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social- cultural importance of the sidewalk as a venue for the urban community
dictates its status as the preeminent public space of the city. Moreover, as motorized
way of transportation keeps an indispensable place for functioning of contemporary urban,
critical significance of the sidewalk in the context of urban public life becomes more
crucial.

The problematic of the sidewalk is inherited in its production process, since the urban space
is a (social) product. If there is a productive process, then we are dealing with history. The
Sidewalk is a product of shifting (contextual) urban interests and (conceptual) urban
conditions. In the study on the history of sidewalks, Emergence of the (Modern) Sidewalk
and the (Modern) Pedestrian have been discussed, through the interrelated categories of
urban form, concept of movement, concept of walking, concept of production and concept
of the social relations. The interrelated concepts that constitute the sidewalk context in its
totality produce the concept of the pedestrianism and consequently the sidewalk.

Side-walks’ physical existence starts from ancient periods as an integral part of Roman
street infrastructure. However, ancient side-walks can just be identifies as elevated side
walking paths that’s main function was raise the walker above the dust and mud so that
walkers could keep their feet dry and clean on untrained streets. In ancient and medieval
times, since urbanism doesn’t possess a complex political entity we cannot mansion a
complex social structure. In organic and homogenous pattern of city, walking activity in
urban space refer exquisite every- day activity practiced by coequal settlers.

By the break from the Middle Ages in Europe, incoming understanding of humanity also
reformed the ideals of the cities. Together they reflect the importance of health, security,
religion, and recreation in a well-regulated urban environment and the value of Roman
ideals in urban design. Virtuous rulers caring for the welfare of the citizenry had improved
paving, sanitary and safety of the streets. On the other hand, as welfare of the merchant
class and prosperity of cities had improved, wheeled transportation had become attainable
for certain classes and more common at cities. However, until the modern period, priority
given to people at the urban space did not much change; that streets were dominated by
walkers and appropriated by the variety of other urban experiences.

By the 17" century, identified as the Baroque period, a new concept of movement had
arisen by the changing production relations and the emergence of the new merchant class.
Changing social and technological structure in this period had provoked the transformation
of urban pattern and practices. New dynamics of production led merchants’ to move their
workshops out of city center, and multiplied transportation necessities between home and
work places led to wheeled transit gain importance. On the other hand, in the frame of new
social class dynamics, promenading in the horse-drawn vehicles became a statue symbol on
the baroque avenues, squares and large urban parks, while walking activity were identified
as a nebbish obligatory for the lower classes. Walking people, in this respect, marginalized
in urban space and termed as the pedestrian, which also referred who is poor, dull, deadly,
slow and banal. Nevertheless, the early modern side-walks were not yet clearly specialized
to separate vehicles from the human/ the pedestrian.
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The sidewalk, as a modern urban element, has diverse aims and motivations in its
production process. The (modern) sidewalk is a product of (modern) urban administration
and its ideological intentions. The sidewalk regulates urban operations but also urban
people. In the frame of modernism ideal, sidewalks, as the most common and critical public
spaces of the modern city, are where ideas and relations of modernity are generated,
operated and secured.

Modernity refers to a post-traditional, post-medieval historical period that marked by the
move towards capitalism, industrialization, secularization, rationalization, the nation-state
and its constituent institutions and forms of surveillance. Respectively, for Marx, what was
the basis of modernity was the emergence of capitalism and the revolutionary bourgeoisie.
In this respect, as a concept of modernity, the modernism can be defined as a socially
progressive trend secured the social relations associated with the rise of capitalism, offering
scientific and/or political ideologies in the wake of secularization. In this respect, under
system of the capitalism and assurance of the nation state, district and inborn social
structure of pre-modern periods evolved in to the equal citizenship in the social system of
mass democracy. However, the capitalist social order brought the division of labor and
significance of wealth and income in urban ranks.

By the technical and economic achievements in this period, especially by the development
of railways also by the arrival of trolley stagecoach, new movement concept pushed the city
beyond its limits. Rapid growth and unplanned development occupied the city; on the other
hand, trolleys and carriages caused great congestion at street space, as the wheeled
transportation became attainable to all classes and widespread at urban street. In this
respect, clean, safe and illuminated streets in the modern cities became popular operations
of urban governance, in order to procure proper practices of the productive system and to
regulate its (human) resources in the frame of modern urban relations.

The (modern) sidewalk, as a particular urban coding that supplied image and practices
associated with the modern urban particularly, made its appearance accompanied with the
(modern) boulevard. At the end of 18th century, modern boulevards have emerged as a tool
for adding new values to urban life, and controlling and regulating the growth of the cities.
In the frame of Haussmann’s restructuring Project of Paris, while boulevards were built to
control and regulate the urban practices on the public platform; by the rational order and the
services that it provided, became the indicator of the modern city and its associated life
style.

On the other hand, the modern boulevard, which has the dichotomy of vehicle and the
pedestrian led up the new approaches in urban design The separation of vehicles and
pedestrians was the typical characteristic of modern boulevards; thence, modern boulevards
brought along the concept of the pedestrianism and the pedestrian discourse. Sidewalks as
the indispensable element of modern boulevards became a spatial identity of the modern
city and modern urban life; providing the safe and comfortable mobility- transit spaces for
the pedestrians, in the responsibility of urban governance. Even if, it is the primary thought
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that sidewalks is utilized by pedestrians; obedience of sidewalk space to vehicles or people
is open to question. In the frame of the pedestrianism, sidewalk itself is defined
increasingly according to logic of vehicular circulation. Furthermore, the pedestrian areas
designed in the frame of the pedestrianism consciously made the urban people forget the
social and political potential inherited in the nature of the sidewalks. Hence, the modern
sidewalk became the essential subject of the traffic-oriented approach; as the space of
otherness of the pedestrian and the refuge of urban walker.

Therefore, the author uses the pedestrian term as the reflection and product of the defective
approach and finds more appropriate to use the word urban walker/urban people/ citizen
instead of the pedestrian. Since, it is the inhabitants (rather than pedestrians) who
transform the space in to a place (social space).

On the other hand, by the mid- twentieth century, cities have reinvented themselves —
commercially, politically and spatially in the concept of post- (sub) urbanization. In the
period after modernism and capitalism, consumerism has produced the post- urban spaces
that are highly fragmented, consumption oriented and privatized. On the other hand, the
consumerist/ post — capitalist society characterized with life style divisions in relation to
changing configuration of class, thus high degree of social polarization actualized as social
groups distinguished by their consumption patterns. Moreover, transportation and
telecommunication technologies brought the non-space mobility and communication
practices that concluded the altered urban conception and perception. Cities are designed
for automobiles, roads are widened, and pedestrians had been thrown to the left over spaces
of roads that are post-pedestrian sidewalks. Post -pedestrian sidewalks are the non-places
that have been produced by the dominant ideologies that lack the social relations and
practices to transmit knowledge, generate meaning, and call for new relations so to re-
utilize the space. Destructed or Regenerated Sidewalks, in the period of post- urbanism,
became the manifestation of the post or anti- pedestrianism that either rejects people on the
urban space or revaluates as the potential consumers.

Walking activity in urban space is a context sensitive concept. By the technological
transportation and communication achievements, walking activity in urban space diverged
from being the necessary ritual of urban life to marginal activity of lower classes in the
early - modern periods, evolved to occupancy of freedom and democracy in the modern city
and reduced to consuming in the post- modern period. The modern sidewalk - sterilized,
neat, comfortable and out of danger urban public space, brought out a new urban walking
concept that is promenading. Ordinary daily life on the streets had evolved to a public
progressive, cultural and intellectual experience in the context of the equal citizenship and
democracy. The modern sidewalk became the modern society stage experienced by walking
that is a leisure activity for all ranks.

On the other hand, urban walking as a proper pedestrian activity, realized on the modern
sidewalks, is a modern ‘spatial practice’ that is dominated by and comforts relations of
production belongs to the capitalism. As citizens became consumer at the public space and
consuming became a way of socializing, pedestrians attend to the urban space- sidewalks
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that lend assistance to the productive system, as the passive users. In this respect, walking
as a regenerated urban act became a way of consuming rather than experiencing the urban.
After all, formation of the sidewalk (along the modern boulevard) was a social- political
project. Beyond being a transportation channel and an urban service area, the modern
boulevard and the modern sidewalk is a social space. As it have the characteristics of a
public space, the sidewalk acts as a mediator to produce and legitimize different identities
and discourses. Social and political relations of the society is transformed and carried on
public spaces; therefore, sidewalks of the modern city is a ‘tabula rasa’ for the
transformations” and function as the generator and enhancer of the productive economy
and the modern society. In the frame of modernism project, modern sidewalks provides
comfortable and safety physical - social ground for citizens to sustain their daily activities
and adapt to the dominant system.

Every production mode creates its own spaces, in the frame of its production relations. On
the other hand, produced urban spaces attempts to produce and re-produce people and
spaces of that ruling mode of production. Urban space is where the capitalist production is
realized, but also by capitalism could survive. In this respect, both urban planning and
urbanism are the strategic instruments of capitalism and the State, in the production of the
regulatory and controlled space.

After the rise of industrial capitalism in the 19" century, modern planning approach
securing the changing economic and political ideologies also transformed the public sphere.
Modern city planning and building approaches have idealized the functioning and the form
of urban space; however, overlooked the social content of it. Well planned, isolated and
functionally separated urban spaces have provided directed and regulated urban experiences
that minimized the spontaneous social activities and the interaction of inhabitants. Urban
space has been divided to functional zones, and so people, objects and activities directed
and regulated accordingly. In this respect, the (modern) sidewalk as a product of modern
urbanism has been conceptualized and designated as a functional zone separated for the
pedestrian (transit).

Pedestrianism, as the philosophy regarding the attitude towards the sidewalk by state,
professional authorities and its utilizers, is a social phenomenon that is shaped through
urban concept and concept of movement, in the frame of social- material (productive)
relations. The pedestrianism as the zoning of the acts on the street and an urban regulatory
concept over walking activity at urban space has its actual meaning in the modern city. The
pedestrianism is a conceptual filter and governmental tactic that re-shapes and restricts the
society in the frame of appropriated behaviors and rights on the urban space. Its idea and
discourse reduced urban walking to a mean of transportation and respectively the sidewalk
to an object of transportation. In this respect, the modern pedestrian has been
conceptualized as the passive user of space.

Moreover, Pedestrianism, as the discourse on or about sidewalk space and its associated

practices, submits the knowledge on the sidewalk in the form of theories, legal regulations,
plans, design manuals etc. that re-produces the ‘representations of space’. Thus, modern
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sidewalks idealized and realized by ‘specialists’ is a ‘dominated space’ as produced, and a
non — place which lacks its social essence. In this respect, acts on the sidewalk other than
walking to a certain end, such as cruising, promenading, chatting, soliciting, shopping,
rioting, protesting, demonstrating, skulking etc., as the way of occupying the urban space
that re-produces the sidewalk from a ‘dominated space’ into an ‘appropriated space’ by its
inhabitants, is restricted by the regarded (modern) pedestrianism.

In accordance with the problematic of the thesis, Ankara- Ataturk Boulevard sidewalks
have chosen as the main investigation space. Concerning to reveal the actual motivations
and pattern of determinants, this thesis looks for the direct and indirect; spatial and non-
spatial actors and factors that lead the transformation of the sidewalk rationale and
synchronously the space. Through identifying the continuities, breaking points and set of
contradictions in the process of production and transformation of Atatiirck Boulevard
sidewalks, main purpose of the study is to find out the pattern of causalities in the historical
context of the case.

As a matter of diachronic consideration, Ataturk Boulevard sidewalks have been produced,
reproduced and demolished under various urban conditions, since Ankara was selected as
the capital city of the Turkish Republic. Ankara as the capital city had been envisioned as
the spatial representation of the nation state and its modern identity .By the establishment
of the Republic of Turkey, construction of a brand new modern capital city had been the
one of major instruments for the imposition of the novel Republican ideology. Therefore,
Atatiirk Boulevard and public space pattern along the Boulevard is the product of the
intention to designate the new urban image of national identity and life scene of the modern
—-young- democratic society. In this respect, in fist plan considerations, Ataturk Boulevard
and its sidewalks had not been formed to meet with the recent needs of existing socio-
spatial structure of Ankara in that years, but to attain forward designated urban pattern and
its idealized life style. At this point, production and re-production of Ataturk Boulevard
sidewalks can be interpreted as the hybrid of imported west urbanization knowledge and
practices, also unique political intention(s) and contemporary urban conditions particular to
Turkish urbanism dynamics.

In the first years of Republic, Atatirk Boulevard was designated as the spatial
representation of the Republican Philosophy and constructed as the most important axis of
Ankara with its modern sidewalks. Ataturk Boulevard has been the main design subject in
all of the first three plan proposals for Ankara (Leon Jausseley, Josef Brix, Herman Jansen).
The common characteristic of these three plans is all of them had proposed a boulevard
constituting the main spine of the city, trough the axis between the old and the new city.
However, only Jansen Plan had proposed a continuous main artery through the North-South
direction of the city. The Atatiirk Boulevard has been designed as the young republic’s
main artery; and in this frame, it is one of the unique examples that a city developed with a
planned spine.

Atatiirk Boulevard had been designated as the spatial - operational, social - progressive and
ideological- representative spine of Ankara. It begins at the Hdkimiyet-i Milliye (Ulus)
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square and ends at Cankaya Residence, linking the old and new city. The main vision of the
boulevard is meaningful as it begins at the first parliament where the critical decisions were
taken for Turkish War of Independence and Hakimiyet-i Milliye Square, as the first
(Republican) Square; and reaches to the House of the representation of public authority in
Turkey. In addition, the names of the people who made great effort for the development
young republic were given to the streets, which are intersecting with the Atatiirk Boulevard.

The Jansen plan of Ankara had attained special emphasis to continuous pedestrian
circulation and public spaces generating the sense community. In this plan, it is considered
that the basic element of the urban experience is the people and the basic spatial element is
the public space. The plan proposed pattern of public places for people to enjoy urban life,
socialize and by the approach which can be thought as the requirements of a healthy society
and a contemporary lifestyle. In this sense, Ataturk Boulevard was designed to be the most
important and characteristic public place of Modern Ankara, on which the vehicles and the
people are exist in harmony. The sidewalk, as a unigue type of the public space that co -
exists with other modes of on- street transportation, situated the must component of the
Boulevard and the modern urban. In this respect, sidewalks of Atatiirk Boulevard, serving
the Republican ideology as the spatial formation of the intended life style and genius, had
great emphasis in the Jansen Plan.

Being the major element of the unique Boulevard formation, the concept of sidewalk at the
case of Atatiirk Boulevard, had been produced to legitimate space of the Republic and its
ideals. Becoming a capital city, brand new Ankara took its shape via the conscious design
attempts of planners and ideological decisions of the State authorities. In the first planning
period of Capital Ankara, urban space was built as a tool of modernization in total
reformation project. In the early Republican period, it has been thought that social existence
and progress were dependently connected with the spatial existence and therefore the
spaces which would reproduce the society had been planned in respect to this
consciousness. Social relations constituted by the interaction of institutions shapes the
perceptions and in turn practices of citizens. Thus, in the Early Republican Period, the
Boulevard sidewalks were assigned the installation of a new — modern urban culture into
citizens of Ankara and were taken as a tool to shape the society.

The modernist attempts belonging to the design of broad sidewalks comprised re-
conceptualization of life practices in the city. Thus, the sidewalks of Atatiirk Boulevard are
the spaces where the new lifestyle is represented, accepted and adopted. Atatiirk Boulevard
through Yenisehir District attained a vibrant social and political life, where residential areas
for bureaucrats, recreative public spaces settled along. Giivenpark and Havuzbas: became
the most attractive recreation and socializing places for citizens and the spatial
representation of bourgeois identity and its identical leisure activities. Through 1930s and
1940s parks, squares and sidewalks along the Boulevard was the social arena of the
modern community. In addition, until 1960’s, Atatiirk Boulevard sidewalks were the main
socializing place for Ankara high society. Boulevard in this sense was designed as an
appearance space of bourgeois and the sidewalks were the places where the new social
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class and the new lifestyle that would the pioneer the modernization were made visible to
the ‘others’.

Sidewalk is a spatial formation that takes its life cooperated with defining uses and
buildings. In this context, the institutions that gave the public character and democratic
background to the Boulevard had been designated as the institutions of the new Regime.
Administration is considered in integration with the community and it is aimed that the
governmental authorities of the Republic to be an inseparable part of the urban life and
public experience. Thus, Sidewalks of Atatiirk Boulevard integrated the social and the
political, the official and the civic life on the public sphere and constituted the spatial
representations of the central authority. By this way, it is impossible that the production of
public space in terms of social life in Ankara been designated independently from the
political aims and motivations. In this context, in the Early Republican Period, sidewalks of
Ataturk Boulevard were the space where the social life (as the ‘lived’ — ‘perceived space’)
and the ideological intentions (as the ‘conceived’ ‘representation of space”) had intersected.

However, as being the most significant part of public network, sidewalks of the Republic
could not been transformed into the social place where is the subject of modern daily life
practices; and furthermore, in the following periods, it became the focus the interventions
under the effect of latter political authorities and the related ideology.

In the period of post 1950s, Ataturk boulevard sidewalks became the influence space of
urban trends and conditions. The urban plans prepared for Ankara after 50s has not
provided any propositions regarding sidewalks or any other decisions in the street scale. By
50s getting control over unplanned growth and directing urban macroform had become the
primary concern of urban planning activities, under the condition urban problems as urban
population, illegal housing, pollution, traffic congestion etc. In this respect, the prominence
once Ataturk Boulevard sidewalks had got faded from the scene, as sidewalks reduced to
mobility space of pedestrians, decayed in its user profile, lost its historical representative
identity, regulated and cleared off incompatible activities, disregarded as an out dated urban
component, and finally ignored absolutely, in various processes.

In the frame of the political and economic trends, by 1950s, the focus of the planning
decisions shifted to the efforts of managing and regulating the urban growth rather than the
concern of re shaping urban space and the society. After it had been declared as the Capital
City, Ankara went into a rapid process of growth. Until 1957, Ankara’s growth of
population went beyond approximately twice of Jansen’s estimations, and rapidly
increasing population of Ankara directed pressure on urban space. Thus, the second master
plan for Ankara adopted in 1957, had been prepared by Nihat Yiicel- Rasit Uybadin, aimed
to provide urgent remedy for unplanned- illegal development and urban problems resulted
from the by intensive migration and over population. The modified economic and political
intentions of that period have led to changes in the framework of urban development
strategies. Solutions were directly oriented to the contemporary urban problems and rents;
therefore the intentions regarding the idea of creating an ideal city and society was
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suspended. In this period, the speculative pressures occurred by the urban capital
accumulation process has mostly affected the city centers.

As the consequence of the Flat Ownership Law was enacted in 1968, allowing to “9-10
storey buildings along the Boulevard also on the roads connecting to the Boulevard, and 6
storeys for near regions”; most of the apartments on the Atatiirk Boulevard had been
demolished and replaced by new higher buildings, up to 1970s. By the demolition,
rationality behind the Jansen construction disappeared as front setback distances and
gardens of the buildings occupied by the masses of the buildings. From then on, it was
urban rent speculations, as a subject of the capitalist system that shaped the production of
space of the Boulevard.

After 1950s, Ataturk Boulevard became the public - spatial network on which the different
meanings and aims intersected. In 1950’s Ataturk Boulevard became the major struggle
space between the former policies that aims to develop the modern state and society; and
the groups that want to benefit from urban growth and rent speculations. In this sense,
Ataturk Boulevard and its sidewalks were one of the most significant subjects and the
arena of the changing economic and ideological trends.

In the 1960s, Kizilay became a vibrant business and commercial center and the new city
center of Ankara, targeting upper and middle-upper income groups. Commercial stores,
cafes under shopping arcades and new office blocks extended in the 1960s. Boulevard was
now not only a space of Republican governance functions nor elite social and cultural
occasions, but is a commercial spine where the city center related activities are
concentrated. However, while Ataturk Boulevard was transforming into a space where
vibrant economic and social activities are spreading, its spatial characteristics, historical
identity and Republican public character had been sacrificed. In this period, commercial
character and spatial practices began to dominate ideological and historical Republican
identity of the Boulevard. Modern and high storey buildings in terms of this period’s
architectural character altered spatial and reprehensive structure of the Boulevard, moreover
deteriorated the monumentality of the spatial representations of political power of early
Republican period. In this respect, the spatial representation of the Boulevard symbolizing
administrative power of the Republic has been depressed by the buildings and practices
presenting capitalist business relations hence the Democrat Party ideals.

On the other hand, by the multiparty system period, the symbolic meanings of Ankara and
Ataturk Boulevard, and the meaning of Republican publicness concept has gone into a
significant transformation. The bourgeoisie, who had gained power in politics, consolidated
its hegemony through a new understanding of ‘modernity’, which consists of populist
discourses, traditional and religious elements. This drastic political shift has initially
dominated the social and political spaces of Ankara, thus the symbolical spatial pattern of
Ataturk Boulevard. In the transformation process of the Boulevard in between different
meaning levels, sidewalks became the place of the new images and new urban culture.
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Ankara suffered from urban traffic and air pollution for the first time through 60s.
Therefore, functional character of the Boulevard serving urban transportation tended
towards the ideologies and political motivation belongs to new modern Capital city. The
Boulevard, which was once the spine of the Republican representation and societal
progress, has gone ahead rapidly transforming into a traffic channel. In this frame, as
mobility became the primary concern regarding the street space, prominence once
sidewalks get by planners and authorities in the Early Republican Period and especially by
the Jansen Plan has been depleted. Moreover, in the consequence of the increased densities
of the vehicle transit on the Boulevard post 1950s, that led to the ‘traffic oriented’ planning
decisions and policies excluding the human element on the Boulevard, vehicle vs. human
harmony on the Boulevard got lost. Initially in1960s, Atatiirk Boulevard were widened in
the expense of middle green segment and the sidewalk space.

Sidewalks of Atatiirk Boulevard witnessed the political tension of the economic difficulties,
beginning with the end of 60s. Public opposition against the Democrat Party expressed on
the public space and sidewalks witnessed the police power against public. Public space, in
this frame, had become the subject of society-government struggle. In this period,
sidewalks were not anymore where people had been strolling or a choice of going
somewhere on foot, but a tool for the political demonstrations where people were gathering
in large groups and reoccupied — reutilized the sidewalk space. Government, which wanted
to dominate the public space, controlled and regulated the space and the acts on it.
Consequence of this and ongoing protests regarding the closure of the universities, bus and
dolmus stops on the Boulevard removed and it is forbidden to walk in the Boulevard in
groups more than ten people .Sidewalks of otherness, by 70s, have become the legitimacy
stage of social opposition against the state, and subject of control by the state.

Nevertheless, until1970s, Ankara and Atatiirk Boulevard was place of vibrant social life.
Although Atatiirk Boulevard was a designed structure of an ideological power of a state, it
transformed into a promenade that people like spending their times by sharing, observing,
using, and experiencing. It was the place of recreation as well as the place of public realm.
However, in 70s, under the effect of political events and conflicts, spatial organization as
well as social and cultural dimension of the Boulevard life affected negatively. The social
collaboration faded away on the squares and sidewalks of the Boulevard, while social
polarization reflected on the space as it became concrete in the political level. Spatial
regulation measures carried out in order to take control of acts and behaviors of people; and
external activities of stores, cafes, patisseries and restaurants along the Boulevard sidewalks
were regulated and banned. One of the most important symbolical places of the Boulevard,
Pknik was closed in the mid-70s as the result of strikes and financial difficulty. In 1970s,
social and commercial life on the Boulevard dissolved as political groups and acts
dominated life on the Boulevard. Ataturk Boulevard sidewalks were the space that its
publicness had been controlled and restricted and the social identity of public space had
been faced violence. Thus, sidewalks of control had become a destructed daily life scene,
which has been fragmented, controlled and restricted.
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On the other hand, as traffic jam in the city center came into existence, in the middle of
1970s, conflict between vehicles and pedestrians became more critical. Physical structure of
the Boulevard reshaped under the effect of the conflict between vehicles and pedestrians.
The proportion of road resigned to traffic was widened as sidewalks —space allocated for
people- along the Boulevard was narrowed and transposed to cars. Therefore, functional
character of the Boulevard serving urban transportation tended towards the ideologies and
political motivation belongs to new modern Capital city.

Hence, Ataturk Boulevard has taken the role of being the major transportation route of the
city instead of being the public spine, in the following years. In this frame, as mobility
became the primary concern regarding the street space, prominence once sidewalks get by
planners and authorities in the Early Republican Period and especially by the Jansen Plan
has been depleted.

In this respect, the Atatiirk Boulevard space had been the struggle place of its two users:
vehicle and human, and post 1970’s the vehicles would be the dominant one. Sidewalks, in
this context, was not anymore an ideal instrument of ideal society provided through the
state will; besides, had a new meaning - as the last sovereign place of the citizen in the
form of the pedestrian who tried not to be disappeared within the context of changing urban
trends, the new transportation and communication concepts.

The period of 1980°s has been the breaking point of the political, economic and social
trends. Military Coup at 1982 had put an end to the political acts and the social struggle on
the street space, however, by this way, social and spatial control became a part of the urban
life in every respect. On the other hand, in the frame of the implemented neo-liberal
economic policies, the urban space has become the locus of the economic growth that
resulted accelerated growth and transformation phase by the help of investments attracted.
While spatial organization of cities began to take shape in compliance with the capital
accumulation, from 1980s onward urban space became “homogenized, fragmented and
hierarchical” in character.

After 80s, decentralization strategies caused an uneven development process in city spaces,
leading to periphery areas draw more investment as compared with the central parts of the
city. Between the years 1977-1994, Kizilay started to lose its importance and attraction and
by the succession- invation processes, the activity area in the boulevard changed throughout
the time. In the early times of the boulevard, Ulus was the place for leisure, later through
1950s and 1960s, Kizilay became the favorite place and finally, after 1970s Kavaklidere
took over that function. In this frame, in the latter periods, in the result of the succession
process, Kizilay and surrounding has become the transition area and lost the characteristics
of being the city center.

1982, September 12 military coup is a breaking point that changes the social discourses and
practices completely. Since 1980, the square began to be controlled by instant polis watch
and by the interventions has been reduced to a traffic junction, thus, political and social life
on the urban public space would completely be under the police control. In this respect, by
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80s, Atatiirk Boulevard sidewalks became the subject of the envisaged (non-existing) social
pattern and control and restriction space of police powers.

Until the 70s, Ataturk Boulevard had been the most important and distinctive public spine
of the city where the vehicles and the people were coexisting, however from 1980’s due to
the rapid increase in the number of motorized vehicles in Ankara, its major function was
nothing more than a transit road that connects the multiple parts of the city. As Atatiirk
Boulevard became the dominancy space of vehicles after 70s, has estranged from its
vehicle-human balance, which gives its social — spatial identity. In this respect, Atatiirk
Boulevard that had lost its people so public character was not a boulevard anymore.

Then on, the dominant user of the boulevard neither was certain urban classes nor even
people, but the vehicles. While Sidewalks on the other hand, has continued to stand as the
space of social spatial fragmentation and state control against the society; on the other hand,
in the frame of pedestrianism, became the indicator of being disrespected second-class
citizen in the urban arena. Sidewalks of Atatiirk Boulevard, after 80s, was conceptualized
solely as a road on where pedestrians transport; in the frame of the regarded pedestrialism
so (dis) respected publicness that considers continuous flow of the pedestrian traffic on the
sidewalks and restricts other - no compatible practices, such as gathering and demonstration
acts. Moreover, by the further anti- pedestrian interventions happened to be after 1990’s,
sidewalks that had lost their social and public characteristics in all states of memory also
eradicated from the real space.

The second half of 1990’s is also a breaking point in terms of the meaning and practices of
Ankara urban space. The incoming economic and political interests that produced urban
spaces brought different urban experiences for Ankara citizens. Secured, gated, dissociated
and homogenous life spaces fallowed by the spatial and social fragmentation. On the other
hand, in company with the suburbanization process, the increasing addiction of people to
cars in the comfort of their personal space further supported the fragmented and ‘intimate’
living. In this respect, car dependent life style and social-spatial fragmentation since 1980s
pushed the city center and Atatiirk Boulevard into abundance and decadence.

Moreover, produced through the new accumulation process, new consumption places have
altered the nature of socialization in the frame of shopping activity. The shopping malls are
new (representation of) public spaces. Consuming of socializing is the way of urban public
life; practiced at its own consumed public spaces. Under the effect of this process, the
superior stores on the Boulevard could have survived only until 2000 and then they found
new spaces in the shopping malls. Therefore, the Boulevard has also lost its last attraction
feature for middle and higher urban groups. In this frame, not anymore attracting all urban
groups, Atatiirk Boulevard is not the heart of the city; it has become a transition area and
representation of the city center.

Nonetheless, the public space gained a new function and meaning on the part of

governmental authorities and urban resistance groups. From the second half of 1990’s, in
the frame of ‘political Islam’ trend, public places re- gained importance and re- interpreted

200



as a political scene. Atatiirk Boulevard sidewalks has witnessed religious and populist
practices as the new ‘spatial practices’ that re- produced the space according to related
ideologies, arranged by the municipality on public spaces. Moreover, by the alternative
spatial interferences took place on; such as populist symbols and activities that took place
on the boulevard, Republican symbolic character and publicness of Atatiirk Boulevard was
intended to be weakened. On the other hand, new building of Turkish Kizilay Association
as the new rent landmark of the Boulevard overlapped and shadowed last ruins of the early
representations of the Republic. The space that was once generating modern social practices
on the forepart of Kizilay public- administrative building, now on is allocated by a ‘rent
building’ re-utilizes space and re-produces relations of the consumption. Therefore, after
2000s, populist and ideological acts of the municipality re-produced the urban space and
memory. In this respect, symbols and practices of the new ideological and eco-political
period submitted on the Boulevard to deform the representations and rituals of the previous
period and to build the new ones. Thus, sidewalks of Ataturk Boulevard has transformed
into the Degenerated space of neo — liberal and conservative ideology and practices.

On the other hand, Kizilay, Giivenpark also Kugulu Park continued to be the favorite
manifestation space for political groups as worker unions, students, certain party fronts
prefer Atatiirk Boulevard for their protests, strikes and demonstrations. Moreover, May
2013 witnessed biggest and broad scoped protests and clashes through country since the
May 1980. In this respect, Atatiirk Boulevard sidewalks re-occupied by resistance groups,
and control, restriction and violence of police power.

The last but not the least, Ataturk Boulevard was sacrificed to the unplanned - uncontrolled
urban growth, and anti — pedestrian transport policies that has been implemented since
1960’s. While car ownership became a necessity in respect to the sprawled urban pattern of
Ankara, as the result of rapid increase of car ownership, traffic congestion became a critical
problem- especially at the city core. Increased dependency on private transportation
directed excess traffic volume and pressure particularly on the Boulevard, which is still the
most critical artery of Ankara urban core area. Hence, to meet transportation volume, traffic
capacity and speed of the Boulevard has been increased. However, multi-level junctions,
underground tunnels enabled vehicles to drive more rapidly and more continuously towards
center without losing any time. In this respect, transportation policies based on engineering
solutions enable vehicles to go through the Boulevard without stopping or shopping at any
place. In this manner, Atatiirk Boulevard has become just an “expressway”.

The interventions that destroy the Ataturk Boulevard spatial pattern- its sidewalks in the
most effective way are the interventions that aimed to regulate the traffic flow after 1994.
Sihhiye U-turn Bridge, which has been completed in 1997, built partially on the pedestrian
areas, made the Sihhiye Square, Abdi Ipekci Park and sidewalk network that produce
publicness on the Boulevard inaccessible and useless; furthermore, has destructed crucial
symbolic places of the Republic. Moreover, by the construction of Kugulu underpasses
completed in 2007, existing trees were removed and sidewalk along the Boulevard has been
narrowed to create space for the junction. In this way, sidewalks along the Boulevard have
become ‘impossible sidewalk’ walking on that is nearly impossible.
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In this period, as the result of the urban decisions taken, the impossible sidewalks of Atatiirk
Boulevard that are not proper to walk is the most apparent manifestation of the radical
approach on the pedestrianism, and respectively the sidewalk. The Impossible Sidewalk can
be defined as an elevated thing situated along the road /highway and on that, one cannot
walk.

In the frame of the anti-pedestrianism approach adopted by the municipalities after 1994 in
Ankara, pedestrians are not realized even rejected in Ankara. In this context, pedestrians
are seen as just an obstacle for vehicle traffic. A great number of pedestrian overpasses
built in the city center just to be serve vehicle traffic rather than to pedestrians. Although it
was seen as a solution for pedestrian mobility, it has restricted the pedestrian movement
further. Furthermore, as a remarkable anti —pedestrian regulation, on October 2003, barriers
to prevent the pedestrian ground crossings across the boulevard were placed at Kizilay
Junction where the pedestrian mobility is the highest.

In this respect, vehicle bridges, junctions, underpasses and furthermore pedestrian
overpasses has stolen the space and life of urban people. The transport policies based on the
priority of vehicles brought with even more traffic congestion the Boulevard and lead to
more ignorance of people in city life. Made away sidewalks and displaced people of
boulevard, in this respect, represented the disregard trough the people - pedestrians at the
city space and inhabitation of urban public life. It is clear that the people were not allowed
on the boulevard, anymore. Ataturk Boulevard sidewalks, meanwhile, are the scene of the
exclusion of people and rejection of the pedestrian at urban space.

Unfortunately, today, the Boulevard is a place where people want to manage what they
have to do and leave. However, for Ankara citizens, walking by Ataturk Boulevard
sidewalks is a necessity. In this respect, Ataturk Boulevard sidewalks, which had been
sacrificed by the authorities and decision makers, also have been underestimated and
devaluated by its users. Modern citizen have naturalized being a pedestrian on the sidewalk
and coded the sidewalk praxis by the appropriated pedestrian behaviors. In this context, the
basic expectation of an Ankara citizen from the sidewalk is probably able to walk in a safe
and un-interrupted way, yet that is what Ankara people long for.

In this frame through the case of Atatiirk Boulevard sidewalks, the Sidewalk Context that
directly or indirectly affects the sidewalk space have been constituted, in the frame of the
material, social, political, and philosophical non-urban and urban determinations and
formations. In the periodization of historical (re) production process of the Atatiirk
Boulevard sidewalks, political context is considered as the main criterion since it aroused
ideological, economic and social transformations and respectively directed the urban
discourse and shaped the urban space. Construction of the Nation State, Democrat Party
Government, Military Memoranda, the September 12 Military Coup, and Pro- Islamist
View and Polity are identified as the major breaking points related to urban political
processes of Turkey and Ankara. On the other hand, Nationalization, Liberalization,
Economic Depression and the Adaption of the Neo- liberal Policies are the economic
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concepts related to the mode of capital accumulation (relations of production) that utilizes
and (re) produces the urban space by its social relations. In this respect, Modernization,
New Modernization, Social Politic Polarization and Socio- Spatial Fragmentation are
determined as the periodical contexts that society and its social rituals went through the
changes, ever since the first years of Capital Ankara.

On the other hand, The Sidewalk Concept evaluated and discussed by directly focusing on
the morphology and practices that have (been) (re) produced (by) the sidewalk space.
Production of the Sidewalk as an Ideal Society (Citizen) Stage, in the period that goes from
the declaration of Ankara the capital city in 1923 till 1950s, has been conducted as a
modern state project; however, in the later periods Boulevard sidewalks as the Influence
Space of Urban Trends and Conditions were followed by The Occupation of the Sidewalk,
The Restriction of the Sidewalk and finally The Destruction of the Sidewalk, under the
effect of previously indicated various material, social — political urban conditions.

In conclusion, by the proposition that (social) space is a (social) product, the sidewalk is
social and political space and produced by diverse actors and factors. In this sense, the
findings of the case study showed the sidewalk is not just a material thing among other
things in the city. The sidewalk is the product — manifestation and instrument of crucial
urban relations. In this respect, production and transformation process of Ataturk Boulevard
sidewalks, which has been once designated to generate a brand new society but then
destructed by diverse actors and factors, is also a history of changing claims over space in
between state and society. Various urban policies and decisions put into effect till these
days, that reduced sidewalks to abstract and non-spaces meanwhile oversimplifying the
Boulevard as the mean of efficient traffic flow concludes in the rejection of people along
the Atatiirk Boulevard sidewalks and the denial of the urban life at Ankara in general.
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