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ABSTRACT

HUMAN TERRITORIAL FU NCTIONING AT THE SCA LE OF
RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONM ENTS

Me ml ¢ kb a n Nifiah Qya
Doctor of PhilosophyCity and Regional Planning
SupervisorProf. Dr.Z . M¢ge Akkar Ercan

January 201291 pages

Beginning from the late #Dcentury increasing dynamism and mobility in the daily

life of urban residents along with the advancesansportatiorand communication
technologies deemphasized the decisive role of spatial proximity in the establishment
of social relationsgs well asaccess to resources. Nevertheless, contact with the near
home environment is still important fathe cognitive, emotionla and moral
development of individual€Correspondinglymanenvironment relationglso took

new conceptionsvhich hasleft contemporary cities with the problems of loss of
spatial control, diminishing sense of community and alienation. Along with this
process, spatial organization of residential environments has also transformed
significantly. Today, organization of residential environmemtsthe form of
continuous fabric such as in the traditional neighborhoods have left its place to
formation of celluar developments in the form of gated communities and mass
housing developments. Yet, residential areas are of critical importance since they form
the secondary territory of urban dwellers after their homes and constitute a large
portion of the urban buikenvironment. In this regard, the concept of 'territoriality’,
which can be utilized in both understanding and regulating-enaironment
relations, emerges as one of the premise spatial behaviors that strengthen place

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



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

Districts in Ankara.

KeywordsHu man territoriality, Resi dembari al Envi r
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Ocak 2019291 sayfa
20. yy. 0én i kKinci yar éséndan i ti baren
gel i kmelerle birlikte kentlilerin g¢ndel
me k ©n s al yakénl ején sosyal i li kkilerin Kk
belirl eyici rol ¢n¢g zayeéfl at méxkt ér . Buna

ili kkinin ve aidiyet hissinin bireylerin

bir par-asé ol duhakdnli Inimekitlean irnd &kis amu
kentl eri ni ve kent sakinlerini, me k ©n s al
ve yabanceéel akma probl eml er. il e karké ka
ol ar ak, konut al anl arénén tasaréménda d
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kavramé -er-evesinde ve mek©Onsal organi zasy

konumu kt uBu kapsamda, Ankaradénéen Kavakl édere
karkeéel akt é&r makteglir ol arak i ncel enme
Anahta Kelimeler: Ege menl| i k B°l gesi , Konut yakeéen -

Cukur ambar
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

OWe shape our buildings, and afte
0 Winston Churchill

In his seminal boolkb Ur ban desi gn: T h eLang (he94) defiresy e x p e
the main role of urban desigisto enhance and enrich the contributiortiod built

environment on the experience of its users by creating more livable and delightful
environmentsln order toguide urbardesignerso attain this aimprimarilythehuman

experience of space in different settings needbe further investigated. this regard,

Lang (1994)argues that t@xplore the role of physical layout on everydayelifthe
foundationsof urban desigmave to shiffrom prejudicesandcasual observations of

the environmentnore on to advanced empirical reseasolthe human expeenceof

the built environmentHence, thse exploratiors are defined as necessaryor the

assessment of the efficiency of different urban patterns to satisfy, inhibit, and support
human needs through built forrRrom this point of view, the role dhe urban

designeris setas one of ammpplied behavioral scientigtang, 1994) In a similar

manney Keller (1968: vii) denotes that in order to attain intrinsic knowledge upon

human settlement,i n addi ti on to discerningf how t
these ways of operating and the way they could best operate, and trying to understand
why t hey oper aitsa critical gsssuarathis cdntex¢ tiie tahaeidcy of

the field of environmental psychology to rely on applied inquioesman anchis
environments also claimed to be associated with the focus of the fietdeamaysto

improve management of the surrounding environrteebetter fit human needBell

et. al., 1990)

On thecontrary planning and urban design studies principally relynonms and
standards to guide decisimmaking processegather thanassessments olmuman

experencein order to meet human needs and attain user satisfaction trremlghit



environment A widely acceped assumption is that, these norms and standards may
guarantee meeting human needs and user satisfaction universally, whereas these rules
are often benin order to fit the constraints of technological efficiency, scale
economies, and market potential$béit, although there are consistencies among the
demands of urban residents, they are often un@aecontext specificTherefore
universal rules to guide planning decisions falls short in satisfiggrgeeds ospecific

users of a settingThus the esulting environment guided by these norms and
standards needs to be assessed in terms of their reflections on everyday life to reveal
beneficial insights andlso togain validity.In this regard, Buttimer (1972) states that

in order to assess the successlesign implications and reveal beneficial insights,

emphatic understanding of the urban life as lived experieniceportant.

In this context, investigations on the mutual and reciprocal refdtipbetween the
design ofthe built environment and Uman experiencethat is thecognition and
behaviomatternsin that environment takes a crucial role within the planning studies.
This bidirectional relation is briefly explained by Porteous(1977 under two
successive process@simarily man transformgs environment by specialized forms

of behavior, that is the design and planning of urban environment, therefore the
environment itself is a human artifact either planned or unplaanddn return the
designed environment influenckemanbehavior Edney (1974: 966) explains th
multifaceted relatioship between physical environment amdiman behavior as

f ol | emwionmenés and contiguous behaviors serve each as determinants and
effects I a similar manner, Lee (19€964/1973:100¢laims thatéarchitects and

pl anners mani pul ate space, a nkence, this r et ur n
interrelation can also be defined as a sespatial dialectic in which social life
structures theplace and in returnplace shapes the social life. Yet, it would be
presuming either to claim physical layout as the sole determinant of human cognition

and behavior or to approach human cognition and behavior separatiéplace.

S



The understanding fothe relation betweenthe built environment and human
experiencenas evolvedignificantly within the last centuryAt the keginningof the

early 20" century,the physical environmenivas regarded as manipulating human
behavior thus as a mechanism for aclmgwesired socigpatial goals within the field

of environmental desigricrom this pespective, thebuilt environment was regarded

by the Modernists as a stimulus to which people will respond in the way that the
designer intends. For instance, as a reattidhe negative consequences of unplanned

urban growth including social as well as environmentgiroblems in the
industrialization era, oOcommunity planni

suppress these deficiencies and recreate urban comasuniti

In thisregard Perry developed the neighborhood unit formula with the aim of forming
planned communities to overcome the social and environmental problems of modern
cities (Skaburkis, 1974Y.he neighborhood unit concept was proposed as a means to
adhieve social ends (Banerjee and Baer, 1984 of the main intentions of forming
planned neighborhoods was to recover the social decays of the modern comtunities
Neverthelessthe role of physical and spatial design in fostering social cohesion may
be Guxiliary rather than autonomoés ( Kel | er , 196 8: 146). As
criticism on Modernist Movement is based on reliarafethe movementon
environmental determinism, the role set for the urban designer as a social engineer,
and its failure taneet human needsget, the interrelation between physical layout and
social behavior of inhabitants is far more complicated than assumed and needs further
investigation which lies at the heart of environmieehavior studiesBesides these
criticisms, the basic goal set by the Modernists to create dunellioning and poetic

world and advocacy of public interest in the political realrould remain at the core

of urban design studies rather than recent markenhted approached.ang, 194).

!Likewise, mny theories including Tylerés (1939 <cited
assumed that if group of people reside within proximity to each other and share the same amenities,
they will later form a community.



The critique on Modern Movemeaind its deterministic understanding bftiman
environment relationshifted the orientation of the investigations on the relation more
onto subjecbriented, humane explorations on behavioral and cognitive aspects of
human experiencen relation to the built environment.From this point forth,
examining theenvironmental behavior siumansn relation to the physical layout has

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

Human geogrdpy i s a soci al science primarily <con
behavior and the interest on the exploration of mepatial behavior of individuals
rather than larger human populations in order to understand the evolution of larger
landscapes haarisenwithin this field from the early 1970enwards(Anderson and
Tindall, 1972). Correspondingly, resulting from the growing search in the field of
environmental design on the ways to explain human interactionsthétphysical
environmen@&ndin order to beker adapt environmental design to meet human needs,
research on environmental behavaoosealso in the field of psychologggainin the
second half of the #0century (Stea and Blaut, 1973)et, wuntil the emergence of the

di scipline o6yd6 baodttbedhegimmng aftie 2970s, theories were
falling short of explaining the impact of physical environment on behavior, and

physical surrounding was treated merely as a background variable.

In this contexttheconcepo f 6 t e r whichiat thedocus of thig studthat is

established within the ethological studies in the 1920s and later translated to the field

of environmental psychologwas put forth as aonceptwhich fills the gap between

linking the attributes of molar envirorent (physical dimensions of a territory, its
appearance, boundari es, and geographic rel e
behavior (Edney, 1974).

Following the studies exploring environment and behavior, articulating this
knowledge into design processkas been an ongoing challenge. this regard,
Horayangkurg2012 states thathis knowledge is applicable to especially two phases



of design process which are the programming phase before the final design and post
occupancy evaluation (POE) phabat is concerned with testing the fit between
environment and behavior after occupation. POE is often based upon the assessment
of satisfaction, performancand transaction (adaptation) levels. The other approach
which is concerned with the programminfgage that taleenvironment and behavior
knowledge, such as the information from the potential occupants and social context,
asaninputintothedesignprocesssf t en t er med as O0social/ be
the formal design process, social/behawiodesign is better at addressing human
needs and thus creating more humane and habitable built environments. thience,
social/behavioral approachesunderstandingpumanenvironment relationsan lead

the way tothe formulation of more responsive andgplecentric design guidelines

(Horayangkura, 2012).

To sum up, investigations drumanenvironment relations has been at the focus of

many disciplines from human geography to environmental psychology from the 20
century onwards and formed the basis foban design studies both at the
programming and posivaluation phases. These interrogations mainly rely on the

lived experience of the users through the examination ai thee gpaiia behaviors

and cognitions.Such investigations are crucial for bofchieving and assessing

success in satisfying human needs through urban de&gyro t er r i emergesa |l i t y
as acritical phenomenorirom which both the figls of environmental design and
environmental psychology bensafisince it helps designersboth to uncoverand

organizetheinterrelation betweethebuilt environment and human experience.

In addition to theset is also important to note thaimanenvironment relations are
also time space variant. Hence, the profound changes in the societaEcanomic
order transformed both the urban order and Houenanenvironment relations
throughout the history. For instance, within the-jmdustrial period, place and
organizational patterns were interlinked, while later in the industrial era place was

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



separated (Castell, 2010) . The O6people orde
people from different c¢classes in tishe same pl
the segmentation of people and activities by location (Lofland, 1973 cited in Taylor,

1988:167). Subsequentlgew settlement patterns such as predominantly residential

zones emerged in relation to this new order (Taylor, 1988 result,aday muclof

the city growth is piecemeal and uncoordinated, whereas urban patterns have been and

still are beinggoverned by certain norms of behavior, sets of rules and by the nature

of real estate market (Lang, 1994). In this context, beginning from the facetry,

the increase ithe mobility and changing societal patterns which transformed the

urban order also affectedumanenvironment relationsAlthough peopleare still

dependent on place, the relation between human behavior and physical environment

has taken a whole set of different connotations.

Beginning from the late 20century, along with the advances in transportation and
communication technol ogi es, the i mportance
relations have been widely debated and maaiyned that spatial proximity was no

longer important for these relatioris. this regargd Webber (184) claimed thathe

notion of propinquity has lost its place to accessibility in the maintenance of social

communities andlthoughthere are still plaebased o mmu nindividuals abe part

of multiple and various communities of interest that are not territorially defined and

which function at various spatial rangas,aresuda c ommuni ty wi thout pro
is possibleThe ceclining importancefo 6 pl aced and ot her c¢cl assical
from the late 20 century onwardss often associated with the social and demographic

shifts, increase in mobility, advances in communication technologies and the spread

in virtual worlds, and globalizain of capital increasing geographic fluidity of
economic and social life Hence, the role of environment e
manipulating human behavior to achieve desired social goals lost its significance more

than ever before.

2Duringthisepochh wh et her modern city dwellers |l ost their terr
can ben planned asomen d i v i demgérgdd asmgadntroversial issue (Lee, 1B834/1973:91).



Despite the theoriede-emphasizing the importance of place which pave the way to
lack of control over physical space and its negative consequences, there is a
considerable amount of research disclaiming those theories. Herain, (2005

states thaattachment to particulgslaces has been asserted as a very vital part of
cognitive, emotional, and moral development of individuals in the modern society, as
a medium that we maintain our sense of ourselves and our orientation to the world,
and a tie to the social world that che sustained even as the people around us pass
away. For instance, contemporaegearctby Badger and Quoctrung (2018) explores
the dependence of Facebook friends to geographic location within the Uh3iWs
researcha mapis produceagshowing the indx of connectedness by location based on
the data of friendship links between pairs of anonymous Facebook users in April 2016.
The results of the study reveal that residing location is still a determinant factor for

acquaintances and connecting with otheople (Figure 1).

Share of friends who live within 50 miles
—
2% 52%

66% 82%

Figurel.1. Map prepared by Badger and Quoctrung (2018) showing the share of Facebook friends
living within 50 miles in the U.S.A
(Sourcehttps://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2018/09/19/upshot/facemlnty
friendships.html?smid=fishare)

As a result of demphasizing the importance of place, one of the most important
problems of postmodern cities arises as the lack of control over §pazto the lack

of spatial control, arbitrary developments and production of stereotypical



environments having identity, sustainability and security deficiencies overspread upon

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

Perurbation in the physical environment stems from many reasons while one of the
prominent ones is the loss of clear boundaries between public and private territories,
lack of interface zones ibetween these territories and inappropraigtribution of

public territory within urban space. For instance, the way of promoting security and
control of space has been induced to surveillance mechanisms and guards, while the
fact that environmental design and sense of territoriality can reduce crime and
motivate peple to control and defend their own environment and enhance their sense
of belonging and security is often disregarded (Newman, 1972; Gifford, 1997;
Farkisch et al., 2015According to Gifford (1997)esulting from these approaches

to environmental desmgurban dwellers araow facing high levels of stress resulting

from high rates of urbanization, decreasing familiarity with the environment and
people residing at the same place (alienation), safety problems, pollution, car
dominance over streets etc. Shedeficiencies which are related to environmental
design affected the sense of community as well. According to Brain (2005), what is
lost is not the sense of community which implies our relatively personal ties of
solidarity and familiarity, but civilitywhich connotes to our relations with everyone
else, with strangers: in both the actual spaces and in the metaphorical public space of
politics. Correspondingly, the main problems in urban areas today is defined by Lang
(1994) asthe loss of community, unen distribution of power to make decisions
regarding urban areas, and inability of the urban environment to serve diverse sets of

people with variant needs that change over time.

All in all, the main problems facing contemporary cities can be regardi dasck

of spatial control, loss of boundary mechanismnd interface zonethe diminishing
sense of community and alienation resulting from the new urban order excluding
locational factors and importance sgatialproximity. Hence, in order to asseskyw
recent functioning of urban space falls short in meatasgdens needs and result in



many negative consequences, the field of urban design shofilduse on the

exploration of spatial behaviors and lived experience of urban residents.

Parallel to he profound changes discussed previously, the transformation in the urban
order is rather visible through the ways urban residential environments are designed
and subsequent human behavior and cognition at this btHies regard the questions

of what mpacts housing has upon human behavior and what aspects of the physical
environment at this scale are important in producing those changes considered
desirable became critical(Lee, 19631964/1973).Hence, systematic observation
studies are needed éaamine the relation between physical environment and human
behavior at the scale oésidentialiving space, in order to evaluate these new forms

of housing and to make accurate generalizations for the future.

In this context, than residential environemts have an important place in thely

life of urban residentsince they form the secondary territory after their homes. These
environments are critical since they are the main locus of everyday life which shape
both our being and our relation with tiweler community and city at large beginning
from early childhood. They also constitatenajor part of the building stock inhan

areas. According to Scho(l966/1970), there are three main impacts of housing
environment on residents. Firstlthe houshg environment has impacts on stress;
health; and feelings of satisfaction at the individual scale. These impacts are related to
direct physical attributes of the housing such as its space, maintenance, facilities and
arrangement. Secondly, the physicatilatites may affect the privacy and crowding,
housekeeping, as well as habits of the residents. Lastly, the relationship of the
neighborhood with the rest of the city alftects its residents in terms of social and
family relations, which is oftenrefeard as t he &énei ghborhood

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

e



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

problems are relatively small and engaging the commiségsier.

Moreover the underlying logic behind the subdivision of urban areas into smaller
spatial(residential)units by planners is the presupposition that the availability and

accessibility of certain services and facilities within a delimited w@ad promote

concentrated use of theand besides encourage local attachmétgnce how to

achievedban equitable distribution of facilities
subunits and st i mishkayissuelthatplanhingdédo adopatr at i on 6
this scalgKeller, 19686). In this regard, in addition to spatial behaviors governed in
eachresidentialsetting, how each setting provides certain facilities and amenities at

the residential scale is another important field of inquiry.

Despite the significance of the scale of residential environspedgfining the
geographically specified neighborhood and its content is a difficulivtagi is the
reasonbehind thevariety of definitions a the notion (Park and Rogers, 201A%
argued ly Keller (1968)early as in the secdalf of the 28 century residential areas

are no longer separable from the mainstream of larger urban life and local areas are
no longer of primary importance, and thus provision of very few facilities areatital
this scale Besides,the existingphysical neighborhoods are no longer swe
providers of information, identity, and social relatiavisile the only definite spatial
neighborhoods units are the isolateessuch as slums, suburbs or immigrghéttos.

Thus the local selcontained units of the past are often regarded as anachronistic from
the beginning of the modern era. Hence, thaihgthuman scale is still an important
notion itdoes not necessarily coincidath the local scalén the moden metropolis
(Keller, 1968). Yet, there has been an ongoing nostalgic and even romantic longing
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for the good old neighborhoods, while the idea of developing a new design paradigm
for both the development of new and rehabilitation of the old residemiak a
providing the satisfaction of the historic neighborhoods and meeting Goday

necessities has been left idle by urban designers.

Nevertheless, there are studies focusing on the evaluatiesidéntial environments

or so-calledneighborhoods in ort to investigate the different levels of satisfaction
regarding the physical and social needsth# residents. These evaluations are
conducted in various ways, while they are mainly based on three aspects which are
the planning perspective (functionalpects such as the quality of and access to local
services, physical aspects such as the visual quality of the neighborhood, density etc.),
the social aspects of the neighborhood (such as social meaning, neighborliness, sense
of community and also the ptdal life in the neighborhood), and environmental
perception of local environments (for instance; image of the local area which can be
designative (such as cognitive organization of space) or appraisive (feelings toward
the area such as neighborhood $atison) (Talen and Shah, 2007) (Figur2).

- Functional aspects - Meaning

(quality of and access - Sense of Community

to local services) Planning Social

- Neighborliness
- Physical aspects

- Political Aspects
(visual quality, density)

Environmental
Perception

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

Figurel.2. Different perspectives for the evaluation of residemialironments
(Drawn by the author based on Talen and Shah, 2007)

In addition totheseperspectives residential environments are evaluated, there are also

different strategies and measures used in these evaluations. In this regard, Nicotera

11



(2007) puts forth different strategies employed for measuring the construct of
residential environmentwith respect to different conceptions @kighborhoodas

an Oobjective entityd or a Osubpleeetive
duality is set as a framework which can be used to choose betivesemeasures

In this cantext, Nicotera (2007) claims that placing neighborhoods in an envirohment
place continuum and employing mixed quantitative and qualitative measures of
neighborhood accounting for both neighborhood structural characteristics and social
processes is needadorder to provide divergent ways @faluatingneighborhood as

well as designing interventions that are able to change macro structures whatdocan

result in individual micresolutions(Figure 1.3)

ENVIRONMENT PLACE

OBJECTIVE ENTITY SUBJECTIVE EXPERIENCE

- . CONCEPTUAL
REALM

NEIGHBORHOOD

T _ e o o = = o RESEARCH &
census & rating resident PRACTICE

administrative scales written drawings
data descriptions

windshield (un)structured photographs
surveys interviews

Figurel.3. Different strategies and measures used in research and practice based on the conception of
neighborhoodDrawn by the author based on Nicotera, 2007)

3 Measures of neighborhood as environment, such as census data, social indicator data, and wind shield
surveys, are most often associated with large sample, quantitative resaateadh to prediction of
developmental outcomes and theory testing. These measures mainly focus on structural neighborhood
conditions from an outsiderés perspective and
particul ar | o emidne and meansngsdatached té thah lecale and uncovering social
processes and social networks within that locale. Beduese measures awsed to predict and create
interventions for individual level outcomes and changes veftilecturalneighborhod characteristics

may predict different individual outcomes. On the other hand, measures of neighborhood as place, such

expt

al |l s

as neighborhood rating scales, residentsé written de:

both large sample quantitative dieis and smaller sample qualitative studies. These measures enable
examination of the social processes witli@ environmera nd r esi dent s®é meanings
the locale. However, these measures do not provide generalizable developmental oiMooete®s

these measures coubdbthrepresent neighborhood as place (resident taken and interpreted photos) or
neighborhood as environment (researcher taken and interpreted photos) depending on the method
employed (Nicotera, 2007).
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In this context, Oterandtosidéeri st §obthewhspbc
d i s p | saugturadéhardacteristics of place is an important spateaviorboth for
understanding aneegulatingthe dynamics ohumanenvironment relations arises as

a critical tool for the assessment m@sidentialenvironments.Yet, the notion is

redefined within the scope of this thesis to provide an integrated understéding

both the planning as well as social andgnitive aspectsof the residential

environments

In general termsetritoriality refers to theontrol ofthe environment by individuals

or small groups in order to regulate social interactions which in return foster place
attachment, place identity, sense of security and provide stimulation for the individual

and the community at large. Territditg is briefly defined by environmental
psychologistsada set of behaviors and cogniti ons
on perceived owner £Beli g al.olP9:2%h The erwsa 6f s p ac
territoriality can bebased on both emotionalathment and familiarity with the space,

as well as from more abstract forms of control over space through monetary; legal and
institutional power over space (Madanipour, 2003). Territorial appropriation is also

part of territorialfunctioningin humans, tht is defined by Lefebvre (cited in Castell,
20105)aur ban i nhabitantsd resistance to th
urban spaces, it is when they claim their right to the city and create places out of
abstr ac.tin tespegarck teratrial appropriation can be seen as a means of
creatingcommonspaces out of abstract space, while it may also threaten publicness

if one groupbés appropriation excludes ot

Human territoriality is also a dynamic notidrgnsforming with respect to spatial and
temporal context. For instance, according to Hall (1%@®)ethe increase in the use

of automobiles while traversing the space has separated the kiizesffare and

visual spacemand6s spat i al raedfmoe badathedirectenvirosmerdad p a
experience and human contact. Besides, the design of physical environment has also

significant influence on territorial behavior and cognition of man. Brigily,
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individual characteristics along with societal pattemsbility, and the way physical
environments are designed can be listed as the exogenous parameters guiding

territorial functioningespecially at the scale odsidentiakpace.

According to Hall (1969)n order to understand the territorial needs bhmrresidents

better and to address deficiencies of the exigiimgsand rebuilding cities, a further
exploration of manos needs and many sensor
differences is crucial. In this regard, finding suitable methods for congpatial

measuring human scale in all dimensions and meshing human scale with the scale

imposed by the automobile and sprawl is needed (Hall, 1969). In order to do develop

these methods, investigation on human behavior and cognition in everydayalife

takes a ditical role;

6Suffice it to say that when pl anni
professionals plan new towns and cities, they usually structure them so that
they read well at an altitude of 30,000 feet.
The methods used by ordinary people on tleeigd are perhaps more
relevant and, apparently, more interesting ( Appl eyar d, 1970: 1

All in all, in order to set up a substructure for the design of new settlements more
responsive to the human needs of the recent era and addressing wid@raiokeams

faced today which areelated to environmental design, investigations on the relation
between physical environment and behavior and cognitadternof urban dwellers

at the scale afesidentiakenvironmerng will be further evaluated based orettoncept

of territoriality within the scope of thistudy.

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

Environments

060Any movement to change the way we desig
inevitably implies a sociology and,tobeur e, a pol i ti csé
0 Brain, 2005:218

O0How nat ur al-naurabties ohtlee sie@ghltorha®d ce@mmunity
Can we do without them? Will the children of tomorrow miss the local neighborhoods more
than we miss the villagesofogir andpar ent s?0
o Keller, 1986:7
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In the recent era, urban landscapes are rapidly transformed to address globalization,
intercity competition and requirements of posbdernity. This faspaced
transformation results in social segregation and disparitiesinidhing sense of
community and alienation, lack of spatial control, loss of boundary mechanisms
resulting in security and soegnvironmental sustainability issues. As a part of urban
restructuring processes to meet the changing demands, patternsrofasidential
developments and therefore territoriality at the scaleesidentialspacehasalso

transformed significantly. In this regardCoulton et al. (2013 state that

neighborhoodsb ot h as a soci al and geographic c
eff ect so, are at the focus of both recen
connection withinequalitiesn health and welbeing of urban residents.

The functions that a housing environment should satisfy can be liststhedter;
housekeeping; acenmodation; connection; meaning; and recreat{&ofe, 1995).

On the other hand, the housing unit 1isno

streets; parks; dagares; restaurants; laundries serve as the extensions of the house
and helpto satisfythese functions. These functions are heavily dependent on the
housingunit in some cases; while more dependent on the hietated facilities in
others. The difference betwebomebasedandfacility-basedorovision of residential
functions also affectdie quality of experience and each has different social outcomes

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

Today, organization of residential areas as continuous faleit as in the traditional
neighborhoods seft its place taheformation of cellular developments in the form

of gated communities and mass housing developments unsustainable in ecological
terms with the lack of feeling of community. Neighborhood organization has been left
idle, while housing estates with fortified Weahre constructed all over urban areas. In
other words, facilitybased organization of residential areasléft its place to home

based ones which in return affected the quality of experience and satisfaction of

housing needs in urban residential ardasa similar vein, Saghatoleslami et. al.
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(2014:78) depicted this transformation in Iranian neighborhasdgellandstate that;
6changes i n t he physi cal structure of nei
concentrated neighborhood division into decentralizeu n Accoeds@to Porteous
(1977:79), with the massive social; technological; and palithanges in the 20
century the traditional ethicity, pdvesty, lackofd s ol el y
mobility and preference for kinship ties based patisl proximityd . Besi des, t hes

traditional neighborhoods are often under the pressure of urban transformation (Figure

1.4,

Figurel.4. Single apartment resisting urban transformaiioa traditionaheighborhoodFikirtepe
Istanbul(Sourcehttps://zete.com/wqgontent/uploads/2014/07 /kentsel
d%C3%B6n%C3%BC%C5%9F%C3%BCrd#enenev-2.jpg)

In the production of residential environmentse form oftraditionalneighborhoods

has left its place to insular subdivisions and residential enclaves based on economic
segregation which neglect the basic principles of sustainability, livability, quality of
life, community for the sake of economic gress, while there is also a fallacious
common understanding which undertakiiese notions as contradictory. Yet,
Greenberd1995) claims thahe principles of proximity and connectedness also have
been replaced by fragmentation and separation botteiexpanding periphery and

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

60The worl dbébs popul ation are crowding 1in
packing people into vertical filling boxelsoth offices and dwellings. If one looks at
human beings in the way that early slave traders did, conceiving of their space
requirements simply in terms of the limits of the body, one pays very little attention
to the effects of crowding. If, however, one sees man surrounded by a series of
invisible bubbles which have measurable dimensions, architecture can be seenin a
new light.It is then possible to conceive that people can be cramped by the spaces in
which they have to live and work. They may even find themselves forced into
behaviors, relationships or emoti or

Nonetheless, urban residents are no longer dependent solely on their residential
environment for their needs and human needs aradeg complex and wideanged

to be met at a single territory. Today, people rather use multiple territories with the
help of advances in mobility and communication technologiesile home
environments still have a distinct position in daily life. Yet, it is proved by empirical
data that even though people are not dependetiienresidential areéor social
contact or livehood, residents still believe in the importance of thesidentialarea

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

Furthermore the absence of a good neighborhood environment may result in even
more exclusion of less advantaged gfom the socigeconomic life of the city.
Besides, there are certain essential capabilities and-wedagng energy of well
formed communitarian neighborhoods that cannot be duplicated by any other
technology andilsobeyond the scope of other commuations media (Greenberg,
1955) (Figurel.5).
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In addition to squeezing residential functions into the limits h&f home, thus

delineating a territory without taking into account human scale or territorial needs, the

recent developments in residential areas also form an image of a bad replica of the

radi cal moderni st vi si on sacombirtien odpevate | op ment s
dwellings like landed rockets from the sky within the vast public lands in which there

is no intermediary zone between the private zone and the public domain. At the door

step you | eave the privat(€aste@0l@7). you enter

Within these new residential areas, the private domain takes on the role of the old
neighborhoods and functions a$ocal group territory in the form of wequipped
homes offering various facilities from laundry to social interactionsimviingle
building, while commercial and other services maintaingtiexeighborhood scale

are also transferred to the city scale. Hence, it can be claimed that the change in the
way urban residential environmemt® designedith the changing role ohe private
domainresulted in the erosion of the semiblic domain (Castell, 201®hereagshe
importance of semipublic spaces in urban plannirgplean advocated by prominent
theorists including; Jacobs (The Death and Life of Great American Cities, Tl

(Life Between buildings, 1971) and Madanipour (Public and private spaces of the city,
2003).
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Beside the problems related to quality, satisfaction, and erosion epséia domain

the transformation in the way urban residential environments are designed had also
societal outcomegccording toCastell(2010,the &énew nei ghbor hoods
this era in the form of gated communities and mass housing developments are made

up of o6i maginary communitiesd which are
style, that is induced to similar patterns of consumption and cultural cues, rather than
shaed activities and practicks Ye't |, t hese Onetheunkeowg hbor h
experience and encounters with strangers, other sections of the community, which may
force residents to question their values and identities (Kohn, 2004). iTlcas, be

claimed thatthesenew developments foster social segregation and alienation. As a

result, the gap between the newly developed and depriving old neighborhoods have

been expanding in terms bbththedistribution of facilities and social cohesion.

Along with this processthe fastpaced transformation ofthe urban landscape,
increasing mobility, and profound social changes have impacted the sense of
territoriality as well as territorial functioningf urban residentsn the recent era.
Territorial functioning d urbaniteshas transformed significantly in relation to both
profound changes in the society as well as the playsical environments are
designed. In this context, the way residential environments are designed not only
affected the notions @afsense oEommunity and quality of life, but also transformed

the ways residents perceive, utilize, and behave in their residential terfibosy;. t

can be claimed that the new residential developments are laeksgnse of
territoriality in terms of appropriain of space by its resident¥Vhereas,the
appropriation of neanome territories by residents creating sg@miblic, semiprivate

zones iset aessential both for the development of local social networks and security
issues (Castell, 2010). Hence, thetfthat sense of territoriality can foster place

4In this regard, gattcommunities are defindaly Castell(2 0 1 0 : InBifest@t®ons 6f the small
group realm; enabling legal and physical protection of economic rights to shared neighborhood
attributes
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attachmentand the feeling of identity; security and stimulation within these

environments have been left idiethese new developmehpatterns

In this context, parallel to the shifts in the concaptdhumarenvironment relations
as well as the ways urban residential environments are prodiieepjestions diow
do urbanresidentgperceive behave and transform their residengalvironments in
the recent era? andhatis the relatioshipbetweenterritorial functioningandspatial

layout® are at the focus of this thesis.

- Buil Human ... :
Urban Design «seseeeeeee *  environment : ” Experience * Satisfy Human Needs

TERRITORIALITY

Post—modemity

deemphasising the importance of
place and spatial proximity

‘community without propinguity’

New Settlement Patterns
traditional neighbourhoods gated communities & mass housing
facility-based organisation ~ eeeeeee Srenee »> home-based organisation

continous fabric cellular developments

Territarial Functioning

the way urban residents perceive | behave | use their residential territory
the impact of spatial layout on territonial functicning

‘Assessment of the lived Experience
through the exploration of
spatial behaviour at the micro scale

Figurel.6. Outline of the problematic of the thesis

In the Turkish casethe transformationon the design ofesidential environments
began with the introduction of ndiberal policies in the 1980s with the articulation

of national economy to global economy which restructured the -eecioomic and
political dynamics while the reflections of these policies becapparent after the
1990s. The reflection of these policies on urban spacame visiblen the form of
greater and more speculative investments especially in the housing sector, macro

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

macro form of the cities in Turkey (Ar ék:

In terms ofresidential environments Turkey, there are three major problems
according to Tekeli (2009). Firghesupply of different types of housing for different
income groups, especially for the most vulnerable groups, could not be met with recent
housing policies. Second, urban macroform is negatively affected by the recent
housing developments scattered alorgy pleriphery. Last but not least, high quality
residential environments could not be developed, while the existing ones are under the
threat of faspaced transformations. For instance, when the housing supply in Ankara
is examined with respect to populatigrowth between the years 20PQ11: 483.085
apartments were built which could accommodate a population growth of 1,593,371
people; however, the population growth occurred in the same period was only 756
956. Thus, there is an excess supply of housidgink ar a ( Ankar a Kal keé
2013). In this regardt canbe claimedthat the housing demand is supplied in terms

of quantity in Ankara; however, the housing problem is more relatde tuality of

these developments and their success in meetingsdi@man needs.

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

while historic neighborhoods are under the threat of fast paced transformations.
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Along with the fasfpaced transformation of traditional neighborhoods and
development of new ones in the form of gated communities and mass housing
developments, another major transformation regarding residemi@onmentsn
Turkey began with the introduction of new legislative regulations regaresndential
areas. The prainent one is the Law no. 6306 on Transformation of Areas under
Disaster Risk enacted in 2012. Along with the enactment of this law, massive urban
transformation processes started in Turkey from the parcel to the neighborhood scale.
There has been contragel use of the law in order to transform older neighborhoods
within the innefcity for the sake of economic gain rather than use vdesides,
implementations at the parcel scale were aiming mamlincreasethe building
heights and floor space rathéhan creating better living spaces for all. These
implementations cause@ decrease in the environmental quality as well as
infrastructural problems. Another law that had a direct impact on the residential
environmentss the Law No. 6360 on the Establisent of thirteen Metropolitan
Municipalities in 13 Provinces and 26 Districts and Amending Certain Laws and
Decree Laws published in the Official Gazette on 6 December 2012 and No. 28489.
With this Law, metropolitan city borders have been extended tongrass the
administrative borders of the province. In this regard, special administrations in rural
settlements have been abolished and the duties of the provincial special
administrations have been transferred to metropolitan municipalities. Hence,svillage
and small towns are transformed idgt@ighborhoodstatus. In this regard, the notion

of neighborhood took a brantew meaning becoming an even fuzzier concept and
the significance of administrative boundaries at neighborhemale became a

controversiaissue both in the central and peripheral urban areas.

To sum up fostering social segregation, decreasing quality of environment, inability

to meet human needs, erosion of seuoilic domain, diminishing significance of
administrative boundariesastpaced transformatiodack of identity, and loss of
sense of community and alienation can be denoted as the major problems that arose in

Turkey with the transformation of residential development patterns from facility
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based to hombased, continuous fabrias in the traditional neighborhoods to

scattered cellular developments.

In this context, the investigations on the relation between physical environment and
human behavior and cognitigratternsof urban dwellersterritorial functioning,at
the residential scahill be furtherassessedithin this researcifiocusing orthe two
districts in the capital city of TurkeyAnkara both fom a traditional anda

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

OWe cannot revive th
We dare not promise an unreatde future. But to make peace with our task of designing
the ordinary we must seek mor e
d Habraken, 2000:3

Hal | (1969: 1lie@der tcnieat thentuman heeds, siatial design has to

set principles to maintain a healttdensity, a healthy interaction rate, a proper

amount of involvement and continuing a sense of identifigation | n or der t o
principles and provide insights for the futuesidentialdevelopments, the main aim

of thisthesisis to investigate thevay humans interact with their environmeatghis

scaleand try to grasp t hei rThds,ithe eldtioncbgtweerr i e nc
physical environment and human behavior and cogniiEternsn that environment,

in other words territorialfunctioning in residential environmentat the age of

postmodernitys furtherinvestigated within the scope of this thesis

Thenotionof territoriality is at the focus of the studynceit enables the interrogations
on space botlfrom the perspectives ohuman experience argpatial organizatia
Yet, the thesis aims to redefine teemto comprise both the people and placented
connotations of the notiorBesides examining theextent and content of forms of
territorial functioningin newly developed and traditional layouts gmatting forth the

territorial association of urban residents will provide insights to dis¢hes
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dependence on neaome territoriesnd the importance of spatial proximityterms

of both housing needs andaathment to place.

On the other hand, there are also exogenous factors tlethempact on territorial
functioning of urban residents. In addition to social organization patterns and mobility,
the design ofthe physical environment is also a signifitaattribute shaping the
relation between space and behavior. Yet, another important aim of this study is to put
forth the relationship between therritorial organization ofspaceand human
territorial functioning Hence, territorial functioning will beavestigatedvith respect

to its relation taerritorial organization of the urbaspacethrough the conduction of

a comparative case study in divergent urban falfFicgire1.7).

PHYSICAL

LAYOUT

|A. USE
How does urban residents | B. MODIFY their residential environment
TEE e B as a TERRITORY?

/C. CONCEIVE

|Al. Type of activities: distribution/frequency

Comparison with | A2. Availability of resources
conventional |
design standards 'B1. Territorial markers and personalization

1 C1. Cognitive Maps: structure/extent/content

Figurel.7. Investigating territoriafunctioningat the scale of residential environments

In this regardterritorial functioning of urban residents in their reame territories
will be examined based on a comparative case studykara, Turkey within the
scopeof thisresearchThe case study areas are selected to represent bothoasetd
and facilitybased provision of residential functions as waslhaving continuous
fabric such as in the traditional neighborhoads thecellular developments in the

form of gated communitiesVith the evaluation of territorialunctioningin each
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residential area, it is aimed to understand different behavior and cognition patterns of
residents in different physical settings to be ableassss existing residential
developments andraluateinsights for the futureesidentiadevelopments in the case

of Ankara and rest of Turkey.

In this context, further research questidhat will guide the investigationsan be

listed as follows;

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

1 What are the new forms of territoriality at the age of postmodernity?
What i1 s the content and extent of
still dependent on space?

1 What is the significance of residentadvironments n ur ban r esi d
territorial network?

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

7 Did urban residents lose their territorial associations with their near
home territories or are they still dependent on 4eane territories?

T I's the notion of Omahal |l ebtial( nei gh
areas becoming solely dormitories? Whether provision of certain
services and facilities within a catchment area still valid?

1 How do urban residents perceive / behave in theirneare territory?

A How do residents perceive their residentiairitories? Do
residents still conceive their residential living spaces as a

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

A Can we talk about a consensusoutb the conception of
residentialterritories among its residents? What parts of the
territorial unit are included/excluded in their spatial cognition?

A What are the impacts of soesmonomic and demographic
characteristics of regents on the cognition ofresidential
territory or territorial behavior?

1 What aspects of physical environment has dfect on human
territorial functioningat the scale of residential living space? What are
the impacts of physical characteristics of the surrounding context on
temitorial functioning?

A How do different spatial organization of residential asast
territorial functioning? How the changes in residential
developments affected the sense of territoriality? How different
territorialities are formed in different resit@al areas, such as
traditional neighborhoods amdntemporarpnes?

A Which types of physical environments enhance or weaken
resident attachines® r i t or i al

In this context the below mentioned hypothesis will uiredwithin the scope of

thisresearb;

H1: Urban residents still conceive their residential living space as a meaningful

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

H2: There isaconsensus among conceptiorregidentiakerritories among its
residents, while the degree of consensus reveals information about the level of
territoriality.

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

The main aim of this thesis, as previously discussed jnsestigatehuman territorial
functioning at thescale of residential environments with respect to different territorial
organizations of spacdn order to #ain this aim, primarily bbman territorial
functioning is redefined through a model proposition based on the existing literature
from the fieldsof environmental psychologgnd design The model combines the
different aspects of territorial functioningh humansboth atthe behavioral and
cognitive levels as well as exogenous factongich have direct impacts on this
functioning Later,parametergor eachaspects clearly defined in order tprovide

more operationabolsfor the assessment of different settings.

The adoption and redefinition of the notion of territorfahctioning allow the
assessment ofesidential environmest both through he lens ofenvironmental
psychology and environmental desigmthis contextre si dent s6 patterns
functioning (both cognition and behavior) at the meso scale -{reae territory

homebas@ within different spatial layout@are examinedthrough a caseriented
comparative studylIn this regard, empirical research based on bothreptrt

measures as well as observational techniques and later comparative analysis is
conductedfor each case. Besides, these interrogations reféretpostoccupancy

evaluation of the existing residential fabrics.

During the empirical researclan interpretative approach to the phenomenon of
residential space iadoped in order to better apprehend the Inedspace and
experience ofirbanresidents fathis scaleln doing sothe human experience difie
physical environment is interrogatedth a bottomup perspectivanda usercentric
approachBesidesthe cognitive and behavioral patterns of individuals are derived to
attain an understanding ofti¢orial functioning athe social group level and provide

an understanding of residential environments, so called neighborhoods, as a social

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

deterministic approach.

In this context, his thesis comprises of two main parts. In the first paimarily the

notion of territoriality both as a spatial behavior regarding its foundations and

significance inthe field ofenvironmental psychology and as a spatial strategy that is

used in the territorial organization of urban spébe hierarchicalorder between

different territories in urban spgcwvithin the field of environmental design are

discoursed. Later, based on the discourses in the literature, concerning both the

behavioral and spatial aspects of the notionngegrativemodel is proposed in order
to assess human territorial functioniafy the residential scaléduman territorial
functioning is discussednainly based orhow residents perceiveutilize / behave in

that territay.

In the second part of the thesiszaseoriented comparativeesearchs conducted to
investigate the impact of different spatiajoutson humanterritorial functioningin
residential environmentsith the aim of both to evaluate the existing fabrics &nd

provide insights forfuture design considerationsithin residental aeas. In this

section, primariit he bri ef history of the case

and Cukurambar districts | ocated 1in
diverse physical layouts is presented. Laiethdistricts are iquiredin terms of both

territorial organization of space and human territorial functioning.

Literature Model Empirical Comparative

Review Building Research Data
Analysis

Findings

Figurel.8. Thestructure of the thesis
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CHAPTER 2

TERRITORIALITY: UNDERSTANDING AND REGULATING
MAN -ENVIRONMENT RELATIONS

There are intrinsic behavior patterns of organisms such as display and aggression,
which make living in a shared space difficult to maintain, but theralaceways to

handle these controversies among the members of the species living in the same place,
such as means of social regulation including development of hierarchies and spacing
mechanisms (Hall, 1969). In this regard, spatial behaviors utilizedd@ segulation

include territoriality and dominance behavior (Sommer, 1969). Theories on
territoriality claim that, almost all animal species including hesapiens tend to

assert exclusive jurisdiction over physical space both individually and in groups
(Porteous, 1976). Yet, territoriality which is a basic behavioral system in all living
organisms including man appears as a prominent mechanism for spatial regulation and

thus social organization within shared space.

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

In this context, theoretical disssionsdbased on thaotion of territoriality whidh is a

premisetool for both understanding and organizifgmanenvironment relations

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

Territoriality is anotion with diverse and speculative connotations discussed under

ethologcal, evolutionary, organizational and behawsetting theoriesTerritoriality

can be briefly defined as the exclusive control of a portion of land by an individual, a

pair or a groupthe notion is intraspecific since the use of territory by others fhem

same species is restricted while other species may often freely enter, and the notion

involves both direct or indirect display of aggression for the control and defense of

that specific land (Porteous, 1977). Territoriaklyd the scale and type ofrtool

di fferenti at ethewentirre charactepstice bf the epeciés, habitat,
climate, popul ation, social orgédnegation, fo
1974).

Territoriality involves the behavior and attitude patterns of individuals or groups based
on the perceived, attempted, or actual control of a definable physical space, object or
an idea arising from habitual occupation, defense, personalization, andgradrtkiat
specific site (Gifford, 1997). In other words, territoriality is laying claim to, marking
for identification and defending a particular physical territory (Hall, 1969; Brower,
1980). Territoriality is about how people use, organize themselveswispace and

how they give meaning to their space (Farkisch et al., 2015). In a similar vein,
according to Bell et al1090, human territoriality can be defined as the behavior and

cognition patterns of a person or a group based on ownership owsieapBpace.

Hence, Gold (1981 cited in Hirschon and Gold 1982) puts forth three main
perspectives to contextualize the notion of territoriality. Initially, territoriality is the
basic framework for daily life. Territoriality is both the expressiorhefdocial order

and the basis for everyday activities. Secondly, territoriality is a mechanism to achieve
certain goals such as regulation of access to space; inhibit crowding and provide
privacy. Third, territoriality is a form of communication, a langaiag express

ownership and indicate identity.
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In return, he term territory mainly refers to a spectielimitedspaceor geographical

area which is the primaygecondary or lattetomain of individuals osmallgroups.

Territory is the area thas defended as an exclusive preserv®n the other hand

different territories share adjoining boundaries, heaceor mat i on of a t e
the same ti me pr o Flachsbatnl969:413).alayp(098il®/her y O
def i nes the expression cfocial arganization in spatialterns The ter m
conveys the idea of ownership, involve personalization, control of boundaries, and
concerns about intrusion and defense (Altman, 1975). According to Habraken (2000),
territory connotes to the inhabitationdagontrol over space by an agent, spatial
extension of that agent s6 selYetmarked whi cf
boundaries must be backeg with real control for the total control of a territory
(Habraken, 2000).

Moreover, ypes of infringerent over a territory include invasion, violation or
contamination; whereas defense could be preventive, reactive or by the use of social
boundary mechanisms (Gifford, 1997). Territoriality, whether achieved through
dominance, mutual consent, aggressiomdministrative authority establishes which
individuals have access to what areas of a physical setting, thus to what extend the
needs of each will be satisfied in that setting (Proshansky et. al., 1970). Therefore,
territory is an area claimed and usethas$t exclusively by individuals and groups

(Sell, 1983). Hence, territorial behavior is related to the use of senses in order to
distinguish between different spaces or distances and access to those spaces (Hall,
1969).

2.1.1. The Significance ofTerritoriality

Territoriality serves diverse functions while these functions change with respect to
each species and different scalesthis regard, @rritorial functioning in humans is

far more complex than a response to an intrinsic behavioral pattenathert a spatial
strategy to satisfy human needs at diverse scales. In this sense, territoriality provides

three main satisfactions to its occupants at all levels from body space to national
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loyalties which are: identitysecurity and stimulation (Portequ®976). Consequently,
Gsecurity is felt strongest at the center of a territory, whereas stimulation is strongest
at t he (Ardrey,dle66 sitéd in Edney, 1974:961). Stimulation is achieved
through making, modifying and defending the territory, whenearitorial control

enables security and privacy especially at the territorial core. Besides, the control over

an exclusive space c¢onf iconceptiannofihissdangity o r t i ndi

(Porteous, 1977s well as promotingroup identity Edney 1976).In other respects,
territoriality contributes to the achievement and maintenance of the social order and
social roles, the psychological health of the individual (stimulation, security, and
identity), delimitation ofthe space in which to exercisgeryday functions, and the

desired level of privacy (Edney, 1974).

Territoriality enabéspredictable and efficient resource distribution (Edney, 1976). In

terms of resourcg territorial functioning also has implications for resource allocation
andreource conservation. Yet , all ocation of
serves resource management and diminishes the risk of resource overuse (Taylor,
1988).

Throughout the history and prehistory human communities tend to assert territorial
behavior for the exploitation of resources. Hence, the nature; scale and importance of

the territory differ with respect to the key resources available on the site central to the
communityods economy. I n this regard, t he
increase in resource density within the territory while the amount of resource
predictability also has an impact on the mobility of the group for the sake of access to
different resources within different territories (Dysdndson and Smith, 1978 cited

in Bintliff, 1999). In this regard, malysis of the limits and size of the territory in

archeological studies rely mostl inzon t he 06Ca

and Higgs, 1970). Based on this theory, hugtgherer settlements are associated
with territories of up to a HRilometre radius from the home base, pastoral herder sites

with some 7.5ilometre radius of territory, while farming communities with a 5
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kilometre territorial radius. Yet, the Greek polis extends approximately to a ‘ohora’
territory typically from 23 km (Figure 2.1Xo 56 km in radius. These distances are
formed based on the principles of least effort and land Exdides these map
distances may differ in terms of walking time due to the physical attributes ofehe si
(Bintliff, 1999).
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Figure2.1. (On the left) Settlement territories in the classical era of Boeotia, Greece drawn based on
the 2.5 km Radius préefined as the villageity subsistence territorial extent for that period
(Bintliff, 1999:517). (On the right) Territorial systems accordiogesource allocation
(Bintliff, 1999:510).

Hence, based on the evolutionary dynamic of the settlement systems, these static
di stances of the O6cat chmenthesiedpatteyned s 6 ,
networks (Bintliff, 1999). In this regard, e main shifts regarding the modern
territorial structure are claimed as: (i) increasing number and variety of supply forms
penetrating into the territory, (ii) increasing number and variety of foreign elements,
such as global networks of commercial andtitutional organizations, penetrating

into the local scale and diminishing the scope of local territorial control, (iii)
increasing size of buildings disordering array of supply forms and diminishing

territorial control on the smaller domestic scale (td&bn, 2000).

In addition to exploitation of resources, territorialdiso serves as an interaction

(social) organizerlt enhances the sense of identity with the help of geographical
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fixation; and gives a sense of competence for the inhabitant rgsiutim familiarity
with the environment whifcihelidsd saidmialnaragteo itnh
(Gifford, 1997). All in all, the need for territoriality arises from necessities related to

both social regulation and individual satisfaction.

Furthernore, Taylor (1988) defines importapbsitive outcomes of small group

territorial functioning as follows;

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

Social - Psychological outcome®romotion of group identity and bonding
since small group territoriality is the expression of group solidarity and
cohesiveness

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

In general purpose of territorial behavior is mainly associated with regulating social
interaction within shared space. Hendt can be defined as a sether boundary
regulation mechanism; a spatial strategy referring to intertwining of physical attributes
and clear boundaries with people belonging to a place (Altman, 1975; Farkisch et al.,
2015). As a social regulation mechsm, territoriality provides both the minimum
space needed that is less distracted by others, thus provides and maintains a certain
level of comfort and privacy; and a larger space to satisfy other social drives and
motives in a limited physical settirag the same time (Proshansky et. al., 1970). In
other words, territoriality acts as a mean towards achieving a desired level of privacy
by regulating social interaction which in return avoids social conflict and
miscommunication (Altman, 1975). In this Bed, spatial separation is
instrumentalized to provide different settings for different activities; achieve different
levels of privacy needed for each activitus to prevent conflict (Brower, 1980).

Yet, the tension between the invader and the teyritontroller vary in relation to
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many factors. For instance, regarding human territoriality at the city scale, lot layout
and type of boundaries and degree of penetration between public and private domains

vary among different cultures (Porteous, 1976).

As discussed previously, territorialipromotesa sense of personal identgince he
development and maintenance of an identity is directly relatéoetacquisition of

places and things which enable individuals to define and evaluate thedessliy

and communicate it to others (Proshansky et. al., 1970). Thus, laying claim to
particular places, beds and chairs not merely guarantee the satisfaction of biological
and social needs, but also to preserve a sense of personal identity (Altman and
Haythan cited in Proshansky et. al., 1970). It is also claimed that well founded sense
of space and welllefined conception of personal territories foster a-deefined sense

of the self (Sell, 1983).

Moreover, i a similar vein to the ideas set forth by Neav{1972) in the theory of
6defensible spaced, Taylor (1988) <cl ai ms
every day practices, may serve to analyze and overcome certain social problems and

mi ght | ead to effectiveolsd.utlimntshiid rceoqg
that problems of disorder such as crime; fear of crime and vandalism has direct
relations with territorial functioning. For instance, when a common space is perceived

as a group territory, sense of group identity is likelyemerge as well as a sense of

place and belonging between the residents which in return increases surveillance
(Edney, 1976; Cooper and Sarkissian cited in Lay, 1998). Besides, territoriality at the
scale of residenti al s psanseeof sattsfactiom,gplace e n h &
attachment and social cohesiveness (sense of community) which is also directly
related to the physical organization of the setting (Ono, 2001). Thus, territorial
functioning can be used for the reduction of larger scale prabt#ndisorder by

influencing the perception and behavior of the offender with the presence of both

people6 e y e s 0 n,and teritorial behaviers such as surveillance mechanisms
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or territorial markers informing the offender of the caring and willingness to intervene

to intrusions of the residents (Taylor, 1988).

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

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

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

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

According to the control models, territoriality facilitate performaoicehosen
behaviors which is beneficial for humans.

2.1.2. Human Territoriality

6Man is a kind of animal that |lives by
and by the plans he makes. He is a restless, searching arienhas been
selected for speed; he is quitkperceive and quick to decidée tends
towards oversimplificatiortoward prejudice, and toward going off half
cockedHe has been called aggressive and territorial, and probably
correctly.But he is also loyal to his group, and size of the group totwimné
is loyal mayvary widely. He is fascinated by violence and intolerant of
boredom. He iguick and efficient, at his best under diffictitcumstances,
eager to learn,d explore, and to act.
He seeks and creates
& Kaplan, 1973:77/8

Territonality is born out of ethological studies. Animals utilize territoriality mainly

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

in humans similar to animals, the way territoriality takes shape and is translated into
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physical space varies widely due to the impact of culture and civilization in humans
(Madanipour, 2003). Territorial behaviors differ in humans since they are by sol
hereditary but also modified by culture and learning. Hence, human territoriality is
defined as a set of transmitted answers to particular problems which vary across
different cultural contexts (Gold, 1982). In this regard, territoriality studies d take

into account speciespecific ecological adaptations that affect spatial, temporal,

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

Taylor (1988) claims that, hominids demonstrated territorial functioning, exclusive
use of an areaentered around the home base, due to certain advantages such as
reduced exposure of offspring to predators, more time for parenting, decreased hazards
from travelling, and spatially and temporally stable allocation of resources. Yet, a
larger territorial gstem was developed within small groups in order to cooperate for
hunting and defense against predators or resource competitors. In this regard,
territorial system based on small groups may have increased the fithess of these groups
and allowed them to elxe. Hence, territoriality is gpatialbehavior grounded on

small group structure which emerged from cooperation not competition and it
facilitated group functioning. Later, as civilization emerged and larger groups started
to live first in villages thamn larger units as well as labor division, the importance of
territory as a resource base declined and territories based on functional groupings
emerged. Accor di napthropologi€®dvatemphastedd2he ®l@ df, O
kinship over territoriality ér the preindustrial societies as the major principle of
soci al o rwihike narriro@ality ie® alsd directly associated with intra and
intergroup relations. For instance, some groups did aggressively maintain their
territories while others were carit with loosely defined ones in that period. In this
regard, territorial control was mainly dependent on the exact resource endowment
available and forms of cultural adaptations. Yet, social groups magtdo exploit
resources or allow movement betwasfierent groups rather than direct exclusive

use of territory (Gold, 1982).
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In this context, there are two lines of thought regarding human territoriality, embracing
a naturenurture controversy. Part of scholars address the notion as an expression of
biological functions, while the others refer to it as a manifestation of sociocultural
patterns that vary across space and time (Van Vliet, 1983). First line of thought regard
human territoriality as an instinctive predisposition, a basis for social remylaii
means of channeling aggression, and a mechanism for resource allocation. Hence,
human territoriality is regarded as homologous to animals. The others approach human
territoriality as analogous to animals due to cultural processes and learningsabiliti
enabling adaptations in humans. According to these scholars, although there are
similarities between the two notions, the underlying processes are significantly
different in animal and human territoriality (Gold, 1982). Yet, man exhibits territorial
behavior driven from an instinctive base, while it is heavily modified by cultural
conditioning (Porteous, 1977)n this regard, humans are predisposed toward
territorial behaviors through instinct whereas learning determines the intensity and
form of terribrial actions. Hence, animal territoriality serves mainly survival functions
while in humans it is used as a tool

dimensions (Bell et. al., 1990).

In animal studies, territoriality refers to laying claim to, marking for identification and
defending against intrusion a portion of space by animals and these acts are associated
with survival instincts such as mating, guarding food supplies and protéegmest.
Whereas, human territoriality gefined byHirschon and Gold1982)as beingfar

more varied, less consistent and less predictable. For instance, in addition to the
survival instincts, human territoriality serves far more complex social meadding
identity and seHlactualization processes as well as purely symbolic purposes such as
conveying status. Human territoriality is also less consistent and more adaptive, since
it has developed gradually over time and passed over generations ttiveygbcess

of socialization. Human territoriality involves claiming space by occupancy, which
may be permanent or temporary, and also personalization and marking for conveying

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

homologous

Animal territoriality is connected to physiological needs such as survival, while
human territoriality is rather linked with higher needs such as identity; status and
recognition (Gold, 1982). Human territoriality is analogous to ahtenatoriality also

with respect to relations between territorial ownership; territory size and social status.
For instance, the size and allocation of offices is a reflection of the extent of the
business and the status of the office occupant. On lilee band, large territories are

not always a sign of higher social status, for instance a large country estate may be
exchanged for a penthouse based on preferences of the user and the physical location
is also a mediating factor in this process (Edney4l3Humans also use a complex
amalgam of types of ownership and status relationship for laying claim upon a
territory. The most unique type is that
somebody is used by another for a prescribed period umnréor a fee (Sommer,

1969).

Human beings also have distinctive territorial needs such as tendency to systematic
territorial exploration; enlargement and modification. In addition to this, man also
perceive, conceive and organize each territory difterefAnderson and Tindall,
1972).The main distinct features of human nature related to territoriatiéisted by

Sell (1983 as;tool making, abstraction of thought, learning over instinct, change in
behavior along life cycle and relation between h@me the resource basResulting

from ability to make tools, territorial behavior in humans can also be exhibited on
things rather than solely on places. In addition to this, people can bring familiar things
into new territories in order to adapt. Humaas @lso reshape the environment into
familiar patterns in order to fitn return reproduction of the environment also fosters

attachment to that environment. Abstraction of thought enables humans to attain
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territorial feelings over ideasinfamiliar environments (such as the whole national
land), and even the creation of abstract territories by dreaming and remembering.
Although territorial behavior may be based on instinct, territorial behavior in humans
is far more flexible due to the diby of learning over instinct. In addition to behavior

in territory, the range, utilization and attachment to territory also vary greatly along
the lifespan of humans. The last but not least distinction is that people are becoming
less and less dependemt a single territory for their necessities. Although hdrase

still has a special meaning, people roll between multiple territories. In this regard,
human territoriality cannot be seen solely as innate, but a continuum of degrees of
identification with paces based on transactions among people and (&&l&sl 983).

Thus, identiication ofthe different resource bases is an important subject of human

territoriality studies

In this regard, Gold (1982:46) claims that human territoriality briefly corapref

d he network of pat hs .dhesk pgths and @lacestmray vi si t a
sometimes overlap, while the contradiction is resolved through temporal and spatial

orders. Inotherwords6 par ti cul ar forms of boluseded space
/mo v e a lam gatled asneéritory (Scheflen and Ashcraft, 197&iénce it can

be claimed that human territoriality is a dynamic notion which transform with respect

to different time intervals and locations.

Human territoriality is occasionallysaociated with active defense particularly by

those who acknowledge direct links between human and animal territorial functioning.

On the contrary, the notion of &6l aying claim
access and control over the area isenalid in humanshan active defenséaying

claim to an area can be in various forms such as creating, maintaining, or highlighting

boundaries, or use of signs, markers, labels (Taylor, 1988). In this regard, behaviors

that maintain territorial form argefined by Scheflen and Ashcraft (1976) as; (i) cues

and signs, (ii) monitors and disciplinary actions, (iii) synchrony, (iv) gating, (v)

cognitive images and (vi) conceptions and affects. These behaviors helpidgscrib
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modifying and manipulaing territorial forms as well asusng and abug them
(Scheflen and Ashcrafi976).

Besides territoriality, its rules; mechanisms and symioéd are usedare also
distinctive in humansvhich also have a dynamic character thatolve over time

(Gold, 1982).For instance, érritory, which can be regarded as the extension of the
organismjs marked by visual, vocal and olfactory sigdence, territorial marking is

an essential part of territorial behaviors. Yiatanimalsterritorial markinginvolve
urination, eééfecation, release of glandular secretions or vocal cues. Similarly, humans
al so personalize or mark their territory
occupants or users. However, man has invented indigenous ways of marking his own
territory. Disinct from animals, man has created material extensions of territoriality
by his ability to reshape the territory as well as visible and invisible territorial markers.

In this regard, humans rather use symbols, objects, and artifacts such as; insignias,
fences, and nameplates. In addition to this, distinction between private property that
is the territory of an individual, and public property that is the territory of the group is
carefully made, and removal of boundary markers and trespass upon the tefritory
another man are punishable acts in human societies (Hall, 1969; Altman, 1975). Yet,
territorial behavior may solely be used to achieve purely symbolic purposes in human
beings (Brower, 1980).

In this context boundary relations appear as a prominantion in human
territoriality. Hence, according to Sell (198@)ritories are weltlefined spaces when
their boundaries are known by their occupants. In this regard, Taylor (1988: 275) puts
forth the creation and maintenance of boundaries in humatotigiity as follows;

drerritorial functioning, at the most basic level, involves a segmentation of space;

| ocations are differentiated into those 6
or another. As part of this allocation process boundariescaeated or maintained.

They are selectively permeable: Certain people at certain times, or for certain
purposes, are allowed to enter one spatial segment from another, or to cross the
boundary. The boundary may be cleatt or fuzzy, agreed upon or dispaie
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acknowledged by others or ignored, and consistent or variable. Nonetheless, this
process of spatial di fferentiation is fundam

Furthermore it is also important to note that boundara® not solely used for
absolute sparation between different territories but they may also act as interface
zones in which diverse territories and their occupants intermif@e instance,
Farkish et al. (2015) put forth in their study that traditional neighborhood centers as
semipublicterritories function as a boundary between public and private territories,
thus foster and encourage resident's territoriality feeling. Thus, boundaries do not
make a territory more or less accessible but rather define its borders to accommodate
its speciic use and providéhe needed level of privacy. In this regard, Karrholm
(2007:447) denotes that,

ol t seems t hat making accessible (and, in ot
equated with the erasing of boundaries. In fact, the opposite seeméikalyeThe

access to space has to be subdivided (in time or space) to accommodate different uses

and to make room for as many different categories of users as possible. A certain

degree of territorial differentiation and super positioning could very tnitig about

a much greater degree of accessibility. Spatial rules and conventions are necessary if

we areto be abletoact(and-eoct ) at al |l 6.

All'in all, Edney (1974) states that the main distinguishing factors between animal and
human territorialitycan be listed as follows;
1 Human territoriality has a learned rather than a genetic basis.

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

1 Animal territoriality primarily serve biological needs (sheltegdasources),
whereas forh u ma tesitéries may serve secondary purposes such as
recreation.

1 Animals usually use single territory and for continuous periods of time, while
humans maintain several territories (home, office etc.) in different locations
and more temporarily (e.g., tables at a restaurant).
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At this point it is alsomportant to note that even though all people emlasbnse of
territoriality, the notion islsonot generic but varies with respect to other determinant
factors. These factors include, i. Personal Factors (age, sex, personality and
competence of the imddual), ii. The Social Context (social climate, social class, and
level of competition for resources among the group), iii. The Physical Context
(discussed within the defensible space theory developed by Oscar Newman which put
forth the effect of physiddayout on territorial feeling and behavior of individuals
which in return affect the infringements over that territory), and iv. Cultural Factors

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

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

In addition to these, territ@l claimsin humansmay be either permanent as in the

scale of personal space or temporal such as the occupation of sideywaksmercial

uses (Habraken, 2000). As in the case of occupation of sidewalks by stores or cafes,
duilt form may suggest tetary but it is the ongoing act of occupation that fixes the

actual extent of the | ai mo . Hence, the built environ

of territories, however these margins may shift temporally with the acts of agents, in
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other words we can observo s hi fting spati al cl ai ms
(Habraken, 2000:130) (Figuge2).
fixed
X //'.‘
workspace \5\& %
8 "}O home
< o5
& &
A2
sidewalk '
temporal - “TIME permenant
non-fixed

Figure2.2. Shift in territorial claims along with spagene
(Drawn by the author based on Habraken, 2000).

In this context, Taylor (1988) puts forth theifferent approaches to human

territoriality based on conceptualizations of the notion according to its position on the

conti nuaods nmakeyaintapersogal funktien, linkage with space and

spatial extenof territoriality (Figure 2.3).

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

certain behaviors occur in certain territorial behaviors and sentiments behaviors, attitudes and sentiments territories are limited in scope and
situations, given the physical, social accrue power to individuals/groups are heavily place dependent, certain actualy quite small
and cultural characteristics of the ‘home court advantage’ locations allow or promote certain
situation kinds of territorial functioning

1 1 1 1

1 | | 1

| 1 | 1

1 1 | 1

| 1 | 1

| 1 | |

| 1 | 1

' ' '

Primarily Cognitive Cooperation Primarily Socially and/or Spatially Unlimited
or/and Affective territoriality promotes orderly social Culturally Determined territories can be any size, ranging

the meaning, associated affect, and interaction between individuals or behaviors, attitudes and sentiments from personal space to nation states
perception of a location is prime groups are socially and culturally determined
determinant of how people behave in ‘good fences make good neighbors’
them

Figure2.3. Dimensions of human territorialiffprawn by the author based on Taylor, 1988).
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In terms of makeup of the notionhuman territoriality is a broad term comprising both
behavior and cognition patterns related to a place (Gifford, 1997; Taylor, ¥383).

basi c concepts related t o spaae(fixedormaing),i t or i
defense, possession, mii¢y, markers, personalization, control, and exclusiveness of

u s @&adney, 1974:962). Hence, the term has many connotations and definitions while

some of them and key concepts are summarized ifolibeving table
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author

Parr,
1965/1970

Stea,
1965/1970

Brower,
1965

Sommer,
1966

Altman,
1968

Hall, 1969

Proshansky
Ittleson, and
Rivlin,

1970

Table 2.1. Conceptions dwmanterritoriality andkey concepts

conceptualization

territory is the space aimdividual or a member of a closéahit group
(family, gang etc.), in joint tenancy, claims as his or their own,
defend (Parr, 1965/1970:12).

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

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

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

encompasses temporally durable, preventive, and reactive behg
including perceptions, use, and defense of places, people, objec
ideas by means of verbal, satbrker and environmental pro
behaviors in response to properties of the environmetjsageared
to satisfying certain primary and secondary motivational state
individuals and groups (Altman,1968:10 cited in Skaburkis, 1974:

behavior by which an organism characteristically lays claim to
area and defends it against members of its own species (Hall, 19¢

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

laying claim to
an area

possession

laying claim to
an area

possession

laying claim to
an area

control

key concepts

defense

defense

defense

behaviors
including

perceptions, use

and defense

defense

establishing
boundaries

over places,
people, objects
and ideas

particular
segment of
space
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author

Gold,
1982

Taylor,
1988

Table 2.1(continued)Conceptions omuman territoriality and key concepts

conceptualization

Many activities are organized ontarritorial basis, and a significan
proportion of human behavior is directed, explicitly or implicit
towards partitioning space and towards maintaining the territor
and boundaries so formedéTerr
space with connotins of attachment and exclusiveness. Hel
territoriality refers to the processes and mechanisms by which pg
establ i sh, mai ntain and def e
encompass the network of paths and places to visit and use; the|
overlap while the contradiction is resolved through temporal g
spatial orders (Gold, 1982:446).

éan interlocked system of at
areé specific to a particul g
whiché in the cont ext noaflgraumad a
wholeé reflect and reinforce

degree of excludability of use, responsibility for, and control g
activities in these specific sites (Taylor, 1988: 81).

attachment and
exclusiveness

attitudes,
sentiments, and
behaviors

key concepts

defense,
habitual use

excludability of
use,
control

establishing and
maintaining
boundaries

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

territoriality and selfidentitywhich the author discusses as follows

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

Defense and ControControlof territory can be maintained by exclusive use,
dominance, marking, avoidance and many other mechani8itisough
aggressive defense is often noted in ethological studies as a control
mechanismit is utilized as a lastesort mechanismby animals. Besides,
control of territory is more important in humans than overt defense in normal
situations. Aggressive defense is utilized only at times that are considered
deviant and criminal such as burglasy war , when threats
relying on social intercourse to maintain claim. Humans rather use verbal and
nonverbal communication (displays, rituals, manners etc.) and marking
behaviors to maintain control. Control of the territory provideway of
organizing the environment around the needs and goals of the occupant such
as access to resources, provision of privacy and social interaction, and
maintenance of a stable base within an individual can operate and develop.
Control over territory mayalso be exchanged temporally, especially in
common spaces.

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

In the urban era, although there are complex and wide range of needs and
access to multiple territosefor those needs and alserritorial behavior
variances developmentally and temporallyspatiotemporal fixing of
occupancies and functions is still importdot the orderly exchange of
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materials, ease and comfort of the usAdditionally, multiple territories are
used mainly for secondary needs and especially children and elderly still rely
to their primary territories (rahome to satisfy their needs.

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

the size and allocation of territories is relatethsocial hierarchy.

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

Territoriality and Self Identity:Territory promotes the formation of self
identity and thus enables the occupant to be recognized as an individual by
others. Territoriality provides the needed level of privaitys allows the

occupant to be alone, which enabl es the
Hence, a wellefined territory supports a walefined ego. Territory, that is
the physical environmendimageariteanageei nf or c e s

one wshes to project on others or develop. In this regard, territory can be
defined as a sefflace system in which intensity of association with the place
helps define selidentity. Attachment to certain places is also resulting from
the degree of relatioreween a territory and sense of identity. (Sell, 1983).
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Moreover, there are also related environnidn¢havior concepts to territoriality, that
are often used interchangeably, which are; personal space, jurisdiction, home range,
attachment to place andiyacy. Their similarities and differences are discussed by

Taylor (1988) as follows;

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

Jurisdiction over spackis defined as the right of access to a particular bounded
area, similar to territories. They are larger than personal spaces but smaller
than territories. However, jurisdictions are dependent on the functional role
assigned to the holder, therefore theyraoee temporary and withdrawn when

the role assigned is accomplished such as in the case of the electrician or the
plumber given access to the home territory for a short while.

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

Attachment to spachéas resemblances with territoriattitudes, whereas
attachment is applicable to larger scales such as nations and less depgndent o
physical space.

The relation betweeprivacyand territorial functioning is twéold. Degree of
desired level of privacy sought may determine territorial functioning, while
once in that territory occupants also enjoy other benefits.

Behavior settingsre regularly occurring, temporally and spatially bounded
persorenvironment units. Territorial functioning serves to maintain behavior
settings by territorial markers signaling appropriate kind of behavior in a
setting and by physical and behavioral proessthat support the behavior
setting programs (Taylor, 1988).
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Al l in all, Ohuman t er r iagirothe faldowing flo&« can be L

diagram

laying claim to

communicating ownership

——— OFA TO
controlling and defending N .
lusi specific geographic area regulate social interactions =
exclusive use
definable physical space attain desired level of privacy o
‘TERRITORY’ recognition and social interaction |3
=
—— ABOUT identity P
how people use, BY through geographical fixation
organise themselves in feeli £ distincti
and give:meaningto occupants/users eeling of distinctiveness L
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Figure2.4. Human Territoriality

2.2. Territoriality and Spatial Organization

There are three main lines of thought regarding man environment relations which area:
environment al determinismo; environment al
probabilismd. Yet , ph yegplaioiaglcomplextineemplayiomi sm f al |
environment, actor and behavior. In addition to this, it ignores the influence of social
characteristics and personal attributes such as competence level of the individual in

this relation (Porteous, 1977). Hence, the r@abetween physical environment and

territorial functioning cannot be induced to one of a deterministic relation, but is more

of a probabil i st i ctheerwitomnrtent ocan be mMampulatdditos r egar d
promote or hinder certain behavid@rs ( P s, 197 &58)uather than as a determinant

of behavior.

Territoriality is a basiaotionboth guiding marenvironment relations and enabling

us to understand these relations. Territoriality functions at various scales from intra
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individual (the individug), interindividual (the small group) to the community level

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

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

Figure2.5. The Citadel Gate, Cairo, 1864
(Sourcehttp://monovisions.com/wgontent/uploads/2017/05/caiegyptin-the-19th-century1860s
1880svintageeverydaylife-05.jpg

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

determinants of how that space will be used, while the functions and meanings are
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also affected by social and cultural patterns (Castell, 2010). Though the impact of
physical form on territorial functioning is naregligide, it has a variant effect with
respect to scale of territory. In tldentext,Porteoug1976:385) puts forth the relation
between the scale of territory; territorial control and physical environbsesgd on

Hall (1969 as follows;

QAt lower levels oferritoriality, such as personal space, personal control is
predominant, but fixed space is absent. At more extensive levels of

territoriality, such as t hfeaturesghtcevi dual 6s

is dominant, but personal control is stronggduced because of the presence
of othersd

2.2.1. Territorial Production and Types of Territories

6The human body i mplies
Therefore, being in a public space is partaking in a game of instant territorial
reconfiguration, shifting as peoplese things: sitting on benches, waiting for buses, parking
cars, entering telephone booths, standing by the sidewalk.
A game of fleeting spatial claims and territorial inclusions follows the flow of use within the
contextual setting of a given public spa 6
d Habraken, 2000:160

Karrholm, (2007) argues that, territorial production occurs everywhere while these
territories can be either permanent or temporary. Territorialities are produced in
different ways; in different contexts; by different means; ardiveerse scales such as

a nation, an wurban district, aMompaverki ng
Karrholm (2007) defines four different forms of territorial production. Primarily,
territorial strategies and tactics are intentional attemptsaitk a territory. Territorial
strategies are impersonal and planned at a distance in time and/or space from the
territory produced, whereas territorial tactics are personal relationships between the
territory and the person or group who mark it as th@rsthe other hand, territorial
associations and appropriations represent productions that are not planned or made
with the intent of producing a territory. Territorial appropriation produces territories
through a repetitive and consistent use of an aread®gyrtain person or group, these

territories are perceived by i1its wusers

terri

spac

as th

onebs regular table at a restaurant. Territ

area, characterized by a certain usage laubhat perceived by any person or group as
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At heir ownd such as bathing places, c |
addition to these, different forms of territorial production may operate at the same

place at a same or different time (Tablg)2

Table2.2. Forms ofterritorial production (Drawn by the author based on Karrholm, 2007: 441)

Forms of Territorial

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

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

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

Primary territories: Owned and used exclusively by individuals or groups,
clearly identified as theirs by othersntrolled on a relatively permanent basis,

and central in everyday lives of the occupants (E.g. home). Long terms absence
of primary territory may result in lack of sedteem and seiflentity.

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

Public territories: AImost anyone has free access and occupancy rights but
their use is restricted by laws, customs and regulations and use of these
territories are usually limited in tim@ltman, 195).

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

occupancy settings (such as deserted beaches).

Lyman and Scott (1967 cited in Sommer, 1969: 43) also asserts four types of territories

in human societiegpublic territories,home territories, interactional territories, and

body territories.Public territories such as courtyards and parks provide cstizeh

freedom of access but not necessarily of action. Home territories are public areas taken

over by groups or individugls such as chil drenés clubhouses,
In each case the regulars have a sense of intimacy and control over the area.
Interactional territories are areas where social gatherings may occur; they have clearly

marked boundaries and rules otess. Lastly there are body territories, which are

most private and inviolate spaces that belong to an individual.

These classifications on territories are also related to the proxemics studies which
investigate the spacing mechanisms in humamsng interpersonal interactions.

Proxemics studies can be briefly defined as the study of nature, degree, and effect of
spacing mechanisms in humans and how these mechanisms are related to

environmental and cultural factor$rbxemics n.d.). The proming theory of
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proxemics is developed by Hall (1969), putting forth different distances in man with
conspecific attributes. Hence, a fdoid typology is developed by Hall (1969),
including;intimate distance; personal distance; social distance; and pulidiance
(Figure 2.6). For instance, personal space can be defined as the invisible bubble
surrounding the individual to which intrusion is limited, its size varies among different
species while it may also change with respect to seasonal or other rlaghved as
according to groups hierarchy (Gold, 1982). Hence, this classification on diverse
distances also corresponds to different territories at the +sd@ie in which humans

initiate different behaviors.

Intimatc Public

(@on. 0 (o> r@‘ ; ST

N

= | : :
o= e 4

Distance Relationships Amoog People 12'0" or more
(Hall)

Figure2.6. Proxemics by Hall (1969).
(Source: (On the left) http://www.northernarchitecture.us/intedesign2/images/3095_66_172.jpg,
(On theright) http://proxemics.weebly.com/uploads/1/8/7/4/1874719/1877266.jpg?330x323)

In this regard, Hll (1969) also defined three types of spacef/territory, which provide

the desired physical configuration for the different needs associated with each level of

proxemics:

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

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

Informal Spaceonnotes to the distances maintained in encounters with others.
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In a similar veinGoffman (19 1) sets the concept of &écl ai ms
organization and territories as the prominent type of these claims. Hence, he classifies

territories in terms of their organization. In this regard, three main types of territories

are defined as: ) Fixed Territories staked out geographically such as yards or houses,

(i) Situational Territories fixed equipment in a setting such as park benches and

restaurant tables, and (ilgocentric Territorieswhich move with the claimant such

from personaspace to possessions like handbags and purses.

Last but not least, Newman (1972) puts forth a hierarchical typology for territories

referring to four main categories (Figur&)2with each level having different degrees

of personalization, ownership, amontrol; Private spaces such as oneds hom
studentds room, or a workstation are those t
also highly defended. Supporting territories are eitbemiprivate or Semipublic

Semiprivate spaces referto resided | ounges in dormitories, S
residential complexes, or areas of privatelyned space, like the front gardens of

houses that are under the surveillance of others; while semipublic spaces include such

places as corner stores, local tavears] sidewalks in front of houses. Semiprivate

spaces tend to be owned in association, while semipublic are not owned by the users,

who nevertheless, still feel they have some possession overRiobiic spacesre

peripheral territories which are not pessed or personalized or claimed by users.

Newman (1972) claims that clear hierarchical definition of territories in urban space

is the key to achieving security which is a fundamental human need.
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Figure2.7. Spatial hierarchy created through the formation of different territories.
(On theleft) Soucehttp://weaggregate.org/media/files/2ab4b2e9e55386b530eee85ea608d368.jpg)

Moreover, Taylor (1988) defined four types of settimgwhich territorial functioning
occur according to their o&écent ()®Bpacesy o6 (r
within residential settingqii) Spaces immediately outside residen¢&$ Regularly

used settinggworkspace etc.)and (iv) Pullic locations, temporary territories
Regarding this classification, space becomes less multifunctional moving towards the
spaces that are of highest centrality to the lowest (such as the home vs public library).
Besides, group boundaries also dissolve lamthdaries between occupants and-non
occupants become less visible. Although similar causal processes regarding territorial
functioning are applicable to settings of varying centrality, both territorial strategies
and consequences of territorial functiogiand the salience of type of consequences
(psychological, social psychological, ecological) vary according to the type of space
(Taylor, 1988).

Besidestheir formations territorial boundaries betweadtifferent territories such as

the private and puldirealms may shift both horizontally and verticatyer time
These shifts also result in variances in territorial depth. In the horizontal axis, lot
divisions can be shifted in times of urban densification for building bigger or more
masses within the s@e territory of the block, public streets can be enlarged towards

the private lots due to traffic, dead end streets can be transformed into controlled
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spaces of the smal/l community, such as
neighbors may negotiate $hift the boundary or even remove it at the backyards of

the dwellings. In the case of urban densification, increasing density not only results in
the enlargement of the private territory but also leads to an increase in the territorial
depth. In the veital axis, private territory may run over the public territory in the
form of O6écovered streetso6 or sidewal ks

private use (Habraken, 2000).

All'in all, it is also important to note that the main principle ofitenial organization

of urban built environment can be noted as the continuity, that is the flow, between
differentterritoriesfrom the most private to publi¥et, the territorial claims, duration

of this claim and defense mechanisms to protect each dalivergent at each scale
(Table 2.3).

Table2.3. Territorial categories and territorial claims at each level

Duration of
Territorial Territ_orial Territ_orial Defense
Author Category Claim Claim High A Low
High A Low TemporaryA
Permanent
Altman Primary

Newman Private
Family Private

Rappoport | yividual Private

Altman Secondary

Newman Sem! Pu_blic
Semi Private

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

2.2.2. Territorial Organization of Urban Space

Urban space takes its form with the use of territorial boundaries. These boundaries can
be physical such akecity walls and gated residential developmesysnbolic agor
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the periphery ad the center or psychologicak betweerresidential areasvith
diverging sociceconomic profiles. Besides, territoriality occurs in urban space at
di f f er efnotn inforenal smalssrale Gsocial netweblased level as in the street
block neighborhods to larger scale in the form of property ownership to national
boundarie®é ( Ca st e Yel,territ@i@ dr@ganiZzatjon has unique connotations at

each scale of the urban environment (FiguB.

d4f

Interpersonal
=1 ‘Our space
Social control
Weak ties

PRIVATENESS

Impersonal
Anyones’ space
Independency
Anonvmity

i

Figure2.8. Different scales of territories in urban space (Castell, 2010:10)

PUBLICNESS

In this context, therera different conceptualizations developed for understanding
mari environment relations with respect to territorial organizatiburban spaceln

this regard, there are four main theories developed by Parr (1965/70), Stea (1965/70),
Roos (1968 cited in Pmous, 1977), and Porteous (1977) respectively (F2%e

Observation of different territorialities produced by individuals, as well as their orbit
in-between these territories is prerequisite in order to develop an extensive
understanding of maanvironment relations within a specific territory. In this context,

Parr (1965/1970) developed a simple model
with his environment based on territoriality. In this model, the space claimed and
defended by individualsr gr oups as their own is def i
wider space through which an individual habitually or occasionally roams is defined

as the O6orbito. Furthermore, the orbit m
office); as well ashe traversed or irregularly occupied spaces. The model also
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propounds elaborate investigation on frequency and duration of tenure as well as the

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

The territorial organization of urban space cannot be studied without taking into

account the attributes of the physical environment. The physical environment effects

and even shapes territorfainctioningespecially at smaller scales. Hence, it can be

claimed that different designs of the environment, reveals different territorialities. In

this regard, Stea (1965/1970) puts forth a conceptualization based on the territorial

behavior of urban dwellers on a daily basis. In the model, inhabited portioacd sp

by an individual or a group is defined as th
occupants and occasional visitors; the cumulative of frequently visited territorial units

and paths taken to reach t hethesomaditetalup t he 06t

territorial clusters of a given community ma

Stea (1965/1970) also highlights that, these territorial units have certain properties
such as: size, shape, number of units, extensiveness, type of bournmhry, a
differentiation and relatedness which has direct influences on territorial functioning.
Furthermore, he notes that the perceived nature of units, clusters and complexes can
be examined through the use of mental mépsaddition to this a change in the
defining characteristics of territorial units effects the behaviors that occur within it,
and conversely change in the behavior pattern alters the territory. In other words, the
alteration in shape, size, boundedness and differentiation of the terwtastdr or

the territorial unit alters the behavior of individuals. For instance, the increase in the
permeability of external boundaries of territories within office spaces results in the
loss of autonomy and psychological stress related to the restricti alternative

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

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

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

area mostly occupied by the individual; and home as the area slept in.

© : TERRITORIAL
TERRITORY O UNIT
—_— OREIT O TERRITORIAL | TERRITORIAL
© O CLUSTER COMPLEX
PARR, 1265/1€ STEA, 1965/1e
= F’ER&ONAL} MCcRO
HOME SPACE SCALE
NEIGHBORHOOD | SCALE
RANGE MACRO ‘HOME-BASE'
CTY | gcale
'HOME-RANGE'
ROOS, 198 PORTECUS, 1911

Figure2.9. Main theories on territorial organizati@f urban space
(Drawn by the author based on Parr, 1965/70; Stea, 1965/70; Roos, 1968; and Porteous, 1977).

Another conceptualization is developed by Porteous (1977) which presents a trifold
series of nested spaces in daily life, each scale havingpésifis territorial
connotations that are the micro space of the personal spacespaesmf the housing
territory such as in the neighborhoods and the macro space of th&agty.scale

defined by Porteous (19y@an be briefly discussed as follows;

The Micro Scale: Personal Space

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

a bench, and even reach collective scales such as a small group occupying a restricted
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space. Thus, personal space is rather mobile when ittiassociated with fixed

feature elements of the environment (Porteous, 1977).

The Meso Scale: Home Base

Secondly, there is the mespace which is the larger sepermanent and serstatic

space actively defended by an individual or a small primary gienpitorial units of
mesospace are mainly static but they can also be relocated at intervals; such as the
house and the yard. Mespace is often termed as the helbase, corresponding to

an area operating as the base for the individual or a small growpich mainly
housing needs such as resting, reproducing etc. are met (Porteous, 1977).

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

to the more collective level of neaome territories in which other needs aatisfied

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

of considerable interest for understanding the dialebgtween individuals
and | ocal societybo.

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

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

Yet, home base can also be divided into smaller units. In this regard; three types of
territories are used in the study of the neighborhoods in Baltimore by Taylor et. al.
(1981) ashome; neathome and ofblock territory. Another study is conducted by
Kusenbach (2008) in which a four scale hierarchy is used referring 4wasedpories

for the home efraveée ofncpedping: widot h si mil ar
economic status owalkihghdstanceunkighborheolls e au It teir s
fromr esi dents wal ki ngt raedat thatwmddie dlecki@eiphbdisi t s ;
knowi ng each other by f ac enicrasettingss hahi olg s

is the smaller groups with more connections within the street block (Zdble

Table2.4. Hierarchy of urban communities (Kusenbach, 2008:232)

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

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

especially forthe neighborhood planning studies. One of the most important issues
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that neighborhood planners have been concerniedsithe limits of walking distance
for children, in order to determine the appropriate distance, standards, to locate
playgrounds and schools (Van Vliet, 1983). Hence, previous studies reveal that,
increase in the extension of home base of children sed@n factors such as;
socioeconomic status and soetdhss related variablesuch as car ownership and
child-rearing valuesurban and suburban livingvhich differentiates the distance to

reach activity spaces, and akge and sekvVan Vliet, 1983).

Besides, territoriality at this scale manifests itself in various forms. In this regard,

maintenance of the home, the space in front of the home and even the sidewalk in front

o f t he home; personalization of thbe exterio
identity of the owner (O60the personal i mprint
common forms of manifestations (Hirschon and Gold, 1982). The variations at this

scale is discussed by Habraken (2000:194) as follows;

06The r el at i o nanthterjitoryisenheneaténornts of enclosure:
housing compounds, halls, and rooms are defined by perimeter walls. Network
forms, such as the street net that defines urban blocks, still represent enclosure
forms. But at a scale larger than physical estlire, networks and supply

forms may invite territorial interpretat.
I n this context, me s ohousimgy afl thee individuapand tlskee s o f b o
small primarygroup i n the form of clusterand apart men

t hree @r h o meBesides, whiert agmoyp 8hares a common sense of belonging
to a territory adé g r o u p-b ahseandeges as in the ethnic and small street
neighborhoods. (Porteous, 1977). In other words, home base can reach collective

levels sub as the scale of the neighborhood.

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

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

Home range can be defined as the area encompassing the regularly visited locations

of an individual. For instance, the home and adjoining spaces, working space and
regularlyvisited bar of a person. Planners and geographers often refer to it is as the
bactivity spaced of the individual,, and
intensively wused are referred as the o6c
surrounds vible territories of the individual. In other words, different territories are

nested within the home range. The degree of control over and excludability also differs
between the home range and lower scale territories. The resources in home range are
publicand do not need exclusion, whereas the resources in lower scale territories are

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

Gelwicks (1970:149 cited in Anderson and Tindall, 1972:1) defines home range as the
Gseries of linkage and settings traversed and occupied by the individual in his normal
activitie® . I n addition to these, home range
children, as well as discontinuous: a set of separated noted as for adults (Anderson and
Tindall, 1972). Besides, the extension of home range is regardedhiaspr er equi s
a healthy physical, soci al a (Bdinercaody ni t i v
Connoly, 1974 cited in Van Vliet, 1983: 567).

2.2.2.1.Territorial Organization of Urban Space at the Meso Sale
@nce form is present, life makes use of it, adjusting it and adjusting to it,

offeringevesc hangi ng territorial interpretat)]
0 Habraken, 2000:156

The most important notion regarding the territory and the desiguilbenvironment

is the provision of territorial boundaries. In this context, the importance of clear
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boundaries and the hierarchical regularity of the environment through division of
public, private and senpirivate territories both at concrete and sytitbievels have

been at the focus of environmental design studies (Madanipour, 2003; Newman, 1972;
Salvesen, 2002 cited in Farkisch et al., 20A5}his respect, provision of public and
private territorial zones within the territorial continuum both Wéneom and
contribute to the individual and collective residential quality of life (Taylor and
Brower, 1985)Yet, development of spatial hierarchies through boundary mechanisms
which enable the provision of different levels of territories from privajgublic is a

vital issue especially at the scale of near home territ(hmmebase)(Figure2.10.

Yet, it is important that residential environments have the public spaces for holding
the community together and fostering social cohesion; as welhatgsipaces, which

refer to homes, secured from intrusiaf®utsiders.

Intaior
L= 11
Epese

Sermiprivate m Semipubliz

Garden aparimant
24 1o 35 cu/scre

.

il Public

Figure2.10. Spatial hierarchy in near home territories.
(Sourcehttp://www.defensiblespace.com/images/cds/chap1/figd@ gif)

In this context, design considerations related to territoriality are listed by Ono (2001)
as; presence of clear demarcation lines between different types of territories that
residents mainta a sense of identification with space and prevent intrusion,

maintenance of both private and public domains providing a gradual transition

between each, facilitation of use through encouraging residents to use especially semi
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private and sempublic zons, and flexibility of space for personalization enabling

residents to modify their environments. (Tablg)

Table2.5. Potential design considerati oarmundithel at ed t c
dwellings(Ono, 2001:23).
Site boundary Install border plants, a gate or fences to create site boundary to pre'
unwanted intrusion and establish community territory
Dwelling Create recessed area on ground level so that resienestablish their
Arrangement own territoriality within
Entrance area A Provide environmental cues that help residents personalization

(entries with skeleton porches or roofed overhangs for window
boxes, hanging planters or other personal additions)
A Provideenough space around the front door for such elements &
doormat
Provide transition point, from public domain to private domain si
as a private front path, a front porch, a foyer. Even if spatial
dimension is limited, grade change may be applied tderea
transition of residentsé ter
applied, such as planters, overhang or recess off the access de
A Provide individual entries as much as possible
Front yard A Leave personal planting strip between dwelling and puigén
space
A Allow front yards to be sloped or terraced toward the street to
enhance their display function and extend their territoriality from

>

dwelling
Back yard Provide screening for backyards where private activities are likely tc
occur
Others A Provide each ground level dwelling with a separate front path
(sidewdk, A Locate pedestrian ways so that residents often walk through
parking lot) communal areas on route to parking, laundry and mail box
Regulation Permit residents to modify their front ahéckyard, or to add their

personalization to their front door.

Built environment sets certain boundaries for the demarcation of different territories
within residential areas, while these boundaries may shift or even dissolve with certain
behaviors sucms entering someoneds house o0on nc¢
doorstep oabench on the sidewalk. In this regard Habraken (2000:132) denotes that
derritory interprets architectuHemce, but b
human occupation ande havi or defi nes trbhagecturaband i t or i .
urban space function in much the same way, offering an articulated context on which
i nhabitants i mpose (Habnaken, 20001323 | i nterpret;
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Furthermore, Habraken (2000) claimsttbaundary mechanisms between different

territories creates an asymmetrical relation upon being on the opposite sides of the

boundary. This asymmetry also implies a hierarchy; territories are composed of

smaller territories which are also situated in latgeritories. This nested character of

territories can be investigated based ondhe er r i t or i a |lthatdietpet h o f spa
number of boundaries needs to be crossed while moving from outer public space to

the innermost private territory. Hence, differdrtritorial structures are directly

related to urban from. Different spatial organizations, such as row house urban tissue

or courtyard houses tissue, provide various types of territorial depths with each scale

creating different territories (Habraken,@®) (Figure 2.11)

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

Figure2.11. (On the left) Territorial Depth; 3 crossings are needed to reach C from A (Habraken,
2000:139); (On the right) Different territorial sequences (Scheerlinck, 2012:1)

In this context, plot layout, territorial structure of lot divisions: walls etc. and ground

floor arrangements are the major physical parameters that define the territorial depth

(Figure 2.12 and 2.13)n addition to physical form, patterns of use and octiopa

also determines the variety of territorial configuration. The same housing form may

have different territorial or functional interpretation (Habraken, 2000). Habraken

(2000) further explains this interrelation as follows;
OWithin a fl at urban territorial struct u
form functions like a welrticulated container. Because it reflects no

predetermined territorial model, it easily accommodates a range of {@wvel
territorial situations. Coutyard house environment, as typified in Tunisia,
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exhibits more depth in the urban spaces while the houses are very territorial
i n f(ldabrakén, 2000: 148).

Semi-public territory:
Shop entrances on the
ground level

loor for the

Ing territorial depth
dimension

e

territorial
physically and visually

Figure2.12. Territorial depth on a plot ihukurambar including a gated community namely Hayat
Sebla Evleri (Drawn by the author).

.« Semi-private territory:
-1 Parking lots

in front of the
apartments

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

Public tefrit
Schools:

Figure2.13 Territoriald e pt h on a pl ot ¢klgmnsKerD@aknlbgtdecuttor).al ong B
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One of the mar physical parameters that both separate and connect different
territories as an interface zone at the meso scale are building facades 2Figure
Building facades are no longer solely private territories but an interface zone that
connects the privaterritory of the house to the public territory of the street. In this
regard, Habraken (2000:164) states that;

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

the fa-ade forms part of teritegtintheet wal | , &
suburb, that street wall is dissolved and a front yard mediates between house and
territorial bounda

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

e e e

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

line of the facade

Figure2.14. Variances on the relation between territorial boundary and buildingfd e
(Drawn by the author based on Habraken, 2000:165)

On the other hand, the relation sequence between territorial demarcation and building
form is rather fuzzy, whether demarcation comes first or after the form is settled varies
in each case. Famstance, Habraken (2000) indicates that in tHeckhtury Beijing,

urban tissue was based on walledcompounds that are accessed through gates.
Primarily, walls standing alone was settled for territorial demarcation, which defined
the extent of the eopound, and later the inner space was articulated as a sequence of

courtyards with extensive territorial depth. In this case, territorial demarcation
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preceded the form of buildings. Besides, various built forms and control distributions

may occur within te same territorial structure (Figu2els).

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

Figure2.15. Territorial variations on the urban block: A is the public space, B is the private while C is
the shared space (Drawn by the author based on Hahrak00:173)

In this context, it can be claimed that different spatial organizations are used as a tool
to create both different kinds of territories and territorial depBesides, diverse
territorial depths can be achieved based on the organizatgpaocé within the same
territorial unit.In order to separate and join different territories for diverse functions
certain types oénvironmentatiesigrtoolsare utilizedor territorial demarcatioryet,
boundary mechanisms are the premise tools inrdaion of territories and depths in
residential environments. Yet, each residential environment has its unique territorial

organization providing different territories and transition in betweesetierritories

Furthermore, Scheerlinck (201&pims that territorial depth is more than the number

of territorial boundaries cesed on the traditional privatpyblic sequence, but rather
depends on the complex configuration of proximity, permeability and delimitation of
boundaries on physical, wval and territorial levels. Besides, the quality of depth
configuration is also related to the amount, the nature, the integration value and the
structural quality of the collective spaces. Yet, in addition to the existence of collective

space, multiplicy of depth configurations with various spacing mechanisms such as
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configuration of proximity and permeability enriches the urban experience at both

individual and collective levels (Scheerlinck, 20{Rgure 2.16)

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

e e ——— — ———— — e — i — — — —_—— —— —
i I ] COLLECTIVE = INDIVIDUAL
¢ > € > € > RELATIVE DISTANCES

[
i | E (1 | DO O | BOUNDARIES

CONFIGURATION: Collective
Structure

Figure2.16. Reading depth configurations (Drawn by the author based on Scheerlinck, 2012:12)

Besides, territorial depth is also a dynamic parameter which can alter (increase or
decrease) in time as a result of interventions such as denaffi¢eatensification of

use which often result in subdivision of territory creating a new shared zone/collective

space) or rappropriation of shared space to enlarge private territory by various urban

agents (Scheerlinck, 2012).

In certain instances, thee may be limitations on the territorial autonomy. Besides,
intrusion of territory by foreign physical elements do not have to be always unwanted.
Local territory may be occupied by extraneous elements such as infrastructure at all
scales resulting from #hplay between technology, economics and situations of control
and territorial entrances may be admitted for the import of goods foFgsénstance,

urban residential water lines are mainly distributed under the street, public space,
rather than in theoundary of the private lot. In other words, territorial structure and
supply form are correlated especially at smaller scales of the house and street level,

while at larger scales this relation vanishes as {acgée utility infrastructures move

5 Habraken(2000 claims that le relation between supply forms in terwf both infrastructure and
favorable topography are also related to the configuration of the territorial organization of space.
Territorial decisions, such as location decisions for new settlements, are made based upon many
parameters including proximity existing infrastructures of supply and transportation. Hence, it can

be cl aiinefdr @ htatu®dt ures of suppl y(Habmakerm 2000: 1®5.t abl i shment
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across territorial boundaries with autonomy. Yet, territorial intrusions for
infrastructure is allowed for the sake of installation costs and efficiency in various
forms depending on the pattern of control. The form of intrusion is also related with
theform of the dwelling, such as row houses having each their own branch passing
through their territory, while highise apartment dwellingare servedn a form by

which horizontal boundaries are continually crogé¢abraken, 2000).
2.2.2.2.Residential Area as arerritory

drerritory experienced as an environmental structure
T rather than as a political, market or military domain
occurs at the relatively small humanale,tied o0 such fields of cC omi
& Habraken, 2000: 205

Residential areas or nelaome territorieghomebase)which refer to the meso scale
within the urban space are the second most important territories of urban residents
after their homedResidential environments are an important domain of quality of life
experences, besides gdo residential environments enhance individsialife
satisfaction as well as the overall sense ofsveihg (Banerjee and Baer,198%hus,
territorial organization of space is of the most importance at this scale. Henmed

of planning by neighborhoods, subdividing the city into manageable and identifiable
bounded unitshas been influential in planning and design of the earliest settlements

till today.

Yet, in order to create more comfortable living environme@atious dvisions into

social and physical units is used while theighborhood unitis a prominenbneof

these urban subdivisions (Saghatoleslami et. al., 2014). However, defining
behaviorally meaningful and unambiguous boundaries on residential environments to
derive better fit indicators and interventions have been a troubled task for planners and
policymakers due to variations among local actors (households, businesses, property
owners and local government as both the producers and consumers of the

neighborhod) on the perception theseboundaries (Galster, 2001).
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Defining residential areas as a delineated area with specific boundaries have been a
difficult task whereas measures such as physical boundaries, statistical areas, character
areas (based on bdihg type), community facility service areas (such ths
elementary school), landse and ethnic group residing in certain locales have been
used. In this context theories have been developed by many scholars in the field of
urban planning which try to sdhe extent of boundaries for urban residential
environmentsas well as central elements it should contain be summarized as
thefollowing table (Table2.6).

Table2.6. Summary oheighborhoodnodelsin planningtheory
(Source: Park and Rogers, 2014:28).

Author Population Area Central Elements Boundary
&
S 2 . Primary School
g 5 Ebenezer (1898) 5000 64ha (5 min) Other facilities Road
MacKenzie (1920)
6l ndustria’ 53 ha NB Center Green
Perry (1929) 50009000 | 64ha (5min) | EleTentary S0l | gy
202ha Elementary School
Stein (1949) - 809ha High School -
3 NB (town) 1-2 Commercial Center
50ha Playground and Nurser] -
Elementary School
6000 202ha Small Shopping i
= 12000 .
2 Engelhardt (1943) (2 NB) 809ha Middle School -
z 20000 ) High School )
(4 NB) Shopping Centre
24000 .
(Community) | 3-4 High School -
12005000 ) Children based facilitieg _
Daily shopping
High School
Nelson (1945) Social and recreational
500025000 - facilities -
Shopping center
Health center
Jacobs (1961) 100000 Mobility Political voice -
= - Street
Q " 500 6ha Facerecognition
S |Amaceronient o010 | minona | LocdGrow | Lo
) -
500010000 Local forum Geography

76



Table 2.6. (continued) Summary of Neighborhood Models in Planning Theory
(Source: Park and Rogers, 2014:28).

Author Population Area Central Elements Boundary
Transit Stop with
% Carltrophe (1993) - 64ha commercial (TOD)
'E Duany and Elementary School
2 PlaterZyberk (1994), | - 64ha Small Shopping Road
) Nellesen (1994) Bus Stop
% Transit corridor
z Farr (2007) 400 dwelling | 16-80ha Shared school with Green
adjacent NBs
Spreiregen and ALY 7284ha MBI
D 2z (200E) 2000100000 | (8 MNAVING) | =0 unity Center
= 25000 - Corner Store
g 809-1618ha .
014
Gibbs (2011) 5000 (Urban to rural) Convenience Center
16183237ha .
150002000 (Urban torural) Neighborhood Center

One of the most influential models that attempt to identify the parameters of a self
contained delimited area, the neighborho
(Figure 2.17) influenced by the ideas of Ebenekaward, which was developed in

the early 20th century as an alltdeeablic nei gh
facilities and conditions required by the average family for its comfort and proper
devel opment within (Pdrglo2icitedimRohey2009:f211).t s dv

Perry® main concern was to adapt neighborhoods to the automobile age by creating
Guperblocké by separating vehicular and pedestrian circulation, providing open
spaces and developing community life around the neighbdrbdwmol.Yet, in terms

of boundaries, the model focused on delimitation of the area basefiverminutes

walking distance to a primary schodll t hough often criticized
the basis of neighborhood planning until the 1960s (Silv&519 he unit was largely

adopted as a template for p&gorld War residential developments (Rofe, 1995). The
model was p amdote ® thd moaconysand d@abness of housing estates
built bet ween tTheunit was developed lwbHs & aervEedarea
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rel yiefgf iomi enc,y aanmnds oatst ad iy éna f(Kelbet, eri ng | oc
1968: 125127).

Nc MILE RM 7
SCHOAL = S

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

Figure217. &6 Nei ghbor hood Unité by Perry
(Sourcehttp://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/en/e/e3/New_York_Regional_Survey, Vol _7.jpg)

In spite of its massive adopti@md implementatiarthe model has been criticized for

being antiurban and having a romantic approach that tries to recreate small tewn lif

in urban areas, its physical determinism and desi@nted conceptiarBesides, he
notion-cofnt aseef6 community proposed by Per
fostering soci al homogeneity within neighbol
debatede gar ding the substanti al amount of cl e
implementation.Thus, n the 194@Gs, incremental approaches were suggested to

reduce the amount of dislocation causedhayedevelopments in the neighborhoods.

Another criticism was thahe model disregarded mobility of urban dwellers and the

instability of social relations (Rohe, 2009; Silver, 1985}his regard, then addition

to Iimplications based on garden city moveme,.
also influenced the newowns movement in the 1940s. On the contrary, another

criticismonh e &énei ghbor hwasbdsedwn itstpractical walidity with

regard to pace of urbanization, increasing population growth, increasing fluidity of

people, various tastes and resagrof households making it difficult to define the
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facilities that form the nucleus of the unit, and the risk of confined units resulting in

social segregation (Keller, 1968).

Alexander et. al. (1977also proposed a model favell-defined neighborhoods
(Figure 2.18) in which th#llowing characteristiceust be regarded

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

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

Boundaries betweameighborhoods should be nogsidential uses to form
a kind of public meeting groungheredifferent groupsome together.

Have a visible center that is a comnspace a greenery or a small public
square.

Houses and workshops should be arranged in ctusteabout a dozen at
atime.

max. population of 500

X

max diameter of 300 yards

Figure2.18. Well-defined neighborhoods and restricted access into the neighborhoods
(Alexander et. al., 1977:85, 88).

Although not welk nown as t he ¢ n ehichis Widely recogndtedmo d e |
and implemented, there were attempts in the second half of theeR€ury for the
formulation of a more flexible and adaptive residential designs. For instance, Crane

(1960) developed a framework based on the assumption tlstmirture is more
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permeant than residential cells thus it should be used the main organizational element
(Figure 2.19). Besides, this model set forth that the main aim while planning new
residential environments should be designing the city for changadaqtability
(Crane, 1960 cited in Banerjee and Baer, 1984)

itol
,capito

N ey

g =
)% ?ﬂ;g%%—ﬁ =

‘=~ industry

Figure2.19. A hypothetical redesign of Chandigarh, India by Crane based on the proposed model
(Crane, 1960 cited in Banerjee and Bd®84: 173)

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

The main features of the model are as follows;

Optimal connection between the dwellings and necessary public and private
facilities

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

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

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

Homogenous residenti al cells are not i nt
clustersé6é is acknowl edged. These cluster s
some other@mmonly shared characteristic form a homogenous physical unit.

Yet, no presumption is made regarding the

in these clusters (Banerjee and Baer, 1984:1589.
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. Service Corridors (Public and Private Facilities) ...
/
)

] - -
+ == =~ Quarter Section (12 mile by ¥ mile) Urban Grid ~ ™ Besidential -
Service Nodes

X123 Dwelling clusters O CHENER—
Y123 of differant G mixed private and public

2123 income classes
@ avprivate commerciai

Figure2.20. Alternative proposal for residential environment design by Banerjee and Baer (1984:188)

Moreover, clearly defined but permeable neighborhood boundaries are listed as one
of the prominent0p)iiGuec dell e meisnf APAS&GSs eat
It is claimed that existence of such boundaries enhances discernable locale, sense of
boundary and a sense of place (Talen et al., 2015). Hence, New Urbanists also promote
bounded neighborhoods as a strategy for promoting neighborhood identity, whereas
they claim that such boundaries should be seamless and integrative rather than
isolating (Morris, 2013 cited in Talen et al., 2015).

In this context, th extent of the boundary is important as well as its type. It is argued

t hat resi dent s ahbuldbe largeéesough toemgdge residents and
support local services; while small enough to maintain a shared identity (Weiss et al.,
2007 cited in Park and Rogers, 2014). Regarding the external boundaries of the
neighborhood, optimal size proposed bgriy based on the five minutes walking
distance to a primary school has been replaced by a concern for neighborhood
functionality. In this regard, it is claimed that the neighborhood should contain a
population that can support a critical mass of walkatéstinations which is
approximately 564ha (Duany, PlateZyberk, and Speck, 2010 cited in Talen et al.,

2015). In addition to this, the upper limit for boundaries of a neighborhood to function
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we l | I's determined by U.S. etlershpmEMngy | di ng Co
& Environmental Design (LEED) rating for Neighborhood Development (LEHD)
as 129 ha (Welch et. al., 2010).

There are different types of territorial boundaries at the scaksfentiakerritories.

These boundaries can be natymilderness, farmland etc.), as well as manmade
(roads, parks etc.). Boundaries are associated mainly with visible features such as
roads, streams, and railroad tracks, but al$lo nonvisible features such as property
lines or historically recognized gesnmental boundaries of city, township, or school
district. In this regard, official clear boundaries such as census units, buffer zones from
individual parcels, and other already defined geographic units such as subdivisions,
planning districts, named mgiborhoods, or zip code areas are commonly utilized in
empirical research, however they fall short in representing the actual boundaries of the
unit in the daily life of its residents. Yet, they may solely be used as a limit of physical
or perceived access On t he other hand, residentsd per

these boundaries (Park and Rogers, 2014).

The preference of administrative boundaries in especially neighborhood studies

results from the availability of large amount of information suctrimse reports and

housing val ues, however residentds perceptic
thelocation of the area and sociocultural characteristics of its residents, may offer a

more meaningful and relevant representation of the unit (Coultca.e2001). In

terms of boundaries related to everyday life use of residential environments,

Alexander et al. (1977 cited in Park and Rogers, 2014) argues that, locating different

|l and uses such as a corner g rrglborleoodcanor a str e
also function as a distinguishable boundary and create a recognizable edge between
theneighborhoods.

In terms of territorial extent of the residential area Perchaux et. al. (2016) defines three
types of definitions:
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i) 6Cl assical 6 r esi dAppraximaely 100Xk posseetr e ar
net work buffer around each participant
walk.

(i) Perceived residential exposure aredafhe perceived residential
neighborhood boundaries obtained frommmpt i ¢ i pdaawihgs 6 s el f

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

In this regard, Galster (2001:2121) puts forth a framework to indicate distinct spatial
scales of the hmdaries for different aspects of neighborhood by defining the
neighborhoods as@bundl e of spatially based attr.i
residences, sometimes in conjunction with other land.@¥es, the geographical

scale across which an a@wite is measuredvarigs;st r uct ur al character
dramatically over a few meters, whereas public educational quality may only differ
among enrolment zones for elementary schools and air quality may be virtually
constant across vast swathesaof me t r o p o(Galste@001:24 3), desides the

durability of each attribute is also different which yields a challenge for the bounding

of the neighborhood. Thus, Gal ster (2001
scal edd bound a rbundle of attributes assecistedendtht a delimited

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

To sum up, the extent of residential environments, so called neighborhoods, may be
defined with respect to physical landriks or features of the neighborhood, social

net works of the residents, spatially base
of the residents designating physical boundaries. Yet, the phenomenological
approaches that investigate the subjectiveligiated boundaries are grounded on

the lived experience of the residents (Campbell et. al., 2009).
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In addition to these, territoriality is not homogenous among residential environments.
There are also specific types of residential environments withicdevels of access

and use. As discussed in the previous sections, in the recent era the form of residential
territories has transformed from traditional neighborhoods to gated communities and

mass housing developments, which in return produce diffezgritorialities.

In this regard, Charmes (2010:371) statestha,x c | usi onary r,esi denti al
in the form of enclaves or podsthroughexi st al o
streets (cublesacs), superblocks, environmental areas, gatedmemities and
privately managed communitieso i n urban spac
are similar to these formations. In these exclusionary residential territories namely cul

de-sacs, environmental areas and gated communities and suburbaopderdks,

territorialities are often achieved through street layout such as gating of residential

streets to transform them into aid-sacs and placing barriers and gates at the

entrances of these sites. Barriers such as fences and gates are not aldlggdrs

blocking access for the formation of an insulated territory, but also to avoid through

traffic with the formation of cutlesacs. Later, these exclusive areas are separated

from the urban fabric with the use of thoroughfares along with greererbuff

surrounding these sites (Charmes, 2010).

Formation of exclusionary residential areas in the form ofdetdacs, superblocks

and gated communitiehias both advantages and disadvantages. Primarily, when
combined with singlaise zoning, these areas b@e& monefunctional enclaves
which results in the loss of an urban public realm and the increase in car dependency.
On the other hand, these areas allow functional specialization, assertion of specific
territorial rights to their residents and delineatidrclear territorial boundaries also
allow establishment of an exclusive communal territory within the site under

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

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

Territoriality is a phenomenon born out of ethological studies, while trand&tezd

into the field ofenvironmental psychology as a spatial behavior assertabirtogt all
animal species including horsapiens In fact, the very act of habitation and
delimitation ofeachdomain is territorial. In return, territory refers mainly to agfic
delimited area on which individuals or small groups exert jurisdiction, lays their claim
and uses aanexclusive resource base. Territoriality servasoushuman needs from
regulation of social interactions at the group level to feelings of isgatmmpetence

and stimulation at the individual levelhe sense of territoriality, attachment to a
specific territory, is not always as a result of actual ownership, while it can be based
on more symbolic means such as perceived ownership or emotitatdinaent to a

specific territory.

In addition to these, territorialities occur at different scales in urban space and different
territories are isnultaneously produced in each scaigachtype of territory has its

own claims, manifestations of theseikla and defense mechanisms to protbist

claim. Thus, urban space consists of different territories nested in eachvbtbler
aredivided both spatially and symbolically to attain the desired levels of control over
space anthe ongoing activitiesn that spacelFurthermoreterritorial organization of
urban space refers to division of space into particulardeestfrom private to public
anddemarcation of each territory with certain defense and control mechanisms such
as boundary mechanisms. In thegard,design ofbuilt environment sets certain
boundaries for the demarcation of different territories, while these boundaries may

shift over time.
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The territorial organization of spaegtheresidential scale isrucial to sustaifiving

in a delimitedand sharedgspace whereas, defining the extent and content of the
residential territory have been one of the main tasks of urban planning. Today, both
the territorialextent and type of boundaries as well as teratoorganizationof
residential environmest transformed significantly withthe transformation of
residential development patterns from facthigsed to hombased, continuous fabric
as in the traditional neighborhoods to scattered cellular developnientsturn,
human territorial functioningcognitive and behavioral patternsnd as a result
territorial attitudes at this scale transformgdnificantly. In order to assess the
changes irhumanterritorial functioning with respect to changes in theitenial
organization of urban space at the residential sqalenarily human territorial
functioningwill be redefined in order to comprise both peepteented and place
oriented connotations of the noticand later operationaltools to assessetritorial

functioningwill be further elaboratednder a model proposial the followingchapter
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CHAPTER 3

HUMAN TERRITORIAL FUNCTIONIN G

Tayl or (1988: 1) d e f i naectass bfeenvironmeiitehaviarl func
transactions, concerned with the issues of personal or group identity, cohesiveness,
control, access and ecological managerddntn  hi s s emi nal book O6H
Funct iTayor (@988 sets the main attributes of the notion as follows;

Territorial functioning is highlyplace specifiowhich vary across time and
cultures. Territorial behaviors, markers, and cognitions are specific to
particular, small scale detited areas. Yet, the scale of territorial functioning

is more applicable to micro scale delimited areas such as the home or the street
block.

Territorial functioningooth emerges from and shapes social dynarmiagher
words, territorial functioning isa groupbased mechanism both socially
determined and maintained. Yet, the scale of territorial functioning is linked
with small, face to face groups and individuals.

Territorial functioning is explained under instinct based, gieeipction
based, sociagical and cultural evolutionary perspectives. According to
Taylor (1988), territorial functioning has avolutionary basigather than
being solely instinctive. It is a set of learned, godénted processes.

Physical, social, cultural and class retht®nditionsin a residential context
influence the form, extent and strength of territorial functioning.

Territorial functioning hagsychological, social psychological and ecological
outcomeghat contribute to perseplace relationships and also to iveéing

of individuals and small groups. Territorial outcomes / consequences can be
either proximal or distal. The salient consequences are dependent on the
centrality of that specific territory. For instance, moving from places where
peopleplace transaains are higher to lower, such as from private spaces like

the house to the temporary settings within public space psychological
consequences lessen, whereas ecological consequences became rather
important.

Territorial functioningreflects and reinforceosne degree of excludability of
use, responsibility for, and control over activities individuals or small
groups in specific sites (Taylor, 1988).
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On a previous studyfaylor and Brower (1985) define territorial functioning, at the
block and neighbortad scale, as a coherent system includittgudes(feeling of
responsibility, perceptions of controlpehaviors (responding to intrusions and
perceptions of control), amiarkers(signs, embellishments etc.) which are affected
from contextual factors (Figui@l). Theauthorsclaim that, territorial functioning is
interposed between the individual and the local society, ashoeae territories

interpose physically between homealdhe larger neighborhood setting.

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

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

Markers

Figure3.1. Local territorial functioning (Drawn by the author based on Taylor and Brower, 1985:195)

Furthermore, in their study Taylor et. al. (Taylor et. al, 1€d&4d in Taylor, 1988:176)
investigated territorial functioning at the street block level with an empirical study in
Baltimore. Territorial functioning was examined at the block level starting from the
outside home territories (steps or yard in front aadkigard), neahome territories
(sidewalk or alley in front or back of the house), to thebbdtck territories (nearby
corner store or playground regularly used by the resident). At the scale of the block,
different dimensions of territorial functioninfgr instance high demand gardening,
was recorded and later rated for each case. Afterwards, these indicators were
correlated with territorial cognitions of residents and also with problems associated
with the locale by the residents. The results of thdystaveal that, due to the nature

of territorial functioning there is a direct correlation between behavioral, attitudinal

and physical components.

Laterin his book Taylor (1988) developed a casual model investigating particular

factors that shape tetwrial functioning and the consequences of this functioning
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(Figure3.2). Primarily, there are the determinant elements including cultural, social,
intrapersonal/individual and physical variables. These exogenous variables shape the
O0meani ng o6, padidular tegitery and ihflueace the extent to which this area

is viewed as a territory by individuals/groups and the type of territory associated with
that pl ace. Hence, they shape 6épl ace i ma
of that ima@. Territorial cognitions are the mediating factors that shape the attitudes
towards a territory. Yet, territorial cognitions suggest, support or justify particular
territorial behaviors. Territorial behaviors include verbal/nonverbal/paraverbal,
setting danging and maintenance behaviors. Consequently, these behaviors have
certain consequences. These consequences are ecological, social psychological
(reduction of conflict by boundary mechanisms) and psychological (stress reduction
by achieving desired lev®f privacy or publicness according to the needs of the
individual) which in return have implications on both antkrg elements and place
image.

Mediating
Exogenous elements factors Outcomes/output Consequences

(clusters of predictors)

Cultural

e

=

Social: within group é

between groups [~ | =
5|2
- Territorial =l > g;
- [lnlrapersonal/indwidual] behaviors: é & =
individual level | | B § 3
— Physical group level allall&
a5

Territorial
cognitions

N

Figure3.2. Conceptual model of human territorial fumeting (Taylor, 1988:92)

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

are involved at outdoor residential spaces in ternget#rminants and consequences
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territorial functioning at this scale has specific maste#ions. These manifestations

mai nly imaa |ku cheg; bée havi or so, 6cognitions or
behaviorsdYet, these three basic elements are interwoven and support each other. In

this context, determinants and consequences of territorididnmy at the scale of

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

Predictors | Determinants;

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

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

ii. Physical Design Factor$hysical features have a multilevel influence on
territorial functioning since they influence both cognitions over and
behaviors in a space. The connection between physis@onment and
territorial functioning is rather contingent than deterministic and also
related to other conditions of the setting.

a. Siting and Land use: Areas such as O0vz:
the residenti al f aberitodalcansol.t he gaps i n

b. Street form and volume of pedestrian and vehicular traffic: Higher
volumes of pedestrian and vehicular traffic reduce territorial
functioning, since traffic, whether vehicular or pedestrian, drives
people into their houses, feelingdes at t achment to the bl oc
and reduces use of outdoor spaces.

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

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

Consequences;

Territorial functioning can both serve the individual by buffering the individual from
the local stressors and also the immediate society by the production of public goods
such as local predictability. Taylor (1988:7 ) s t aTewitsrial tftuhcdaning 6
links the household members to the immediate local society, and at the same time,
reduces the likelihood of exterior stressors negatively influencing interior household
functioningg ( Tayl or , 19 &gconiequénces oflterritotiahfundioning g a

are discussed under a threefold typology;

i. Psychological Consequences Terri toriality act as
mechani smd by providing some degree
which enhance thgense of security, orderliness and quality of life inside
the house for the residents. Besides, the extent of such control varies across
different blocks and neighborhoods. In addition to this, territorial markers
and personali zat ixpressthersell de nt e s iydent s

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

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

Another significanstudyinvestigatinghumanterritorial functioning is developed by

Je (1986). In thisesearchagain amodel for the assessment of territorial performance

of different spatial types of street layouts is developed and later an empirical research
is conducted in Philadelphia. The nebdis derived from an earlier study by
McCormick in 197@&hatinvestigates the relation between physical environment and
its effects on human performance and work output. The model consists of three main
variable sets including environmental, predisposdicand behavioral variables and

examines their interactions (FiguBes).

The model works in a circular pattern in which human behavior affects and is affected
by its environment, while human perception and cognition are mediating factors in
this relaton. The type of relation between variables is categorized into three
transactions. The transaction between environments to predisposition, that is the
transmission of environmental stimuli to individuals, is a passive transaction. The
transaction from prasiposition to territorial behavior is an active transaction, which
enables individuals to extract meaningful signals from potential information. In this
regard, people actively interpret a wide range of information depending upon their
needs and competentavels. For instance, people with high income may employ
security guards as an expression of territoriality. The transaction from territorial
behavior to environment is an automatic transaction resulting from behaviors and
attitudes of the individuals. Hee, people's change of, choice of, control of, protection

of, personalization of, attitude toward, or adaptation to their environment are results
of the active transaction and in turn become environmental messages. Furthermore,
these three transactionsnsiltaneously occur within a closed loop system and

determine a level of territorial performance in an environmental setting.
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PASSIVE

From stimuli
to individual
ENVIRONMENTAL VARIABLES PREDISPOSITIONAL VARIABLES
Physical Social Motivation Competence Level
street layout crowding & anonymity safety income
e etrelation self-esteem length of residence
self actualisation house ownership etc.
needs etc.

TERRITORIAL PERFORMANCE

Physical Activities Expression of feelings

AUTOMATIC - . ACTIVE
2 exclusive use of feelings of
Territorial behaviour turn territory (gathering, peacefulness, safety, Behaviour is based
into environmental children play) social cohesiveness, on motivation and
messages self-identity, competences

responsibility etc.

Figure3.3. Model developed by Je (1986), for the assessment of TerritoriarParice
(Drawn by the author based on Je, 1986)

In another study, Lay (1998) also investigated the social and physical definition of
residential space as a territory, regard
of space in residential environnienwithin different physical layouts. Territorial

behaviors are traced in terms of existence of territorial markers, maintenance, creation

of behavior settings, personalization and perception of security within the territory.

The results of the study revehat, legible layout of the environment as well as spatial
hierarchy has a positive impact on the appropriation of space as a territory as well as

enhancing frequent use and maintenance.

In a recent study, Iranmanesh (2012) examined human territonigtidaing at the

scale of residential environments time walled city Nicosia, North Cypru#n this

regard, primarily a model depicting the interrelations between both the physical
definition and residentsd déofthi(figure3.4.ns of
In terms of residentsdé definitions, terr

are examined in relation to the individuals characteristics including age, sex, period of

93



living and social roots of the residents. On the otlardh physical territoriality is
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Figure3.4. Territorial functioning at the residential scale (Iranmanesh, 2012:31)
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To sum up, human territorial functioning has behavioral, cognitive and affective
dimensions. Territorial functioning is a combination of both cognitions and behavior
patterns related to a place that are shaped by these cognitions. In return, these have
envronmental, societal and psychological consequences both in the form of attitudes
and seHesteem at the individuével and community building and social order for
living in a shared space at the social group level. Besides, there are also exogenous
factors which influence territorial functioning that can be briefly listed as: societal
(both individual preferences and affordances, as well as social group attributes),
environmental (physical setting) attributes and mobilitythis context, territorial
cognition and behavior patterns andols for theevaluation of each is further
discussed in the followingectionsn order to develop a model for the assessment of

humanterritorial functioningat the scale of residential environments
3.1.Territorial Cogniti on and its Visual Representations

6How do people relate different
how do they O0placed themselves within
how do they mentally st

& Appleyard, 1970:100

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

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

In this regard, infanation handling in humans is explained under two main processes;
perceptual process and adaptive decision mafkigure 3.5) Perceptual process is

the initial act for identification of the current situation based on past experiences to
guide future expgence. The identification of total pattern of the stimuli, especially in

the recent er a, i's unique, di verse and wu

the amount of time and storage he can devote for each experience is also limited. In
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this regard man must operate in a more schematic basis. Hence, he calls for a
6schemabd, an Ointernal representationé for
spatial information, more efficiently. Consequent to the perception and identification

of the situationthe adaptive decisiemaking process follows. This process embraces

three mechanismgyediction of potentialérom the network of associations between

situations in the memorgyvaluation of these potentidiased on correspondence with

the past experiees and internal motivational coding (whether the consequence will

be pleasurable/painful), and lastlgking actiondepending on the comparisons,
criteria and strategy used. Hence, this 0s
prerequisite to develop adapibehaviors. Within this process, the information about

the representations of objects and situations from the past experiences that are
embedded in humans in a Aplanar network like structure is often called the
6cognitive s che ma andlihgmithtisedelp of cognitve mapsis on h

set both as a survival mechanism by helping the development of adaptive behaviors

and prerequisite for reli(Kaplannl@73mands i ntol er

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

Perceptual Process Adaptive Decision Making

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

Figure3.5. Information handling in humans (Drawn by the author based on Kaplan, 1973).

In the theory of perceptual learnitige interactiorbetween man and environment is
described in a threefold process: perception, cognition and spatial behavioe (Figur
3.6). Primarily, individuals receive inputs from the environment in the perception
process guided by schemata and motivated by needs, later these information (inputs)
are evaluated in the cognition process which than determines the spatial behavior
(actions and responses) of individuals. Yet, thdedded informatiofrom previous
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evaluations (learned) and innate information make up the schemata in the mind that
conditions the decisions on spatial beha

motivations and needd.ang 1987 referring to Gibson, 1966

Affordances of the Environment

! 18

Perception —> Cognition & Affect —> Spatial Behavior

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

$ Results of the Behavior

Motivations & Needs

Figure3.6. Fundamentgbrocess of human behavi@rang 1987:84 referring to Gibson, 1966)

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

to what and relations between théikaplan, 1973).

The terms often used in environmentaldsts regarding the cognition of the spatial
environment can be listed as; cognitive mapping, mental mapping and spatial imagery.
Primarily, the term d6spatial i maged refe
image is set forth by Boulding in 1956 datkr used in 1960 by Lynch. Hence, these

vi sual representations are examined in or
environment. The term Ospatial 1 maged wa:¢
perception while falling short iretms of explaining spatial cognition and excluding

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

ACognitive map has remained as a gener a
processes involved in the acquisition, representation, and processing of
information about actual physical settmg

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

personal experiences.

Moreover, Stea and Blaut (1973) states that, spatial learning and thinking are not

identical to visual learning and thinking. Thus, cognitive maps are not solely related

to visual perceptions of space but also interrelated with other sensory inputs including;

time, movement, descriptive modes, value systems etc. In addition to thisjweognit

maps are also related to individual s sensi:tt
to exogenous structures (Kaplan, 1973). Yet, knowledge about spatial environment

and the way it is visualized andnseymbolized
in and with the space as well as the physical location (and the barriers of space and

time associated with that location) and social position (the image of the environment

also differ among distinct social groups) of the individual (Orleans, 1973). Fo

i nstance, Appl eyard (1970), in his study of
Guayana, put forth that perceptual distance from a similar social area is perceived

apparently less than actual distance by higher social groups, whereas perceptual

distance fom a lower social group is perceived greater than the actual distance.
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Hence, in addition to the characteristics of the physical environment, other factors
which have influence on the development of schemata can be listed as;

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

Perceived complexity of the route while traversing the spiacaddition to
distance, directness of the route to reach a point also ipeaseption of and
preference between routes.

Desirability of the goal objectpeople make use of spaces and facilities in
direct proportion they are presented in space within a reasonable distance.
Hence, the amount and quality of facilities presentspace directly influence

the use of these spaces on a daily basis, therefore foster the inclusion such
spaces in the schemata of the residents. Lee {196&/1973).

Cogni ti ve map sconplee highle $eleatie dabsaast, géneralized
represed t i ons i n (DawngaodStea, 19F3b:48Y. Stea and Blaut (1973)

defi nes t hpsyhwlogoa potogramds s6i nce t hey are con
dimensional projections of the physical environment. Besides, they claim that
conceptual maps are evéourdimensional since they are continuously changing and

also adaptive to this alteration.

29,1976 THE Price 75 cents

NEW YORKE

Figure3.7.New Yor ker magazine cover by Saul Sternberg
AvenskRowing Manhattan as the center of the world
familiar places with grater degrees of complex8purce:http://www.mappery.com/mapf/A-View-

of-World-from-9th-AvenueMap)
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In this context Appleyard (1970) definedemments that people utilize while drawing
mental maps of their local areas or ¢itjo two main categoriesequential elements
such as roads, tramlines; asmhtial elementsuch as buildings and landmarks. In this
regard, sequential elements resengatiths and nodewhile spatial elements refer to
landmarks, districts and edgeshich are previously defined by Lynch (1960).

Cognitive maps embrace quite a lot of information about the structures, patterns, and
processes of manods ,kmpadedgeaboutoematiorsdiesen s ; howev
mental maps in the minthe degree to which they are unique or general and the way

they i mpinge upon and are reflected in manos
Besides, Evans (1980:262) also discusses thatahae of these representations is

also ambiguous;

Al ot i's evident t hat human beings have <co
physical settings they have experienced. These representations may function

as schemata that help facilitate and organize inforamatextraction and

storage of realworld scenes. Controversy exists over the nature of these
representations, particularly whether they are imaginal, functional analogues

of actual stimuli with second order isomorphic structure or if they are
propositionalstatements aboutreslor | d i nf or mati ono.

In this regard, the relation between cognitive representation of the spatial environment
and human behavior has a twofold character. On one hand, there are behaviorally
generated cognitive representations of sptnat include the interpretation of how

these representations are formed in space and what is included in these representations,
on the other hand, there are behavior generating cognitive representations including
cartographic maps designed to imply parar impressions and cognitions such as

political maps (Downs and Stea, 1973c).

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

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

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

Physical FeaturesPhysical features are mainly irstegyated based on two
variables;environmental structure (such as grid structure of the street layout)
and landmarks. These studiesveal that the size, shape and functional
unigueness are the memorable characteristics of landmarks (Evans,1980).

3.1.1. Territorial Cognition of Residential Environments

Territorial cognition of residential environments as a delimited area with specific
boundaies by its inhabitants is one of the most important preconditions to define that
area as a meaningful territorial unit. In addition to this, though territorial cognition is
unique to each individual, consensus among the residents and the extent arfid type o
territorial boundaries also reveals the significance of that area as @patial whole.

In this regard, territorial cognitions in near home territories are the perceptions and
relations of residents with a particular delimited area, whereas thesitiaug may

also result in certain affections to the locale such as feelings of security, satisfaction,
responsibility, association or problems associated with the area (Taylor, 1988). Yet,
territorial cognition of residential areas is often studied iati@h to its implications

on residential satisfaction, attachment to territory, feelings of safety, development of

children and youthsawell asenvironmental quality.

In terms of territorial definition of residential areas, which often connotes todles sc

of the neighbor hood, n&ghbotheodcalflde@dadiedadsa) st
demarcated spatial unit where neighbors reside and neighboring takes place. Yet, the
boundaries of this area can be more definite with long established traditiors,itwvhi
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can also be more fluid, more vaguely defined and perceived differently by its
i n h a b.iltasimitasvéin, Pebley and Sastry (2009:6) claims that;

Gcontemporary ur ban sociol ogi sts Vview n
inherently flexible and genefgl ambiguous boundaries. Neighborhood

definitions vary depending on context and on the observer. The delineation of
neighborhoods is a consequence not only of geography but also of a continual

social process through which residents, #iesidents, and comercial and
government al i nterests define and redefin

In this regard, discussions on type and extent of territorial boundaries of urban
residential environmentso called neighborhoodsave been at the focus of planning
studies; whereathe conceived boundaries rather than the administrative boundaries
of the neathome territories are much more significant for understanding the dynamics

of housing environments and to assess success of these territories in meeting human
needs. In this regd, cognitive mapping studies take a crucial role regarding the
investigations on the extent and content of territorial boundaries of residential

environments defined by its residents.

According to Gifford (1997), neighborhood is not solelghgysical or legal area (a

school district or an electoral area) but also has psychological dimensions. One of

these dimensions is their spattalgnitive nature. In this regard, there are many studies

which try to invest i gaonanddeéngtiontdbktheir@dvw per cept i
neighborhoods. Hence, territorial definition of neighborhoods is better to be grounded

on the conceptions of its occupants. In this regard, territorial aspects that repeat itself

and make up the neighborhood can be reveajethd use of mental images and

physicatsocial activities of its occupants (Sell, 1983). The importance of shared image

of the neighborhood by its residents is discussed by Rofe (1995:118) as follows;

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

Residential environment, neighborhoods, are defined by Keller (1968) as distinctive
areas with particular phigal and social components, whereas the distinctiveness may

st em fgeagraphical 6boundaries, ethnic/cultural characteristics of the

i nhabitant s, psychol ogi cal unity among r
f ac i I(Kelter, £9688790). Wheeas the boundaries can be physical (streets,
railway lines, parks separating an area etc.) or symbolic (historical and social
traditions making people view the area as distinctiYet, these two boundaries

usually reinforce each other (Keller, 1968). Amting to Keller (1968), in order to
determine the boundaries of identifiable subunits both objective (statistical and census
tract data, terrain characteristics, spatial distribution of activities of residents) and
subjective (respondents indicating theuhdaries) indicators can be used. Yet,
subjective indicators are often utilized to check on the accuracy of the objective
indicators. Besides, subjectively defined boundaries are often smaller than the
neighborhood and more at the scale of the streelgfK@P968). Hence, Coulton et al.
(2013:140) claims that, if studies on neighborhoods addressing issues of improvement

and weltbeing of residents both in research and practice rely on simplified
assumptions on the neighborhood boundaries as census dgognagpolitical
jurisdictions, these operations may fall short in termséahe asur e ment er
misspecification of models and practical problems of looking for results or impact in

t he wr o rsigce the presupmsed size do not always match wigxfiexience

of residents.

Yet, in order to measure the scale of perceived boundaries of neighborhoods either
ordinal scale and continuous measures obtained from-amegdquestions or
respondent séd cognitive maps anteeGuestsardd ( Co |
Lee (1984) investigated in the Seattl e |
neighborhood conceptions are based on social (based on human interaction), physical
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(as a territory) or institutional (e.g. school catchment area) definiéinds/ariations
among these definitions in terms of geographic size. In order to do so, primarily
respondents were asked to define their neighborhood based cerapehquestions

and later the results were content analyzed and coded into four typesodaghic

area, territory; (b) nearby people; (c) sense of community as indicated by friendliness,
cohesion, concern for one another; (d) institutions as indicated. Later, respondents
were asked about the boundaries of their neighborhoods and answerscoeled

into nominal categories. The respondents tended to describe their neighborhoods
spatially in terms of blocks. Yet, although substantial amount of research claim that
urban residents are no longer dependent on their local areas for social tevized,s

the results of the study reveal that residents were able to define their neighborhoods
based primarily on spatial or humaacial, and later on institutional definitions.
Besides, the study also revealed that the scale of territory and terctum@@ption

varies in relation to the local activity patterns (range of activities within proximity),
social demographic characteristics of the residents (life cycle stage, gender, length of
residence etc.) and the layout of the physical environment. &gdigliest and Lee
(1984) also claims that, along with the advances in communication and transportation
technologies, it is expected that neighborhoods will be defined more as spatial than

social units in the future.

Al t hough, resi denearhdme teritbry ism expectenl to besimilar, h e |

they may be inconsistent in some occasions. For instance, in their study Lee and

Campbell (1997) investigated how residents define their neighborhoods in terms of

abstract definitions as well as symbolic aiysical identities they attribute through

a survey conducted in Nashville. Hence, the results of the study reveal that respondents

were consistent on naming their neighborhood in abstract terms while length of
residence and me mb eatianhwere positine factersin mhmingt s as s 0 «
the neighborhood. However, physical attributes such as size (the area defined varied

from a single block to 200 blocks, and the attributed size was found to be positively

related to homeownership and membership in e nt sé6 associati on) i

104



complexity (which is found rather to be positively related to age and education mainly)
differed vastly. This inconsistency was defined by Lee and Campbell (1997) as
despondent sb def i niDe somiatle I rdefisoiiedaennctr sads |
idiosyncrasies and uniqueness of these maps, investigations on consensus among
residents about the territory are crucial in order to better understand and address the

issues concerning that specific locale | territory.

In addition to thesegrritorial cognition of residential environments also varies with
respect to the location of the territory in the urban area. In their study, Haney and
Knowles (1978) investigated the neighborhood perception of residents in inner city,
outer city and sulrban neighborhoods of Green Bay, Wisconsin by asking the
interviewees to draw and describe their neighborhoods and later elaborating these
results. The results of the study reveal that centrality of the neighborhood differs the
content of the territory,ush as number of features and important locations included

in the maps, while the degree of consensus among residents on the boundaries in each
case is relatively high even though the size of territory differgure 3.8) In this

regard Haney and Knowl¢$978: 201) states that;

OFrom city to s ufthemreighbdrhoad daesmatgliffea tbis | i t vy
both high and consensual. But the content of the image does change; suburban
nei ghborhoods are seen as | arger and |

Figure3.8. Neighborhood boundaries drawn by immediate neighbors
(Haney and Knowles, 1978: 211)
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I n this regard, the variation among resident
with respect to both individual (lifeycle stage, gender, participation in and exposure

to neighborhood, socieconomic status and cultural background) and neighborhood

(tract area, density, type of settlement, percentage of vacancy, residential stability)
characteristics as well as regiowvalriations are examined in an extensive research

conducted by Pebley and Sastry (2009) in the United States and later in sample
neighborhoods within Los Angeles. In this regard, Pebley and Sastry (2009) claims

t hat i nvesti gat i on sareoimportang sirical thay trefledt theer cept i o
residents experience of place which in return impact the place related choices and

actions of these residents. The results of the study reveal that regional variations on

perception of neighborhood size is low while thariation among residents living in

cross proximity (the sample neighborhoods in LA) is higher. Yet, the perceived size

is rather small in all surveys, compromising several blocks around the home. Besides,

individual (especially socisdconomic status,gpticipation and ethnicity as well as

education) and neighborhood (especially vacancy rate and type of settlement)
characteristics have a significant effect o]
Omore socially mar gi nak gepngeaghicallersopile iewe nt s and
their neighborhoods as smaller. Residents of larger census tracts and those with

higher vacancy rates see their neighborhoods as larger, while residents with higher

percentages African American and poor view their neighborhacgls s m(Bdbleye r 6
and Sastry20091). Hence, marginalized groups are more likely to be affected by the
conditions in their near home territories thus, neighbordewel social programs

targeting these groups may need to focus on smaller areas.

Furthermore, incorporating the ambiguity of neighborhood boundaries in analysis and
decisionmaking processes can lead to better results. In addition to these, consensus
on neighborhood names is also examined within the study and the results show that
level ofagreement on given names is high and greater than on the perceived size of
the neighborhood while marginalized groups were less likely to report a neighborhood
name (Pebley and Sastry, 2009).
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I n this context, the use ebfinvestigatmjé¢het 6s c
territorial definition ofresidential environmentwith a userorientedperspectivas

commonly used in the fields of urban sociolpggnvironmental desigrand
environmental psychologyhus, different examples based on this metihddims of
methodology and their results is further discussed in the following section.

3.1.2. Cognitive Mapping as a Method for Territorial Definition

Territory is defined as a space whose boundaries aredefatied and well known by
its occupants (Sell,983). In this context, cognitive maps are utilized as a source for
investigating the territorial delimitation and use of space by its occupants in a

substantial amount of research in the field of both urban sociotyyronmental

designand environmentgsychology

The relation between environmental design and safety has been proclaimed by many
theories startingvith Jacobs (1961), who argued that architectural form and spatial
design had the ability to break down community cohesiveness and destafolizeal

soci al control, to Newmanods (1972) S emi
culminated the idea by putting forth the relation between built form, social
composition, and criminal activity. In this regard, Petherick (2000) examined the
influence @ environment al design features on
avoidance behavior in University College of the Cariboo Carttposigh a cognitive

mapping studyHence, the prospect and refuge model developed by Nasar and Fisher

in 1992was utilized wihin the rese&h. In the researgtprimarily specific sites are

chosen and their degree of prospect and refuge are measured, later a questionnaire was
conducted to examine the perceived safety levels within the selected areas to test the
hypotheses deriveftom the model. The results of the study reveal that fear levels

were correlated to the amount of prospect (epew) and refuge (protection, hiding

place) afforded in these areas and avoidance behavior was the most significant
response to these feans.the second part of the studypidance behavior of students

was measured with the use of mental maps, in addition to ebysbetl questions
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(Figure3.9). In this regard, students were given a-pien of the UCC campus and
asked to identify areas th&yould not walk through, walk by, or avoided altogether.
Later, the results were quantified, interpreted and spatial patterning of fear on campus
was obtained as a result. The findings reveal that, the design of certain areas reduced
perception of safety ahthus promoted avoidance as a coping behavior (Petherick,
2000).Hence, the use of cognitive maps to depict the relation betsregmnmental

design and safethias revealed important resufa planning interventions at the

micro-scale.

Figure3.9. Spati al patterning of fear on campus based
(Petherick, 2000:106)

The territorial cognition studies are conducted under various scales from the near

home territories to home rangeale which refers to the city at large. In this regard,

the perception of home range indicates he nat ure of internalized
map of the complex real world by individuals. This provides a base data on areal

extent, structure and function tife paths and areas that are traversed, occupied or

used regularly by indi vi(AndeasbnsandoTindalgr oups of
1972:1). In other words, cognitive maps are basic constructs that people used to

organize their residential area conceptué@anerjee and Baer, 1984).
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At the scale of residential living space, territorial definition is often studied in relation

to its implications on residential satisfaction, attachment to territory, safety and
environmental quality. Furthermore, Bowden (29¢Cited in Park and Rogers, 2014)
claims that, even elevegrearolds can draw neighborhood boundaries and have an
awareness of the concept of a neighborhood. In this regard, territorial definition of
especially residential areas can be grounded on tleeptons of its residents. Hence,
territorial aspects that repeat itself and make up the neighborhood can be revealed by
the use of mental images and physgatial activities of its occupants (Sell, 1983).

In other words, cognitive maps are helpful toolslepicting the tacit knowledge of
territorial inhabitants into research.

In this context, Lee (1968/1970) investigated the relation between physical patterns
and social participation in his study of Cambridge neighborhoods based on
neighborhood scherteadrawn by residents during interviews (FigBr&0d. The study
primarily examined the size and composition of the physical areas corresponding to
neighborhood schemata (variation of mean neighborhood area delineated by residents
on cognitive maps) withespect to physical (density including various settings from
urban, suburban and slum areas. etc.) and subject variables (age, length of residence

etc.) on the schemata.

The results of the study reveal that, although personal perception of the neighdborhoo
vary, repeated transaction with certain people and places make the neighborhood an
organized socispatial whole. The study also reveal that the neighborhood is
circumscribed by delineating a territory rather than a population aggregate or density
of dwdlings like planners (1963964/1973). In this regard, Lee (196364/1973:

99) claims that;

O0é@eople do not organize the sociall/l sp:
or 6communalities6é, but into organize:
and having more or less clearly defined boundaries. They do not distinguish,
normally, between social and physical space. Schemata show similarities in so
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far as they occur among the same sort of people in the same kind of
environment, otherwise they are unique
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Figure3.10. Neighborhood Schemata (Lee, 1968/1970)

Furthermore, according to Lee (1954 cited in 19684/1973), these studies can be
used as a base for the planning discussions on how large a neighborhood should be,
impact of distance on behavior, the impact of vertical development on the cognition
of theliving environment, the walking distance paradigm with respect to changing
mobility patterns of the residents in the new era, the relation between local
involvement and the pattern of the physical environment and many others. Hence,

neighborhood schemaitavestigations have many further implications for planning.

Later, Coulton et. al. (2001) carried out a pilot study in Cleveland to examine different

met hods of defining neighborhoods using res
resul ts b e tswneapsnin eaehsrnieighbanhbodl and with censact

definitions of those neighborhoods. In this regard, Coulton et. al. (2001) states that

although administrative units (census tracts in this case) are defined regarding the
naturalpolitical boundaries andactal history, and used in most of the researches due

to the large amount of data available such as crime reports, housing values etc.;
residentds perceptions are more accurate 1in

relevant, and closely representative laanres of the neighborhood. Census tracts are
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meaningful in terms of attaining statistical data by providing similar population sizes

with demographically and socioeconomically homogeneous populations while they

are less compatible with the unique viewasdidents of their residential areas (Coulton

et. al, 2013). In this context, the study used neighborhood maps drawn by 140
residents, which were collected from randomly selected seven egefsusd block

groups in Cleveland. Respondents were all pamsnor children who were again
randomly selected and even dispersion of
taken into account. During the study, a base map covering an area ghéetdadius
around the respondent 0 s ambafewelandmanksdfor havi r
orientation were prepared, then respondents were asked to draw what they believed
were the boundaries of their neighborhoods. The respondents were reminded to draw

a completely enclosed peri mettaced intbat er ,
Maplinfo and the area, perimeter, and centroid were calculated for each resident map,

in addition to the common area for each block group. The coefficients of variation for

each dimension is calculated to examine the consensus between respondanh

case (Figure 31). In the second part of the study, four methods for drawing

nei ghborhood boundaries were devel oped be
common area using the portion of the map that was included within the boundaries of
70% of the residents6é maps; 1ii. Drawing ¢
the average centroid of the residents; iii. Identifying the street boundaries used by 70%

of the resident maps and then drawing the consensus map, using theseistreets;

Using the boundary of the largest map. The first two methods were found more
accurate for the study. The results of t
neighborhood boundaries covered different areas than census defined units and
producedd i f f er ent soci al i ndicator values. Al
the centroids of their maps, there is a clear variation both between and within

nei ghborhoods on the size of residentsod r

drew.
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Figure3.11. (On the left) Residents cognitive map of their neighborhood (Source: Coulton et. al.,
2001:377) (On the right) Perceived Neighborhood Boundaries based on Cognitive Maps of residents
(Uzzell et. al.2002:38).

In their study, Uzzell et. al. (2002) examined the particular role of place identification,
social cohesion, and residential satisfaction on sustainable environmental attitudes and
behaviors. In order to investigate this interrelation a quastioe was conducted in

two neighborhoods in Guildford, then a structural equation model was utilized to put
forth the relation between the observed variables (questionnaire data) with latent
variables (place identification, social cohesion, residentidisfaation and
sustainability), and ckéquare values are analyzed to estimate how the data fit the
model. The results of the study reveal that, platated social identity (a function of
pre-defined latent variables) form an important dimension of enwrental attitudes

and behaviors, while the role of place identification and social cohesion may vary
depending on the characteristics of the residents and nature of the environment. In this
study, place identification d@he neighborhood scale was invegtted with the use of
cognitive maps, open ended and rating scale questions. Place identification is
measured by asserting from residents the distinctive features of their neighborhoods
including the name of their neighborhood, its territorial extent @redents were

asked to draw on a map the boundaries of what they considered to be their
neighborhood) (Figure.Bl), their functional use of the neighborhood (respondents
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were asked to name places they frequent and places that residents use and visit were
recorded) , and its psychosocial properties (respondents were asked to specify their
sense of attachment and belonging to the neighborhood, and to assess how they think
outsiders perceive their neighborhood). Hence, the two neighborhoods differ in terms
of; clarity of limits and the extent of perceived geographical limits (both its size and
accordance with administrative boundaries), consensus on naming the neighborhood,
and environmentally distinctive features that are referred which in return impact the
placerelated social identity as well as environmental attitudes and behaviors (Uzzell
et. al., 2002).

Talen and Shah (2007) tracked local home area/neighborhood of residents to evaluate
neighborhood boundaries, elements, activity patterns and neighbcaksets and
deficiencies using an interactive interface through GIS in Urbana, lllionis (Figure
312) . The term déneighborhood6 in this stu
extension of the home area rather than the administratively defined geiograj.

The results of the study reveal that, neighborhood boundaries are rather individually
constructed and the elements used to define these boundaries are dependent more upon
physical features while some respondents also used individual activigrnsatt
characteristics as well as personal ties with other residents. Besides, there are certain
activity areas more locally dependent such as parks, and the assets of the neighborhood
are defined based mainly on positive physical features while negapeetasare

mainly based on social aspects such as neighbor reldtoing the study

Another study based on residentsd concep
conducted by Jenks and Dempsey in 2007. During the research, mapping exercise is
conducted in 6 residential areas from Oxford and Sheffield (Figur®).3lhter, a
comparative analysis is done. In this regard, the mean area covered by the boundaries
set in the residentsd maps (RNB) iI's exa
according ® 6 objective methods: i. Spatial method (the area including solely
housing), ii. Social method (census tract areas), iii. Spatial method+ 400 meters, iv.
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Spatial method+ 800 meters, v. Social method+ 400 meters and vi. Social method+
800 meters. Thereguls of the study reveal that, bounda
is the most proximate to the boundaries derived from method iii. Thus, the authors
claim that not only the physical parameters but also a buffer zone (400 meters) should

be considered whilplanning or developing policies for the residential areas.
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Figure3.12. (On the left) Respondents Mapalen and Shal2007.601),
(On the right)Residents neighborhood boundaries (Jenks and Dempsey, 2007:169).

According to Lohmann and Mcmurran (2009) approaching neighborhood
phenomenon with a perspective solely based on a portion of land with clearly
demarcated and consistent borders misses #amimg and social component of the
nei ghborhoods as wel |l as residentsd agr eemel
phenomenon with a scherbased emphasis disregard the role of reliable, stable
boundaries on operationalization. In this context, Lohmarh Mcmurran (2009)

claims that, neighborhoods should be approached assuwatiial schemas as claimed

by Lee (1973). Hence, in their study they propose aggregate resident defined mapping
as a new method that can guide both research and interventioesnaighborhood

scale. In this study they applied resident defined mapping both as a pretest (1998) and
posttest (2004) to measure both the perception of neighborhoods boundaries and social
cohesion before and after the construction of a freeway in a subuds Angeles

(Figure 3.B). According to the results of this study, lower sense of community and
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smaller neighborhood areas were detected for the residents living adjacent to the
freeway with respect to other parts of the area and also to pretesthisrstidy puts

forth both the significance of resident defined mapping studies as a tool in terms of

both understanding O6phenomenol ogical 6 nei

identifying Ohot spotsd out | iomsewhichby r
otherwise could have been easily gone unnoticed with conventional research

techniques.
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Figure3.13. Residendefined neighborhood map reflecting the change in sense of community and
arealextent of neighborhood for residents who started to live adjacent to a freeway since 2002
(Lohmann and Mcmurran, 2009: 75).

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

community attachment.
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Hence, in a comparative case study, Campbell et. al. (2009) also investigated the
subjectively defied boundaries in four neighborhoods of Denver, Colorado by
conducting qualitative interviews and cognitive mapping exercises. The study
examined the degree of consensus among residents on the spatial boundaries of the
neighborhoods and the factors that inggact on the designation process, the stability

of boundaries along the-hepth interviews, and the comparative similarity between
subjectively defined and administrative boundaries. Regarding the consensus on
boundaries, whether there is@rerlappingcoreshared in subjective maps, and these
maps indicated shared boundaries among residents (commonality of markers used to
demarcate the boundaries) waguired(Figure 314).
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Figure3.14. Subjectivelydefined neighborhood boundaries (Campbell et. al., 2009: 470).

The results of the study reveal that, the designation of boundaries is diverging, whereas
there is a significant amount of consensus. Adults tend to agree more than teens about
the boundariesiyhile most adults and adolescents share at least one boundary which
is typically a busy street or boulevard, and residents tend to share core areas that
sometimes include but are not limited to censledined block groups. The findings

also reveal thatere is a substantial number of commonalities in terms of factors used
by residents to construct the boundaries. Yet, these factors not only influence
subjective definitions, but also has direct impacts on the boundary consensus and

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

In this regard, Minnery et. al. (2009) puts forth two main conceptualizations regarding
neighborhoods and each has its own understanding of the boundaries which is
important in the formulation of planning interventions. First, neighborhoods are
approached as sj@ units from the social construct. In this regard, neighborhoods

refer to a physical and spatial unit with identifiable boundaries and also a social unit

in terms of neighboring relations and neighborliness. Within this perspective, location

and scaleme i mportant, while boundaries are s
the form of administrative boundaries. Secondly, neighborhoods are approached as an
urban planning technique, a pragmatic planning and design tool. In this regard,
functional charaeristics of the unit are important and the main aim is to integrate

land use, facilities, movement systems and residents within a delimited area. Hence,
boundaries are defined by some rational

di stanced6 coat ahme nts cahroeod 6 .

Furthermore, Minnery et. al. (2009) argues that a better understanding of the local
residential areas can be gathered through the investigation of how residents themselves
identify their neighborhoods and its boundaries. Hence, Minneryalet(2009)
conducted a survey depicting residentso j
in Brisbane, Australia. During the survey, home locations and neighborhood
boundaries were analyzed in terms of form, areal extent and communality (Figure

3.15). In addition to this, boundaries were correlated with other survey data including

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

There is lack of agreement over teent and orientation of the boundaries

of the neighborhood, while thgpe of barriers used to set the boundaskew

similarities in the form of main roads and creeks. Thus, it is claimed that
neighborhood boundaries are individual rather than group constructs. Besides,

thereisas har ed ¢ageeddy thee majaity of the residents (over half

of the respondet s 6 maps over| apped in the focal
by physical barriers. In this regard, it is claimed that planning policies should

focus to the 0codefidedintervtertiens. t han boundary

There are two types of forms used to bound mesghoods;abstract
boundarieswhere the resident had a general idea about the extent of the unit
while did not linked it to physical features, améd-based boundarieshich

are based on physical barriers such as roads and creeks. Majority of the
responénts used abstract forms, hence it is claimed that perception of the
boundaries is not always connected to physical cues. Besides, residents
perceived boundaries also do not match wihministrative boundaries

Centrality of the home locatiomas alsolona mong r esi dentsd maps.

it is claimed that residents do not perceive their neighborhood as their home
area.

Neighborhoodboundaries and socidemographic characteristicwere not
clearly related.

Perceived boundariesalso differentiated from the aswuptions of the
neighborhood planning standard&lthough boundaries are set based on the
5-10 min walking distance (500 meters) in planning theory and
implementations, the results reveal that the mean maximum distance to the
perimeter is nearly 1500 mesein this regard, it is claimed that the scale of
the neighborhood is based on driving distance rather than walking (Minnery
et. al., 2009).
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Figure3.15. Residents perceived neighborhood boundaries (Minnery et. al.,2009: 481,483)

In their recent study, Coulton et. al. (2013) studied the scale of neighborhoods based
on residentsd perceptions based on 6000
from 10 dties in US especially from loincome neighborhoods (Denver, Des
Moines, Hartford, Indianapolis, Louisville, Milwaukee, Oakland, Providence, San
Antonio, and Seattle/White Center). Besides, they also investigated the impact of
attributes of geographicabntext and individual characteristics such as census tracts,
sociceconomic profile of residents, physical and social characteristics of the
surrounding environment on the scale of the perceived boundaries of the
neighborhood. In terms of individual levptedictors, the results demonstrate that
individuals who have more education and income, who are younger and have lived in
the neighborhood longer, and who are more engaged in their communities have larger
perceptions of their neighborhood. At the scalerasfidential context, the results
demonstrate that denser population, and more 4fauttily and vacant housing and
mixed land use result in smaller areas perceived as neighborhoods. The results of this
study also reveal that, residents within the samesgomary considerably with respect

to their perceived neighborhood scale and héme@uthorstates that;

@Beyond revealing that a ormzefits-all definition is likely to be a
misspecification, this study suggests that collections of blocks may be bett
approximations for neighborhoods as experienced by residents than the
commonly used census tract definitior® ( Coul t on et . al .,
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From a different contexthanthe previous studies focusing on the Western cities,
Saghatoleslami et. al. (20ld)s ed resi dentsdé cognitive maps
of administrative boundaries to the lived experience of inhabitants through a-survey

based case study in four selected neighborhoods in the city of Mashhgéfdran

3.16). The aim of the study wae examine the consistency and consensus between

the administratively defined boundaries of neighborhoods set by experts and urban
managers from a top down perspective whom approach neighborhoods mainly as

spatial subdivisions to resident defined bourekatthrough cognitive maps which

represent the place where the social life of inhabitants occurs from a bottom up

perspective.

amen /one

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

o
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Figure3.16. Nei ghborhood boundari es i norawitlsréspeettot 6s cogni t i

administrative boundaries in four selected neighborhoods in the city of Mashhad, Iran
(Saghatoleslami et. al., 2014).

Findings of the study indicate that t he mea

cognitive maps was between 20% t&®%l the extent of municipalitpased
neighborhood approximately. Thus, residents perceived territorial boundaries of their
neighborhood much smaller than the territory of the administrative neighborhood.
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Saghatoleslami et. al. (201dsoclaims that, sincthe neighborhood is a soespatial
concept, in which physical and social dimensions dynamically interact, both
designations on the boundaries of the residential area should be interwoven to define

the ambiguous boundaries of neighborhoods.

Another rathe recent project is developed by two cartographers in Boston, with the
title 6Bostonographyo, whi c hthebiféeanmksland, 0 cr e :
and to expose and explore the geographical sense of place in the city. Within the scope

of this project, a recent online crowsburced neighborhood mapping project is
initialized with the title OMap your nei ¢
to draw the boundaries of their neighborhoods online and results were overlaid in order

to measus the amount of overlap and calculate the level of consensus for each
neighborhood (Figur&.17). In addition to this, to investigate the landmarks that

define a neighborhood, the map also allows respondents to drop a point marker at
specific placesvhich can be either the central point of the neighborhood, or just a

place strongly associated with the neighborhood. Yet, optional questions about length

of residence are added in order to give more weight to longtime residents, or to map

how boundaries ay have shifted over time; and respondents can also share stories or
comments about their neighborhoods. The promoters of the project claims that, if
enough people contribute to the map, it would provide a data set of how the city is

seen collectively whit could be used by policymakers and such. The results of the

study reveal that, old, central neighborhoods are easily defined and tend to have
distinctive visual identities; while the others are less clear (Woodruff and Wallace,

2015).
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Figure3.17. Consensus map of neighborhoods boundaries vs administrative boundaries
(Sourcehttp://bostonography.com/wgontent/uploads/2017/04/hoods2017vsOfficial.jpg)

Another study is conducted by Van Gent et. al. (20i6prder to investigate the
variances between different social groups residing in the same neighborhood in terms
of their neighborhood territory perception (Fig@ré8). In this regard, Geuzenveld, a
recently renewed postar neighborhood on the periplgeof Amsterdam was set as

the case area. Hence, residents were asked to draw the boundaries on a map of what
they perceived to be their neighborhood in addition to several survey questions on
affiliation and attachment. The online survey featured a dateiol based on Google

Maps technology, whileinthefatef ace i nterviewsd respondents
map. Boundaries were analyzed by constructing maps based on overlapping
perceptions using ArcGIS software. Yet, survey results of each sociaiitlaissthe

renewed neighborhood differ in terms of what is included and what is excluded;
perception of boundaries; and neighborhood attitudes. In addition to this, limited
interaction and the symbolic boundaries between established residents and newcomers

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

in a middleclass enclave within a poor neighborhood (Van Gent et. al., 2016).

Figure3.18. Neighborhood perception of different social groups in the Geuzenveld neighborhood
(Van Gent et. al., 2016:258).

To sum up, cognitive mapping as a method for territorial definition is crudiainms

of addressing planning issues at the scale of residential areas since it reflects the
residents own experience of platesideghis method is better at locating hotspots

of dissatisfaction by residentget, not only the boundaries of the terrisrunit and

consensus among residents (TaBl&) but also the content within the defined
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boundaries provide many inputs for plannimgerventions For instance, what is
included or excluded from the territory and what constitutes the core of theryerrito
may provide fruitful insights for future planning studigsaddition to these, although

each schema is unique for each resident, overlapping areas as well as differences with
respect to indiviudué characteristics such as age, gender or income Isevea
important insightsin addition to thisthe location of the residential area within the
urban space is also an important parameter with respect to the size of the perceived

residential area or the neighborhood.

Table3.1. Summary of the previously discussed studies in which an average perceived neighborhood
size is investigated
Author Case Average Perceived
Neighborhood Size
Less than half a mile

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

Inner city 20 acreg~ 8 ha)
'{'1%'17%3; and Knowles \C/;vrigggnE;%y’ Outer city 48 acreg~ 19 ha)

Suburb 155 acreg~ 63 ha)
Guest and Lee Seattle Less than half a mile
(1984) (<0.79 square miles- 205 ha
Banerjee and Baer Los Angeles Lower income 0.05 square mileg- 13 ha)
(1984) 9 Higher income 13 square mileé- 3.3367 ha)
Lee and Campbell .
(1997) Nashville 14.8 blocks
Coulton et al. (2001) | Cleveland 0.32 square mileg- 83 ha)
Talen and Shah Urbana. lllionis 10-400acres
(2007) ' (~10- 161 ha)

Los Angeles City scale City scale

suburban area | before construction| 0.50 square mile§- 129 ha)
before (1998) | after construction | 0.89 squareniles(~ 230 ha)

Lohmann and

?g%rgg)rran and after (20_04) Near the freeway | Near the freeway
theconstruction | before construction| 0.61 square mileg- 158 ha)
of thefreeway | after construction | 0.36 square mileg- 93 ha)
Mean max. distance t
Minnery et al. (2009) | Brisbane, Australia perimeter: 1500 meters
(~ 706 ha)
Pebley and Sastry Los Angeles Several blocks from home

(2009)

10 cities in US (Denver, Des Moines,
Hartford, Indianapolis, Louisville, 0.90 squareniles
Milwaukee, Oakland, Providence, Sa (~ 233 ha)

Antonio, and Seattle/White Center)
Saghatoleslan{?014) | Mashhad, Iran 36 ha

Coulton et al. (2013)
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3.2.Territorial Behavior

6To use built form i s to exercise S O0mMme
- Habraken, 2000:7

Territorial behavior in humans refers to veraadparaverbal, setting changing and
maintenance behaviors (Taylor, 1988). Yet, territorial behavior mainly involves
marking and personalization, exclusive use of territory as well as control and defense
of that territory (Gifford, 1997; Farkisch et al., 201Brown et al. 2005 cited in
Farkisch et al., 2015).

Territorial behaviors both regulate social interactions and provide the stability of the
social organization within a territory. They function both by preventing unwanted
social encounters with boundacpntrol mechanisms and also by eliciting social
interaction. Territorial behaviors include demarcation and/or the adornment of space
by territorial markers. Such markers and personalization, such as fences around the
dwel |l i ng, 0 s avi n gtosat the effice deskp enable aamrbal v p h
communication, sent environmental messengers to users and outsiders about the
ownership of the territory and personal or group identity of the owner (Greenbaum
and Greenbaum, 1981). Yet, territorial marking isimportant part of territorial
behavior which enables inter/intra territorial control territories by means such as signs

and barriers which in return foster place attachment.

On the other hand, control and defense of territorytterenainterritorial behaviors

in humans. Yet, territorial control is more common in humans rather than aggressive

defense and dominance. Defense of territory in humans is often managed by

nonviolentmeans such as language for negotiation, customs to guide behavior and

legal systems to resolve disputes. On the other hand, control can be either active or
passive anéxerted not solely over territory but over space, ideas, and other resources

within a teritory. Besides, lie level of territorial control is directly related to the type

of territory (whether it is primary, secondary or public) (Gifford, 198%®reover, he
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control over territory is secured by two means, whiehnaarking and personalizatio

and defense of space (Porteous, 1976).

According to Brower (1980), control over ter
of spaced which includes three main el ement
attachment (Figur8.19). Within this context, ocupancy is classified based on the

controls that operate within that space as: personal occupancy, community occupancy,

occupancy by society and free occupancy. Whereas, defense can be in the form of
surveillance and control of boundaries, rules govermaidgissions and the use of

territorial signs. Attachment to place is defined as the feeling of possessiveness that

an occupant has toward a particular territory because of its associations with-the self

image or social identity. In this regard, strengthgnihe sense of attachment of

occupants is also necessary for the purpose of making a place more defensible. The

other way around, high levels of attachment to place results in higher personalization

of space by its occupants which in return serve asnaofigccupancy.

Threat of unregulated interaction

NONSPATIAL RULES TERRITORIAL BEHAVIOUR
AND CUSTOMS ¥

Appropriation of Space

Occupancy Defense Attachment
to Space

Figure3.19. Control of territory (Drawn by the author based on Brower, 1980:184)

The efforts to directly control access and activities of others in a specific territory is
the basis oferritorial behaviors. In this regard, production of both markers and signs
are referred as territorial behaviors (Taylor, 1988Yhis context, the most common

behavior for declaring territorial claims and communication of ownership of a space

is throudn personalization and marking of that territory (Gold, 1982). Territorial
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markers are used to indicate ownership and to pass signals to outsiders that the place
belongs to someone, in order to prevent territorial violation (Altman, 1975).
Personalizationrad marking, not only notices others of claim over a territory, but also
provides other psychol ogi cal benfiell i t s st
advantageso (Gifford, 19 9dunjquelyaleachrscale.or i al
For instance; pragrty ownership can be claimed through formal market transactions

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

Yet, territorial markers are the basic manifestations of claim over a territory. Those
markers appear as natural landmarks suciveisr visual cues such as claws and bites

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

Territorial markers include: behavioral traces, levels of maintenance, signs of
beautification, signs of identification and barriers which send messages to both
outsiders and other residents in shared environments (Taylor and Brower, 1985). For
instance; placing an object or substance such as leaving coats or books on chair or
table (Gifford, 1997) as well as distribution of objects, ornamentation and gardening
can be listed as such behaviors which indicates that a space is used, owned or cared
for (Taylor et. Al., 1981). There are also other instruments for creating boundaries
(Farkisch et al., 2015) such as fences, hedges, signs, controlled access pathways and
guards that are examples of preventive markers (Altman, 1975).
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Territorial markers refer both to physical and symbolic barriers, and signs to control

behavior in space (Lynch, 1960; Madanipour, 20083t, territorial barriers are

distinctive in terms of thir visibility and permeability (Edney, 1974). On the other

hand, signs are often utilized for the establishment and maintenance of spatial order

between different territories. Signs are manifestations of who is allowed and how to

behave within a specifterritory. Signs can be formal and tangible such as signboards
telling o6Ladiesdé6 or O6Private Roadd6é, while tF
such as women avoiding to cross dark paths
walls excludingothes t r eet gangs from each otheros terr
words, territorial demarcation can be physical in terms of barriers as well as symbolic

like being psychologically discouraging (Lay, 1998).

As discussed above, territorial markers caphgsical elements, such as signs, locked
gates, high fences, high demand gardening, seasonal decoration and upkeep, which
derive mainly from the desire of boundary regulation. Hence, territorial markers are
the visible consequence of behaviors such astar@nce, decoration, modification

and beautification. They convey messages about the boundaries, appropriate behavior
in a territory and other information about the territory, while how these messages are
decoded relies both on the perceiver (residerdangsr, or other residents) and the
context. Besides, the overall distribution of these signs in a particular locale is more

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

Goffman (971: 41) defines territorial markers as follows¢c | ai m t o a preserve
putative possessor is made visible by a sign of some kind, which, following the

et hol ogi cal pract i c.élencephe gets bve kindsaof térrgadial a 6 mar k e
markers:

CentralMarkerswhich announce a territorial claiand the territory radiating
outward from it (towel on a beach chair)

Boundary Markerdhat mark the line between two adjacent territoriess(bar
used in supermarket checkout countéfsyure 320).
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In this regard, central markers can be used to provideus lof orientation and help
define the activity within the area (Schflen, 1976 cited in Sell 1983).

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

Figure3.20. Types of territorial marker@®rawn by the author based on Goffman, 1971)

Furthermore, personalization is also a way of marking space, but one that reveals the
identity of the one who marks it, such as employees decorating working space with
pictures or mementos, or gang graffitisasign of control over that territory (Gifford,
1997) (Figure3.21). Personalization of space is assertion of identity and a means of
ensuring stimulation; while defense of space includes both psychic (rituals entering a
home such as knocking, personaiiza of the house may also assert psychic security)

and physical security means (Porteous, 1976).

Personalization is the act of reflecting identity, history and aspirations of the individual
through environmental ¢ ues Themanpumgogeiolmg t he
personalization is to express identity to the outside world as well as reinforcing a sense

of identity by presenting cues from memories and feelings about the self, stimulation

of memories through personalized environments (Zeisel, )2@@&rsonalization
behavi or feglingool sedudaty, symbolmesthetiba nd  adjust® thed

environment to fit activity patterrzetteld(Lang, 1987).
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Figure3.21. Personalization of worterritory (Photos taken by the author in 2017)

Besides routinization and socializatiomare also important behaviors and practices,

ways in which humans personalize, use and control different territories (Karrholm,
2007). In this sense, the routine beloapatterns on a neighborhood street, such as
people sitting in groups on the corner or children playing on it, which constitute part

of the streets meaning and identity, is also a control mechanism. In this regard, Taylor
and Brower (1985:191) noted thal.ife on the block is a complex pattern of
overl apping, | ar geenphwsizinghthe tintpontance of routines on e s 0 ,
the territorial claim over space.

3.2.1. Territorial Behavior in Residential Environments

Key components of urban residential terrigofi f unct i otheicamtgploven v ol ve 6
access to territories and activities ongoing within those territories as well as problems

in the absence of such measures (e.g. vandalismandfeaf) Tay !l or et . Al ., 19
In this context, territorial behavistincluding exclusive use of territory as a resource

base and control and defense through marking of the territory by physical and

symbolic barriers, signs, and personalization are rather significant for territorial

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

be easily accessible with an emphasis on pedestrian orientation.

According to Lee (1968/1970), people utilimsidentialterritories to satisfy a wide

range of needs with minimum effort. Hence, the continual locational coding that arises
from this activty precipitates in the form of a soespatial schema, while these
schemes are also affected from the physical environment and personal characteristics
of the residents. In this regard, it can be claimed that daily activities and use of
facilities are a wcial part of territorial behavior and also implies a sepatial
schema for the residential environment. In this regard, the use of near home territories
as a resource base is investigated based on the activities and facilities used frequently
within the territory. In order tdo so, activity maps; trip diaries and GPS tracking are

used to determine the territorial behavior of urban residents.

In this context, a study is conducted by Anderson and Tindall (1972) which examines
the home range of childneby using mental maps, overlay drawings and analysis of

functional structure of activity nodes. During mapping, children were asked to draw
areas traversed, occupied or used regularly including minor paths, activity nodes,

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

in terms of territorial behavioF{gure3.22).

92 ~ meon totol nodes
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3 meon
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2 -
meon
=recrechion
l nodes

26 2B 4G 4B 26 2B 4G 48
URBAN ~group~- SUBURBAN

Number of Activity Nodes

Figure3.22. Functionalstructure of activity node@nderson and Tindall, 1972).

In a similar vein, Van Vliet (1983) also measured the mean distance traveled and

frequency of use for selected activities with respect to residential location through

ment al map analysis6é in order to examine the
teenages from city and suburban neighborhoods in Toronto in relation to their home

location, age, sex and social class. Hence, not only the availability, distribution and

utilization of resources within a residential area but also time and difficulty in reaching

these resourcess well as théocation of the residential area within urban spaee

major factos shaping teitorial behaviors

I n this regard, an earlier study is conducte

model developed by Park and Besg, which refer to locales that are recognized as
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communities by their inhabitants such as the ghettos, was tested through a survey
conducted in Boston for the identification of such local communities in terms of
respondents naming, bounding and intensige of local facilities of their
neighborhood. The results of the study reveal that, residents of the area can name units
with natural boundaries (such as major streets, parks and river as predicted in the
natural area model) consistently while naming &las a status ascriptive function.

On the other hand, use of local facilities was rather low, that is limited to convenience
items such as food shopping and church use. Yet, the low levels of use of local
facilities was not solely related to the limiteppmrtunities in the area or the existence

of a community but rather related to the adjacency of the study arbasitavntown

area (Ross,1962).

Control and defense are the other important components of territorial behavior which
becomes concrete espdlyiat the micrescale of residential environments. In terms

of territorial control and defense, the most common behavior in residential
environments is the use of boundary control mechanisms including territorial markers

and personalization.

At the resilential scale, the boundary set for the area to be controlled and defended

often connotes to plot lines and appears in the form of fences and walls (Porteous,
1977) . In their study, Mumcu U- ar and
mechanisms in housingen r onments for the case study
Ankara. Based on their studyoundaries of the residential territory of the occupants

are separated structurally from the public space of the street and the private space of

the nexidoor neighbom the form of walls, fences, bushes etc. Structural dividers are

in various forms and enables many different opportunities, since they are formed

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

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

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

such as community gardens or murals (Fegu23).

.f;;i;%;'
YUZ Karas) DEGIL

BOYLE Kazawi g X!
EKMEK PaRrasi

SOMA

¢ 13.05.2014

Figure3.23. Communal territorial marking and personalization at the scale of residential
environments: (On the |l eft) Community Garden in Pa
neighborhood in Akara (Photos taken by the author, 2016).

Personalization is also a type of marking based on the transformation of the
environment by means such as beautification or declaration of group identity with the
use of nameplates, graffiti etc. On the other haedsonalization at the scale of home

as a territorial unit often extends from the interior design of the house to the facades

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

In this regard, Greenbaum and Greenbaum (1981) investigated the latitarre
between personalized spatial markers, social interaction and group identity in their
study, based othe observations of the personalization and the level of maintenance
in the semiprivate areas ia SlavicAmerican neighborhood.he results of thetudy

reveal that spatial markers are associated with the amount of social interaction,
whereas home ownership, ethnic identity and residential stability are also associated

with the level of marking in a specific territory.
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In addition to these, contrand defense of territory at the scale of residential
environments can also take shape at the more organizationa] $exdl as in the form

of neighborhood associations within and between neighborhoods. Those associations
strengthen the capability ofsidents to speak up for planning actions that are against
their will and other unwanted intrusions regarding the shared territory. Besides, these
associations empower social cohesion and place attachment which in return foster
residents will to modify andnaintain their shared territory. For instance, many
neighborhood initiatives were born in Turkey as a part of grass root political actions

that arise along with Gezi Park protests in 2013 (Fig24).

Figure3.24. Control and defense of territory at the scale of residential environments: Neighborhood
Associations. (Below) The Relational Map of Neighborhood Associations in Istedulde:
https://graphcommons.com/graphs/ab1eb?83b-492¢8b0f7ec080097841).
(Above) Neighborhood Associations of 100.
(Sourcehttps://www.facebook.com/yuzyilinisiyatif/photos/a.642109932495101.1073741826.642105
582495536/6421102458283/0type=3&theatgr
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3.3.A Model Proposal for the Assessment of Territorial Functioning at the Scale

of Residential Environments

Based on the previous discussionspraliminary model for the assessment of
territoriality is proposed within the scope of thiwsisderived fromthe previously
examined attributes of human territoriality and previous models developed for its
assessment (Figu®@25. The model aims to redefine human territorial functioning
and its parameters as well as operational assessmesnirtawder to comprise both

the peopleoriented and placeriented connotations of the notiomhe modelis
developed to basedfor the assessment tdrritorial behavior and cognition patterns

of urban residentswhich are the main components of terigbfunctioning, at the
scale of residential environmearduring the posbccupancy phasé.ater the impact

of fixed feature space, that is the physical environmentewitorial functioningis

further investigated based on a comparative case studg fiollttwing chapters.

EXOGENOUS FACTORS TERRITORIAL FUNCTIONING
?%?@?é?@?@?@ * Individual characteristics =Territoria| Cognitipn
, ?w???ag T T a— * Concensus on a delimited ares (Mental Maps)
XXX SO TERRITORIAL
| ATTITUDES

- Common activity ‘NODES'

‘Residential Satisfaction’
‘Social Cohesiveness’

- | | Territorial Behavior ‘Place Attachment’
\/. Mobility * Exclusive use (Activity Maps) ;‘:r::e!z:gzxnw’
[\

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

*Morphology

*Density

Figure3.25. Model for the Assessment of Territorial Functioning

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

reciprocal relation. In addition to this, territorial functioning also results in certain
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attitudes toward a territoryt is also important to note thahe model does natfer
successive processes between the notions while both territorial functioning and
territorial attitudes are reproduced simultaneously in time in relatitimetchanges in

the exogenous factors.

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

territory, tenure type and car ownership.

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

In terms ofspatialfactors, mobilitypatterrs have significant impacts on both territorial
cognition and behavior. In this regard, Stea and Blaut (1973:58) claims that, same
sensory stimulation from the same environment may result in different degrees of
perceptual attainment with respect to diffegzes in the way of interaction with the
experienced environment. For instance, environmental learning is directly related to
the mode of transportation through which a place is experienced such as walking or
driving on a bus. Therefore, mode of transpastatwhile traversing a territory or
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reaching activity nodes within a territory is an important parameter which has direct
impact on territorial functioning. Besides, the volume of pedestrian and vehicular
traffic in an area also influences territorial ciigms, therefore behaviors of residents.

In addition to thismorphology of the physical environment, thalso related to the
territorial organization of spacés set forth as one of the most important variables
which has impact on territorial funching. While, physical layout of the territory
(building, plot, and street relations), land use as well as density are set as-the sub
parametersBesides the affordances of the environment that is thenber and
composition of opportunities/activity noslewithin a territory and inhibiting /
promotingstructure of these opportunitissalso influential on territoridlinctioning.

In this regard,Taylor (1988:93) definethe importance of spatial organization on
territor i alThephysical granfetert dof alacatipn indluence its salience

as an identifiable and separate space, its defensibility, and to extent to which
particular behaviors in the space can be carriedbout Yet , the focus of
also on the influence dfifferent physial organizationson territorial functioning

which will be further examinerh the following chapters

Secondly, territorial functioning is a combination of both territorial cognitions and
behaviors. Cognition of a space as a territory is relatétetdelimitation of that area

as a bounded space in the minds of its occupants. In this regard, investigation
consensus over the boundaries of a territory can reveal insights about the scale and
content of that territory. On the other hand, territorial behavior refers both to the
exclusive use of territory as a resource base and control/deferniat térritory.
Exclusive use is related to the functional structure and frequegeyding theise of
resources, while control and defense is often achieved throagting in the form of
signs (tangibleor intangible), barriers (physicar symbolic), personalizaih and
maintenanceln this regard, ssessment of territorialognitionscan be based on
cognitive mapping exercisesvhile investigation on territorial behavioilis often

inquiredthrough activity mapssawell asexploration of territorial markers.
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It is also important to note that, territorial functioning also results in certain type of
territorial attitudes and foster or hinder place attachment towards a territory.
Moreover territorial behaviors such@&snei ghbor i ng, identi fi
boudari es of the area, c withio&tartitorysate aodtheu s e
causes of certain kinds of territorial attitudes, such as neighborhood cohesion, but they

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

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

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

Table3.2. Parameters of the variable sets within the proposed model fas$essment of territorial functioning

PARAMETERS RESEARCH TOOLS
Primary Secondary Description DO* | Q* | SD* | MA*
Al. a Age, Gender, Education Level, Occupation, Income, HH* Type, Tenure X
Individual | Type, Car ownership, Length of residence, Time spent in the Residentig
Al Residing 1 Distribution of HH type X
Population 1 Age / Gender distribution
Al. b
SOCIETAL | social Socio . 11 Property value for m2 X
Group Economic 1 Average educational level
Condition
Identity Image of the district within Ankara X
9 Territorial Organization
bw, Street layout (continuity, form; street, cul de sac etc.) X
A Dominant architectural form (type, height, allocation)
Morphology A Territorial Depth(private, semi private/public, public)
bl mocsqm:mm
A2. m. A Topographic thresholds X
Physical A Physical boundaries surrounding the area such as mg
A2 Context roads, greenery areas
Land use 1 Mix-use | Diversity of opportunities within the catchment ar X
SPATIAL ]
Density 1 Gross / Net Density X
Location 9 Urban / Suburban character X
1 Volume of pedestrian and vehicular traffic X
A2.b .
_<_o_o__:< Transportation| | Distance traveled to reach certain activities X
1 Provision of multimodaltransportation facilities X

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

140



Buidde anniuboigimUY [eaibojoydio VIA ‘ereq Arepuodas :@ds ‘alreuuonsang) :O ‘uonealasqo 19a11d :0d«

X aoueuaiurey | 4
Buiuapueb ‘suoneiodspioleIXe ‘SN Y m
X uonezieuosiad / it [enauad | SIaxeiN m_wn__/_nmv_m_._m.__n/_”_%%/z w
Angisia /Ageswsad Y a'vd 5
X ‘seale ssao0e panwl| ‘skemareld ‘safpay ‘ssousq v ®)
slalileq 21j0quIAS pue [edishAud / siaxreN Alepunog | 145! X
X SWISIUBYII|A 92uR||ISAINSE g _N
3svd _a_m_
SanIANoe yoeal 0) Jodsuen Jo apolA | SOpON 304dNO0S3d T
X asn Jo Aouanbaiq | AUADD Y SV 3ASN uAv
(010 sanijioe} aARASIUILIPE ‘[e10IaWWO0D ) H v JAISNTOXT o
‘leuonealdal) sapou ANAOR JO 2INONIS feuondund | e'ed Y]
€d
SHAVINANY
X pauonuaw sxyrewpue| jo adAL || S¥rewpueT] IVIHOLIdd3al
pauonuaw syewpue| jo laquinN | e zg o _.I__._
cd % w
9100 | 3OO d3YVHS |z 5
X BaJe UoWWOI/pareys ay) Jo Juaxa ayl | pareys 9 = mw
q°'17d | S3ldvANNO4 m >
=
X sjuapisal Buowre sNsuasuo) ‘ealy uowwo) | EMMM@ VIHOLlay3l
puels Buiuue|d yum uosiredwod pue azis ealte abelony || |ealv
e '1d 1d
JND | WIN | xAsS Me) Mele uonduosaq \Cmbcoomw Arewid

S100.1 HOYVIS3Y

Sd313NVHvd

Buluonouny [e1I01LIB) JO JUBWSSASSE ay] 10} [apow pasodoid ayl ulylm S1as a|gelien ayl Jo sialaweledpanunuod) "z sajqel

ONINOILONNS TVIHO1ldd31l g

141






CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This research aims to investigate both the cognitivebahdvioral patterns (territorial
functioning) of urban residents in their residential environments. Besides, human
territorial functioning at the residential scale is affected by both the physical and social
context in which the individual is located aseyipusly discussed in the model
proposal (Chapter 3.3.). Hence, within the scope of this research residential
environmentsare investigatel at the post occupancy phase in terms of human
territorial functioningthrough the lens of behavioral science withsarcentricand
descriptive approat. Besides, another aim of this research is to examine the
interrelation between exogenous physical and social parameters on human territorial
functioning. Inordertodosogrs i dent s6 patter ngatthemesd er r i t
scale (neahome territory home baseof residential environmentare examined
within different spatial layoutgterritorial organization of spacdhrough a case
oriented comparative studyn this regard, primarily empirical research fdret

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

In order to assess territorial functioning according to the parameters set in the previous
chapteymultiple data collection methods are employedtals collected throdmgboth
qualitative and quantitative methods includindirect systematic observation,
guestionnaire and spatial analysis which is summarized in the following(Tatilk

4.1). In this regard, questionnaires are conducted to assess -4oei@pled
territoriality (territorial functioning) in the districts. The questionnaire includes two
main parts: primarily demographic information as well as territorial behavior patterns
are investigated, later a cognitive mapping study is conducted for the assessment of
territorial cognition. Yet, systematic observation is conducted to assess the control and

defense mechanisms (such as markers and surveillance mechanisms). Sesidés,
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analyss is conducted within the area to set the plagented territoriality (territorial
organization of space) in the districts. Consequed@l@,questionnaires acenducted

in each district and thesults arg@rocessed ananalyzedwith the help oiBM SPSS
Statistics 21.0 program and the last part containing the cognitive maps are digitized in
ArcMap 10.4 forfurther inquiries.

Table4.1. Data collection methods based on the inquired notion

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

Markers

4.1.Questionnaire Design

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

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

ended questions (questions 16, 17).

In the last part, respondents are asked to draw on a map the location of their house,

the perceived @undaries of their residential environment, important reference points
(landmarks) in the area and areas avoided or feared pdsfengn order to examine

their territorial cognition. For better orientation, respondents are given a A3 sized base

map The total area covered in the base map is larger to be considered as a
conventional neighborhood but rather at the scale of a digtrsttict is used for the

term 6semto6 in Turkish which connotes to
to a part of e city often with similar socieconomic as well as physical attributes)

in order to prevent directing the respondent to conventional neighborhood boundaries

in defining their residential areas during the stage of cognitive magpgivgell as

omitting problems that can arise for the residents located at the edges of the. district
Besides, each districtonsiss of identifiable neighborhoodsin this regard,
Kavakl eder e di strict consi sts of Bar bar
nei ghbor hoodmsbaranddi stukuwrta consi sts of ¢ u

neighborhoods
4.1.1. Data Collection and Input Data for the Questionnaires

The questionnaires are conducted faeéace with the residents above the age 18
residing in Kavakdis&idse $neple aize dor etah klistrictavash a r
calculated as 26with respect to population size (within 90% confidence interval and
5% margin of error)iater300 questionnaires are conducted in each district for higher
accuracy. The responses of the first three péittse questionnaire are entered to IBM
SPSS Statistics 21.0 program and the last part containing the cognitive maps are
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digitized in ArcMap 10.4 for furthenquiries. Later, two sets of analyses are carried
out. One focused on the GIS information deriyean the cognitive maps of the
respondents such as perceived neighborhood size. The other linked the GIS

information to data contained in the questionnaire responses.

Table4d2. Popul at i on do f¢ ukanDatkois @dIK, 207) a n

Barbaros Neighborhood 5994
Kavakl edere Nei 6675
Remzi Ojuz Areéek 5525
Kavakl edere Dis 18194
¢ukurambar Nei g 13283
Kezeéel érmak Neig 6494
¢ukurambar Di st 19777

In terms of selecting the respondents, systematic sampling is used during the
guestionnaires to obtain a representative sample of households irdistait
Primarily the districts chosen for the case study are divided intoegjibns smaller

than admirstratively defined neighborhoods based on major physical barriers (major
roads etc.) as well as changing characteristics in the built environment. Questionnaires
are divided into these sub regions with a percentage parallel to the housing density
within that sub region. Yet, different number of pollsters are assigned to each sub
region with respect to the number of questionnaires. Later, each street in the sub region
is assigned to a pollster in order to provide an even spatial distribution of the
respondats. At this stage, the location of the homes of the respondents along the street
were chosen based on a random opportunity sampling method, depending on the

willingness of contribution from the residents on each s{fégtire 4.1 and 4.2)
Thequestonai res for the case of Kavakl|l édere Dist

andthe case area is divided into 7 s@lgions for the distribution of questionnaires.

The questionnaires for the case of ¢ukur amba
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2017 and the case area is divided into 6 g@gions for the distribution of

guestionnaires.

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

Figure4.1.Subr egi ons of t he c as eistsict andinumbarrofegaestiornairésa v a k | &
completed ireachsur e gi on ( Kavakl éder e, Remzi Ojuz Areéek,

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

Figure4.2.Subr egi ons of t he c as eDissidt and numberokgaestmrinairésu k u r a m|
completed ineackubr e gi on (¢ukurambar and Kézél ér mak
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4.2.The Selection and Brief History of theCase Study Districts

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

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

In this regard, production of new residential environments in Ankara has also followed
a similar pattern. Yet, the residential areas emerged parallel tcatin@mqy decisions
regarding main developmental axis of the city as well as changes in the social and
economic dynamics. Hence, the case study areas for the research are selected as two
prominent examples which are formed in different time periods in AnkKdre.
Kavakl|l éder e di sclassidistricassotiaaet with the earfgpublidad | e
era (formed in the 1950sdnd has acontinuous fabric as in théraditional
neighborhood and ¢ukur amb has trabsfosned inta High ngé,i ¢ h
Oprigstous 6, | u x u aftgrthe 1699 Wdife dhigh iarmdunts aof gatad
communities,a typical example otontemporaryresidentialdevelopment areas in
Ankara are selectedor the @asestudy(Figure 4.3) In this context, the selection of
these two ase study areas with different spatial layouts resembling the era in which
they are formed is to reveal the differences in terms of territorial functioning and to
associate these results with the affordances and territorial structure of each

environment.

Kavakl édere district (Kavakl éder e, Remzi

| ocated at the south of Ankara next t o

148

Oj u
t he



The district hosts many embassies as well as important governmental and other
institutional buildings.The di stri ct al so hosts two ma
Boulevard which is the main developmental axis of Ankara from the early republican

eratill today passes through the disivneth i | € Tunal & Hil mi Avenu
Street which took the name in 1964) which is one of the most vivid streets of Ankara

that functions as a sutenter with its commercial and cultural activities is also the

main backbone of the district. Althougbarcetbased transformations started within

the district from the 2000s onwards, which generates a threat to the artifacts of civil

architecture, Kavakl édere preserved most

Figured3.( Above) Gener al vi(BeM dw)o mGC&merrakll éwieave fr om |
(Photographtakenby Ay Kk e ¢ a n  Adndthe aiuthor,22017)8
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Cukurambar district (¢Cukurambar and Kézéel éer |
southwestcorridor of Ankara, withimlsoc | ose di stance to the cit)y
(approximately 7 km). The district i81 close proximityto many commercial

(shopping malls and office buildings) and administrative (sudiasstry of Social

Security and Labor ahAnkara Chamber of Commerce) centers as well as universities.

Yet, two major universities of Ankara which
the area, while Middle East Technical University (METU), TOBB, Hacettepe and

Bilkent universities are in clesproximity. The area is surrounded Bys ki Kk e hi r
highwaythat is the main developmental axis of Ankara from the 1990s onwards

the North and Konya highway on the East, by
campus onthe Wesand ¢i Jj dem nei gobth ®&ecéndyand2018,ra t he S
highway is constructed passing through the district which led to many conflicts

between the inhabitants and the local authorities since the highway was unscaled

creating higher volumes of traffipassingalso through the METU fagst which

would create health and safety problewithin the district. The highway was also

di viding ¢ukurambar and Keézel érmak neighbor
nei ghborhoods (K°®se and Yurttak, 2014).

Furthermore, bth districts aréormed concurretty with the main developmental axis

of Ankarain each period K a v adeVeldpbe as e residential district due to its

locational ong t he Atat ¢ ¢rk Boulevard which was t he
in the earlyrepublicaneraWh er eas, C¢ClUbocrmra mblaoni $ he south of
highway which became one of the main development axis of Ankara after, 1990s
contemporary with the transformation ®fu k u r drombassquatter neighborhood

intoahi gh rise, OprestaraqpiFogwe4dd). | uxury resident

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

sections.

Figure4.4. The location of the districts and the macroform development of Ankara

421.Bri ef History of Kavakl edere District

After the declaration of Ankara as the capital of the newly founded republic in 1923,

the city was desi gned t otheludanization proceseed e | 6
throughout the country with its urbanization in secular, modern, Western style
emphasizing the national identity and creating the needed modern spaces for the new
0ci ti zensd dEncet e planring effortslin the. ely years of the

Republic for Ankara is described B¢, n @314:14)as;6t o bui | d an exemg

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

achievements of the repubiicthe creation of this new townd

The development dknkara inthis period took its form under three main plans which

ar e, L © r ¢ h-2925) prdpasing a(cdmattdcity witthe new center around

the centralstation and arrangement of lands required for the new public buildings,

Jansen Plan (1932) continuing the main empha
the center to -Kézéelsow)t hf (omntikeholrd city cer
area near cerdt station is left asraecological corridor due to natural forces, and

Y¢cel Uybadin Plan (1957) whi cirhthepgnneoposed der
city districtsresulting from the urbanization pressunesaddition to proposition of

District Height Regu !l ati on Pl &we( GeKaw,akbkedd)e as a
developed correspondingly and parallel to the outcomes of these plans.

In this context, till the second half of the 1930s, wkeh z éYleanyi k(e hi r ) transf or
into the new city center according to the Ja
characterY e t Kavakl éder e )(dstricet@kits mame fromphe pl ar tr e
creek that passes through the area alodgys Tunus Averaiwith many poplar trees.

Hence, in his weltknown novel6 An k Kma @osmano]j | u (1972:48)
Kavakl edere in the 1930s as foll ows;

6éThen they entered a small
A thin and clear water was flowing from the middle of it.
Mr . Ha khkeé nsaamed of t hi s pl ace: Kavakl édere an
this pointéo. Il ndeed, out of the popl ar:
a steep sl ope was st a

Kav akldétice roec at ed at the south of the new <cit
(Yeni kehir) in the Jansen Pl an wasntheot propos

L°rcher IR tha JansenoRlanbut the area developed parallel to the

%1n the later decadegénkara Master Plan 1990 (1982) which proposed corridgeldpmentowards
the westand Ankara 2023 Master PlaAGM, 2007) was approved by the Municipal Council, which
proposes almost limitless growth along the seméistern corridowere also approved.
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developmental propositions of these plans. Hetlmearea was consideradpartof
the green belsystemof the city andsolelya small road was opened in the place of
todayds Tun alnéelbnsdn Plah Revseunluwogf | u, 2011) .

Figure45.Kavakl édere District in Jansen Pl a
(Source: https://architekturmuseum.ukbierlin.de/index.php?p=79&P0OS=35)

The district back then consisted of single apartments located within large vineyards.
Yet, the housing pattern of the district in this periodéscribed b)kar aos manoj |
(1972:99) as follows;

dor instance, within the villas |l ocate
impossible to found a house without a tower or an eave. These hotstswers
and large eaves were similar to each other and came out of the hands of an
architect, located in the middle of the ditches surrounding them,
they resembled the feudal lord castle®

Since many vineyards wer e eWioeFactog/dtartedh t he
business by t he dau g lemerofhe farliamentwiaomée Hi | mi
main avenue of the district is named after) Sevda and her husband Cenap And in the
1929 within the districtKk a v a k | € d e r e wadlocated ori-th sitéwbereythe

Sheraton Hotel and Karum statdday. The winery continued its production in the

area till the 1980s when the factory moved to the outskirts of Ankiisto(y, 2014).
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In addition to this, the family that run the company was also livirnpe district and
their house was designed Bynin Onatin 1952. TheXCenap And Housg#s still one
of the significant buildings in the district whicombires theraditional Turkish house
characteristics with traditional German housing archite@uckis a unique example
of theSecond National Architectal Style in Turkey Cenap And Evin.d.)

HenceRes ul o] | u a (2615)states that, inEaddgian tleeing one of the

pecul i ar buil dings that forms part of t he d
significant impact on the daily lives of the residents which havstieibg impression

on thér memories Besidesparticularlyin the 1950s, the fagty wasé cr eat i ng a
genuine atmosphere both in its spatial quality, with vineyards and gardens, and by
affecting the so.¢Reaslulloijfleu iann dK:38yl at kal ni deerrgeudt |,

Figure4.6. K a vra WihegStop
(Sourcehttps://i2.wp.com/adimadimgurme.com/igpntent/uploads/2016/10/Eski7.jpg

Consequentlyd!l | owi ng t he openi ng antldeyetomeryr Kk Boul e
of Kézeél ay as thé developnesttowvards the soetm af éaty

accelerated. Afterwards, embassies started to locate on the south section of the
boulevardin the 1940s Henc e, the developments spread f
towards kaaakhgderegion in the form of vill

andembassy officers (Uzun, 200%)s a result, the area transfornfeaim a suburb of
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vineyards into aprestigiousresidential areafter the 1930suntil the late1950s

Besides, the formation of the boulevard not only had an impact on the residential
developnents but also on then the physical and socihnsformation of th&unak

Hilmi Avenue, that is the main arterial of the district, which in return transformed the
character of the district in the following decadB@se(s ul oj I u and Al t an I

Although the district no longer had a rural character, it still consisteidgiefamily
houses in gardens, except the embassies and the 1Mddagstill the beginning of

the 1950s Yet, the district had a suburban character with single houses with large
gardens (especially vineyardgmaineduntil the second half of the 1950s

In the 1950s Turkey underwent major seemnomic and political transformations
with the introduction of the muktparty regime as well as liberalization of the national
economy These transformations also impacted the form of constructions in that
period. Besides,from the beginning of theecondhalf of the1950s, as a result of
increasing populatiom major cities due to thieigh amounts of migration from rural
areas Ankaraas the capital of the Repubgtarted to fall short in meeting theusing
demand for these new residemibich resulted even in the formation of informal
housing areas at the periphery of the cRgsulting fromurbanization processes
along with the chnges in the lifestyle the design of residential environments
transformed significantly with the increasing numbemaitti-storeyapartmenblocks
rising in the urban landscape as well as densification in the central areas.

Al ong t hi s parepsinecdosated & apvoairkal distance to the city center
Kezeéel ay, beghmomoa tsabsflbam character t
district. The district transformed parallel to the transformations in the urban arena and
parti cul ar |l and Uypadin Blaan of YL35d@rethis regard, multstorey

apartment blocks started to rise in the afidase developments in the districtese

eitherin the form ofparcelbased constructions or housing cooperatives to build an
apartment blockThe primaryhigh-rise apartment blocks in the district were Hayat
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Apartment Block designed by Emin Onat with seven floors, University Apartment
Bl ock and Kl bank Apartment Blocks with eight

all constructed byousing cooperatives

i
il
F

i
"

B LR

N B AE sy ey

Figure4.7. Hayat Apartment Block
(Sourcehttps://hurriyetemlak.cubecdn.net/image.ashx?type=44&image=Ina2)851\6\3\4\2\7763
8816712b4ee899a4ceec5af6692e.jng

These new apartment type of houses also created a new type of residential profile in

the area which are middle and uppsrome grapswhomb c hose t o | i ve in th
developing part of the city, away from the populated earlier centers, in the new

apartment blocks constructed for, for example, high bureaucrats such as

parl i amentary or( Reensiuvleorjsliut,y 2nDelmib:elr0s00) .

Yet, the construction of apartment blocks not only transformed the physical layout of
the district but also transformed the social profile of the residents as well as daily life
in the area which transformed the identity of the district significantly. Inrégiard,
Resul oj | u a @@l54A)lstatesnhatEr g ut

Orhe identity of Kavakdlere as a newesidential district in urbanizing Ankara was
formed withinthe context of the mitiventieth century,
when thesaew houses emerged as examples of pioneeridgmmistarchitecture
of the postvar period, which was thgroduct of social change,
and which simultaneoushoused and hence facilitated
the 'modern’ lifestyle of éhimed
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In the 1980s, Turkey again underwent structural economic and patiigages with

the adoption of nebberal policies. Parallel to these transformations, building
regulations were also to adapt these structural changes and to meet the demands of the
market conditions. Hence, in the late 1970s, the building heights aleng thu na |l é
Hilmi Avenue were raised to be maximum seven storey which increased the number

of offices and commercial buildings significantly which in return transformed the
avenue intoalargescal e commer ci al axi s. I n this r
K u(lu Pasagge (1978) were opened along the avenue in this period (Later in the 1991
Karum mall was opened in the location of the wine factory). In addition to commercial
facilites Ak ¢ n Ci nema (today uwa®abenedsnl@/Sdlonge at er
withpreviously opened cinemas (Kavakl éedere

the avenue.

Kujulu Park, | ocated on one of the main
pond formed by Kavakl édere creek was arr
1975 the park was redesigned and Vienna Municipality donated two swans to the
municipality and Kujulu Park was named a
some of the land that belonged to the Polish Embassy and the Park were taken away

for construction o road. The area of the park was diminished from 2,1 hectare to 1,7
hectares. Yet, the park was registered as a natural protected area in 1976
(¢apanojlu, 2009) . H eknucjeu, | uipta rcka na Ibsea ctlraa ns:

district park to an urban degpark in this period.

As a result, from the late 1970s onwards, the district gained a new identity with its
cultural, recreational and commercial activities as acauter rather than a quiet
residential area. In this regard, from the late 1950sé¢otH at e 1980 s, Tun
Avenue formed a significant public place in Ankara, acquiring residential as well as
cultural, recreational and commercial functions to act as an urbacestdr in the

city (Resulojlu, 2011). ldte n c e, Resul o]l u
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060The Tunal é Hil mi Avenue is not just any
|l ife of the Kavakl édere district as well
the Avenue has been one of the | oci of An
Inthscont ext, Kavak| édere managed to preserve
till today as one of the most prestigious housing districts of contemporary Ankara as
well as a sulcenter. However, parcélased transformations started within the district
from the second half of the 2000s which generates a threat to the artifacts of civil
architecture in the area. Besi des, the crow

Avenue results in relocation of higheicome residents to the suburban centers of

Ankaraat the periphery.

Al in all, the transformation of t he di
Ergut, (2015) in two phases as follows;

15! Phase: early 1950sfrom a rural area of vineyards to a residential district
with suburban character

str

124 orey detached housing except Kavakl

And House, May 14 Houses
2nd Phase: late 1950sf r om a suburban residenti al
residential district

High-rise apartment blocks emerge including University, Hayat and

K1 b Aparttment Blocks.

di

To which we can add the third phase of deve

subcenter and the last contemporary phase of paastd transformations in the

2000s(Figure 4.8)
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Agricultural Land
:-‘creek with poplar trees’
:- vineyards

1930s :

1950s . New city center Kizilay, city expansion towards the south

Parcel based individual developments

early s.burban District

19al8 :-"1-2 storey buildings

* housing cooperatives building apartment blocks:

* University Apt., Hayat Apt. Block, ilbank Apt. Blocks
late  Modern’ Residential District

1950s :- high rise apartment blocks

'f;o Urban Sub-Center
s . -commercial, cultural and recreational

. activites

2000s : Parcel based transformations into
¢ high storey ‘residences’

2017

Figure4.8. Spatialde ve |l opment of Kavakl é&dere Distr

422.Bri ef History of <¢ukurambar District

¢ukurambar and Kézél éermak neighborhoods
In this period theseneighborhoods were productive agricultural lands witieat

fields and storehouses forcereddlset , t he name C¢ukurambar i1
6a place wpebhggaphbacakby | ocated on a pi
both the areabdés topsffaph¥rantdi hj sRO60Rc¢

Ercokkun, 2006 ; Durmaz, 2014) .

Beginning from thel950s economic growth policies and industrialization processes
resulted in mass migration from ruralnt@jorurban areas and fagaiced urbanization

in Turkey.Hence, major cities fall short in meetirfgethousing demarfdr these vast
number of newesidentsAs a part of these socgpatial changes, a unique housing
form emer ged n a(suediter aréaghevbieh knmgratddugooups built
their own dwellings mainly on publicly owned lania. this period, Ankara, since

beingthecapitavi t nessed this process significant
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hosted mainly 6gecekondu6é developments til/l
initially i n Kezeéel ér mak nei gu setilemerd o d whil e
devel oped more rapidly afterwards (Tan Er kah

Durmaz,2014jFigure 4.9)

Figured9. Few O6gecekonduds are still theauthain20d8 i n the are

During its 6gecekondud year s, t he -area had
storey buildings with gardens, paths and social areas that were created unofficially by

inhabitants( G° k - e, In t2rh® of patial organization: buildjrplots varied

between 80 500 nt with an average of 1804ythe average floor area of the buildings

was 75 m, and population density was approximately 188 people/ha. In terms of

social cohesion, there was a high sense of community and solidarity between the

residents. In this regard, the inhabitants of the area had founded an association of the
neighborhood nanhkey ¢ AKDER,; Association for the Embel
ve Kézeéel érmak Neighborhoods (¢Cukurambar ve K
Derneji) in the beginning of the 1960s, i n
admi ni strativeegopobduémsaafl ghendpacgai ning f
candidate of Ankara for necessary urban services before the elections in 1964. Hence,

infrastructure improvements, pavement and provision of social facilities were
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introduced to the area as aresult oféghese f f ort s i n the upcomi n:¢
2002; K°rojlu and Ercokkun, 2006). Consic
residing in the area, the area was announced as an official neighborhood of the

¢tankaya district in 2006/.2 (K°rojlu and Er ¢

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

urban development.

Consequentlythe prominent urban transformation types in the major cities of Turkey

form 1960s till the 1980s was: the transformation of vacant landgeqgretiphery into
6gecekondud neighborhoods, rehabilitati o
into apartment type of housing, or total urban renewal accompanied with
gentrification. In this regard many legal instruments were introduced in order to
transform squatter (gecekondu) areas into proper apartment stocks. Primarily, Law of
Gecekondu (no.775) was enacted in 1966 by which these areas were legalized and
commercialized through improvement plans. However, these plarslimited to

provision of hf rastructure and redevel opment a
comprehensive approach. Later, a series of amnesty laws were enacted between the
years 1983 to 1988 with the aim of solving the ownership problem of these areas by
legalizing the existing stéc with a more holistic approach. However, the
implementations were mainly driven by the market forces and failed to control land
speculation and provide adequate housing for theilowc o me gr oups ( At
Osmay, 2007; K°rojlu and Ercokkun, 2006) .

Inthiscontext an &éi mprovement plané was prepar

1000 s cal e -Kgrakuskniarr lmproveanent Plan). Within this plan, the

minimum plot area was set as 2508 minimum distance from houses to the street
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was 10 meters and mmum distance among the houses was 5 meters. In this

improvement plan, two storey houses were planned. Besides, it accepted the local
development plan aralloweddevelopmersonl y f or pl anned areas (ke
cited I n K °Howewdt,,he 984101 )mpr ove ment pl and was
i nsufficient and a O6revision pland for ¢ukur
Municipality in 1/ 50 0Rarakusualar®&evisionPlarQ&h@ ( ¢ukur a
i mpl ementati on pl ans wer e a& Monicipalityepar ed i n

( ¢ u k u r- damakuaunlar Implementation Plan).

The revision plan proposed higher densities for the’atka density proposed was

250 people per hectare (even 500 people per hectare at some parts) while the density
of ol d 0 g #demenkwasabaubdl70spedple per hectare and the density that
the improvement plan proposed was ADi3tance between the buildings to the street

was set as 10 meters, while the distance between buildings as 8 (fFigterns 4.10)

The decision of @nsificationin the areavaslegitimizedbased on the location of the
neighborhood as being close to the city center and on the west development corridor
of Ankara resulting in high rent values. Yet, the new housing pattern was in the form
of separatetligh-risebuilding blocks placed in the middle of the block which resulted

in the repetition of a typical mass on equally divided islands inadequate in terms of

spatial quality (Tan Erkahin, 2002; K°I| mek,

¢Cukurambar differed f r ohborhoads sincer theemmjor 6 gec e k o
transformation took place under the Orevi si
redevelopment at the parcel scale unlike other large scale urban transformation

projects implemented idgecekondd neighborhoods of Ankara at tharse period

(such as in Portakati-€ i Valley), and thed@ecekond& were built mainly on

7 In the implementation plan, the average plot size whas3000 ) Floor Area Ratio (FAR) was set
as 1.75 and 1.8 at some plots while maximum height for the buildings varied between 22 to 34
meter§ Tan Er kahin, 2002

162



privately owned land bought from the field owners rather than publicly owned land
(Tan Erkahin, 2002; K°rojlu and Ercokkun,

Figure4.10. (Ontheright¢ uk ur ambar 0 Ge c e KOnrhe lef§Juxéaposittondf n 1990 s
Gecekondu and the propdaedEfrédhi3l®, 020C2kul @l

Hence, ¢ukur ambar aareahas wimessee two magpresecook o n d u
spatial transformation processes; (i) transformation from rural settlement to urban
gecekondu area beginning from the 19600s
to a high rise, Oprestafgtieorus®99ddausxug K° rr
Ercokkun, 2006) .

Af t er t,brlean ttafBsti®néatiom Turkeywaseven more institutionalized with

many | egislative regulations such as the
by Revitalization of the Deteriorated Hi©o r i ¢ a | and Cultural | m
(No: 5366) and the 6Law on Transformati or

Yet, the aim of urban transformation ldmngedrom upgrading the dilapidated areas
or squatters to being a strategic agenddréorsforming any area in urban space and
utilized mainly for increasing the land reriig the designation of areas as well as
densification by increasing the building heights in otdeopen the way to enlarge
the extent of trade in the construction secateglecting thenegativesociospatial

consequencesuch as inadequateness of the existing infrastructure in these areas for

163



































































































































































































































































































































































































