
39) Oturduğum konut tipinin sosyal statüme ve çevreme………………..
Çok uygun ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Uygun değil
40) Bu eve taĢındıktan sonra sosyal çevremin değiĢtiğini………………..
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
41) Belediyenin oturduğum çevreye (semte ve sokağa) sunduğu hizmetlerden………………..
Çok memnunum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Memnun değilim
42) Apartman yönetimi tarafından belirlenen aidatların………………..
Uygun olduğunu ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Fazla olduğunu düĢünüyorum
43) Bu eve yerleĢmeden önceki beklentilerimin yerleĢtikten sonra gerçekleĢtiğini……………….
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum
44) Daha önce oturduğum yer(ler)e kıyasla kendimi bu eve………………..
Çok daha bağlı hissediyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Bağlı hissetmiyorum
45) Evim yaĢamak istediğim ideal eve………………..
Çok benzer___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Çok farklı
Cevabınız olumsuz ise oturmak istediğiniz ideal yerleĢke ya da konut tipi nasıldır?
..............................................................................................................
46) Ömrümün sonuna kadar burada oturmayı……………………………………
DüĢünüyorum ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ DüĢünmüyorum

103

47) Çevresi ve giriĢi denetim altında tutulan bir sitede (Zirvekent gibi) yaĢamayı………………
Tercih ederdim ___ ; ___ ;___ ; ___ ; ___ Tercih etmezdim
Tercih etme sebeplerim:
(önem sırasına göre Ģıkların yanını numaralandırarak iĢaretleyiniz.)
(1. Derecede önemli, 2. Derecede önemli, 3. Derecede önemli, 4. Derecede Önemli)
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.

güvenlik………..
sosyal çevresinin olumlu yanları………..
otopark olanakları………..
yeni bina olması veya ilk oturan olmak………..
komĢuluk iliĢkileri………..
sosyal ve sportif imkanlar………..
servis hizmetleri………..
evin konforu ve fonksiyonelliği………..
sitenin prestijli olması………..
ses ve çevre kirliliğinin az olması………..
yeĢil alanlarının yeterliliği………..
diğer ……………………. (lütfen belirtiniz)

Tercih etmeme sebeplerim……………………………………………………………..
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APPENDIX C

INDEPENDENT-SAMPLES T TESTS RESULTS

Table C-1: Means, Standard Deviations and Independent-Samples t-test Results of
Zirvekent and Birlik

Zirvekent
Variables

M

SD

Birlik
N

M

SD

N

t

p

Age

49.65 14.15 75

40.26 13.54 65

4.00

.000

Education Period

4.08

.54

75

3.23

1.06

65

5.85

.000

Number of Household

2.92

.91

75

3.37

1.07

65

-2.68 .008

Homeownership (1:owned, 2:rented)

1.16

.44

75

1.38

.55

65

-2.65 .009

Length of Residency

4.39

1.79

75

6.48

4.53

65

-3.50 .001

Number of Bedrooms

3.60

.72

75

3.45

.64

65

1.33

NS

Number of Vehicles

1.67

.64

75

1.11

.81

65

4.54

.000

Means of Transportation (1: public, 2: private)

1.87

.34

75

1.43

.50

65

5.94

.000

Importance of Location of the Dwelling

4.16

1.07

75

3.95

1.21

65

1.07

NS

Satisfaction with Location of Dwelling

4.52

.81

75

4.08

.97

65

2.94

.004

Importance of Security

4.80

.59

75

4.86

.58

65

-.62

NS

Satisfaction with Security

4.56

.66

75

3.58

1.07

65

6.35

.000

Comparison of Security with Previous House

4.51

.86

75

2.85

1.52

65

7.78

.000

Importance of Neighborhood

3.64

1.04

75

4.29

.93

65

-3.90 .000

Frequency of Contact with Neighbors

2.80

1.14

75

3.51

1.20

65

-3.58 .000

Comparison of Neighborhood

2.63

1.29

75

2.89

1.20

65

-1.25

NS

Importance of Sports & Social Areas

3.80

1.20

75

4.14

.83

65

-1.97

NS

Satisfaction with Sports& Social Areas

2.80

1.39

75

2.89

1.29

65

-.41

NS

Importance of Car Parks

4.49

.74

75

4.11

1.24

65

2.19

.031

Satisfaction with Parking Facilities

4.36

.94

75

3.83

1.02

65

3.19

.002

Importance of Green Areas

4.73

.66

75

4.68

.71

65

.49

NS

Satisfaction with Green Areas

4.08

1.04

75

3.38

1.00

65

4.03

.000
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(Table C-1 CONTINUED): Means, Standard Deviations and Independent-Samples t-test
Results of Zirvekent and Birlik

Zirvekent

Birlik

M

SD

N

M

SD

N

t

p

Importance of Convenience of Facilities

4.36

.83

75

4.52

.69

65

-1.25

NS

Satisfaction with Convenience of Facilities

4.23

.89

75

3.80

1.06

65

2.58

.011

Importance Level of Noise

4.63

.69

75

4.37

.80

65

2.04

.043

Environmental Noise Problems

2.17

1.35 75

2.31

1.17

65

-.63

NS

Internal Noise Problems

2.77

1.40 75

1.86

1.06

65

4.38

.000

Olfactory Problems

2.84

1.42 75

2.11

1.25

65

3.25

.002

Importance of Comfort of the Houses

4.65

.63

75

4.37

.78

65

2.35

.020

Satisfaction with Comfort of the Houses

4.41

.74

75

3.80

1.06

65

3.91

.000

Comparison of Comfort with Previous Houses

4.43

.72

75

4.00

.95

65

3.01

.003

Importance of Social Status

3.39

1.15 75

3.97

1.16

65

-2.98

.003

Satisfaction with Social Status

4.11

.82

75

3.83

.82

65

1.99

.048

Change in Social Environment

2.16

1.13 75

2.85

1.37

65

-3.20

.002

Satisfaction with Management

4.33

.79

75

2.26

1.14

65

12.33 .000

Satisfaction with Service Fees

3.59

1.27 75

4.20

1.02

65

-3.16

.002

Fulfillment of Expectations

3.65

1.07 75

3.77

1.03

65

-.65

NS

Feeling of Attachment

3.84

1.12 75

3.78

1.22

65

.28

NS

Similarity to the Ideal House

3.64

.95

75

3.03

1.30

65

3.12

.002

Desire to Live in the Same House

3.48

1.42 75

2.57

1.47

65

3.73

.000

Variables
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APPENDIX D

CORRELATIONS AMONG ALL PARTICIPANTS

In order to measure how variables or rank orders were related, correlation analyses
were conducted and Pearson's correlation coefficient was used to measure linear
associations between variables. Firstly, 140 participants from Zirvekent Residential
Settlement and Birlik Mahallesi were taken as a whole as constituting a single group
to reveal correlations among all participants (See Table D-1).
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APPENDIX E

CORRELATIONS AMONG ZIRVEKENT RESIDENTS

Apart from the correlations among all participants which can be seen in Appendix D,
another group of correlation analyses were conducted for the two separate groups
of Zirvekent Residential Settlement and Birlik Mahallesi. Correlations between the
variables among Zirvekent residents can be seen in Table E-1.
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APPENDIX F

CORRELATIONS AMONG BIRLIK RESIDENTS

Apart from the correlations among all participants which can be seen in Appendix D,
another group of correlation analyses were conducted for the two separate groups
of Zirvekent Residential Settlement and Birlik Mahallesi. Correlations between the
variables among Birlik residents can be seen in Table F-1.
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APPENDIX G

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS LIST FOR RESIDENTIAL UNITS IN ZIRVEKENT
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