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ABSTRACT

ASPECTS OF VISUAL STRUCTURING OF URBAN FORM
IN ANKARA

ALANYALI, Ela
M.S. in Architecture
Supervisor: Instr. Ali CENGIZKAN
April 1994, 165 pages

In this study, urban form of Ankara is examined with its visual
characteristics in order to clarify the determining elements and patterns
that create its distinctive image. Within this scope, a critical model
regarding the visual offerings of topographical forms and man-made
urban elements is improved. Using the structure derived from this
conceptual work, Ankara's visuality is discussed through its main urban
formation types. The relationship of topography to man-made urban
entity throughout history is put forward with its effects on the urban
image. Apart from those, a section-view study for the Citadel is
handled as an examplary model for urban visuality analysis.

Keywords: Urban Visuality, Visibility, Visual Structuring, Topography,
Man-made Urban Elements, Silhouette, Urban Morphology.

Science Code:601.01.03
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Oz
ANKARA KENT FORMUNUN GORSEL KURGUSU

ALANYALI, Ela
Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Bina Bilgisi, Mimarlh Ana Bilim Dali
Tez Yoneticisi: Ogr. Gor. Ali CENGIZKAN
Nisan 1994, 165 sayfa

Bu tezde Ankara kentsel formu gorsel ozellikleriyle incelendi.
Amag, kentin Ozglin  imajma  belirleyen elemanlar1 ve  olusumlari
belirlemekti. Bu ¢ergevede, topografik ve insan yapist kentsel elemanlarin
gorsel  potansiyelleri lizerine bir model geligtirildi. Bu  c¢alismanin
sonucunda elde edilen yapisal ¢oziimleme yontemi kullanilarak Ankara'daki
temel kentsel olugum tipleri c¢ercevesinde gehrin  gorselligi  tartisildi.
Topografik ve insan yapist Kkentsel olusumlarin sehrin tarihi boyunca
kurduklar1 iligki, Kkentsel imaja etkileriyle incelendi. Bunlarin diginda,
Ankara kalesini konu alan bir kesit-goriintii caligmasi, kentsel gorselligin
analizinde Ornek bir model olarak yapildi.

Anahtar  kelimeler: Kentsel  Gorsellik, Gorillebilirlik, Gorsel Kurgu,
Topografya, Insan Yapisi Kentsel Elemanlar, Siliiet, Kentsel Yapi.

Bilim Dali Sayisal Kodu:601.01.03

v



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This study has been the product of a tiresome period of
organizing and expressing my thoughts and feelings about the city I
have been living in since I was born. Within the limitations of the
study, it was not possible to mention my excitement about the offerings
of the site and how much we can do with this. I have the hope for
future urban organizations in Ankara regarding the delicate topographical

qualites.

I would like to thank people who supported and helped me
during the study: My family as they always care for me, my
supervisor Ali Cengizkan and the jury members Selahattin Ontir and
Baykan Giinay for their valuable ideas, my friends Gamze, ENlf and
Necla for their helps in the writing process and Namik for the
contributive discussions. Also I owe thanks to Levent Topaktas and

everybody in the computer room for their helps...



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS......cioniiiiinreriiirrcenitnsennecccnieesnasteeesssesanes
LIST OF FIGURES.......coovctmiiitirtiintiiinrennecnniesnre st ssssssssenns

CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION.....ccoceererruiecirereroncorueeseessesesucssesssseessenne
1.1 Scope and ODBJECHVE ......ccvveeeirrsiiiireicerentieseeeeieintr e eae e
1.2 Mediums of Presentation for Urban Visibility......cccoocevvinoruinnnnae

CHAPTER 2: THE NATURE OF VISIBILITY :

CONCEPTS AND DIMENSIONS.......ccceovruirnninnnrinnnns

2.1. Visual Perception - Formation of Visual Image.....ccccocrruennnn.
2.1.1. Figure and Ground in the Visual Image......comunnnn..
2.1.2. Domains in the Visual Imége ...........................................

2.2. Aspects of Urban Visibility.....cccoervevmrnrieoimniinniiiiiiecnnee. R,

CHAPTER III: A SEARCH FOR DISTINCTIVE ELEMENTS

OF VISIBILITY IN THE CITY..orivrriiniinnnnns

3.1. Topographical Determinants of Visibility .....cceceeverririrecreererieinnnens
3.1.1. Cities on Flat Lands ......cccccvvmriiinniiiiiiinieinincineceennnns
3.1.2. Cities on Rugged Lands......eiiiiiiniiinnniiinieineennen.
3.1.2.1. Pointed HillS ....oeeeiiriinniiinniniriiiicinnetennnesneeeiennnens

vi



3.1.2.2. VallEYSacireeiineeieieeeenentninseerinntteccsneteecsenseessstesessessessssesas 19
3.1.2.3. Mountain SKiTtS....cccoceeeeeserrremerressensneeesceseeseecsecsereeesecees 20
3.1.3. CitieS DY WaALET ..eeveeeeeeireeiecettinetcccintteniecesesteeesseeesostssssssasesenes 21
3.2. Effects of Urban Structure on Visibility......cccoeocierorriiioivceirirernrnnccennns 29
3.2.1. BUIIE FOIMS..c.ueiririeeereieeeetieetrnreninteesttienteecaeessaesesasossesssssesssnsnas 30
3.2.1.1. Built Form as Landmark.....cccccccecovriminvirornrrennccrnccnaeen 30
3.1.2.2. Built Forms Creating
Visual Texture in the City.....ccoeeovrimirrciicinennicccnriienees 32
3.2.2. Spatial FOIMS......ccoviinviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieneeeercetteccrecre e eeee 33
3.2.2.1. Linear Spatial FOIrmsS .....cceoocimniiiiniiiiiiiiiinicinrireeensenee. 33
3.2.2.2. Cluster Spatial FOIMS.....coocvevieriniiiiinrniiniiniinieninenneenne 35
3.3. Silhouette as an Overall Vision of Urban Form............. 37
3.3.1. Determinants of the Silhouette.......ccocviviiiiiviviivovinniniiiiniriinnnns 38
3.3.1.1. VIEWPOINL ceeeeeeicriiarinreieiiennnrecninieccnstteste s snnesssssesses 38
3.3.1.2. Figural Elements in the SKyline.........ccccvcmvmrivnnunnns 39
3.3.2. Silhouette as a Means of City Image.......ccccovoiinniivvrnnirnnnnes 40
CHAPTER IV: A SURVEY ON ANKARA'S MORPHOLOGY
- IN TERMS OF URBAN VISIBILITY .oooviiiiiieiinnns 54
4.1. Topography of Ankara and Its Visual Aspects.......cciiiiierecriecnnnne. 54
4.1.1. General Topographical Structure of Ankara Region................. 54
4.1.2. Local Topographical Elements
Creating Visibility Patterns ......cevveeveecieniiininniiniereneciennenens 57
4.1.2.1. PlAINS cuereeeeceeeeeineeeereeeeeceesssssesssncesesenesessessnesssansssssnsnns 57
4.1.2.2. HIILOPS c.cvceereniireiinerirniietesteee ettt reeteerres s e seessassnanne 58
4.1.2.3. Mountain SKirtS...ccccveeeirvrereririiiriiieiriireeeeeeeineeerisssnsreresnns 59
4.1.2.4. VallYS.cieerueeeeerririiiriiieinteinrreninesneeeisessasesressnaassssnesaseas 61

vii



4.2. Visual Aspects of Ankara's Urban Morphology

Through HiSTOTY cueecueieiieiieiiiiiitiieeeteeteeteet e cteseeeteeeaeseteeeesa s e e saesseesas 66
4.2.1. First Settlements in ADKATa........ccecoemreerreresinresieeereeeeeennveeerens 66
4.2.2. Roman and Byzantine Periods........ccccceecermieniienrecceerrencreeneeene 69
4.2.3. Seljukian - Ottoman Periods......ccccceererrerreerreersersreesreesseeseeerrennes 72
4.2.4. Republican Period........c.cecevveevieirnirnensiesinnieninresinteeeecesaennesaenns 75

4.3. Visibility Examined in the Present Urban

Morphology Of ANKATA ....cccueiviiiiiiiieccecieenereeeerreeerreeseeeseeeeeeesssasssnases 82
4.3.1. The Present Macroform......cccoveerimrcererservnnveeserscercnssersiensseesnnes 82
4.3.2. Main Areas of Distinct Characters in the City....cccccevvvevurnen 85

4.3.2.1. Topographically Determined Areas

of Urban Visibility .....ccoceeveevmmureiniencrsienicciniitenceeaenne 85
4.3.2.2. Visually Differentiated Areas due to

Landuse Patterns .......cccccevvceereenerceeceverieeceesinseecveecvenenes 89

4.3.3. Visibility Patterns Created by Different Urban

Formation  TYPeS...coeeriiieinieniecitiieeneeereeitesstrensessseeoneeencesansesnsesees 93

4.3.3.1. Orderly Building ZONEs......cceccrerveremrrrrseercrcercreeesuaeesneees 93

4.3.3.2. SQUAEr ZOMES ..eovrueereererurerenverserereeeeeueessneesssecesesssnsesssens 95

4.3.3.3. Extensive Public Use Areas ........................ 96

4.3.3.4. Landmarks ......cocoeiiriiniininiineiienieeenecente st te st eeaeeene 98

4.3.4. The City SiIROUEHE ....ccoiviiirrrrrerierercrreeecreeeceeeeeeeeeesneseseens 110
434.1. The Silhouette from Main Approach Roads............. 110

4.3.4.2. The Silhouette from High Ventage Points................ 111

4.4. The Attitudes For the Future Formation of Ankara.........cccceeenene. 113
4.4.1. Ankara-2015 Plan.....iiiioininiiiiinisecneeeeneesseens 114

4.4.2. The Urban Visibility as a Dimension of
Anpkara's Future Development......cccuiieviiiiiinrveeecrcennciriseceneenns 115

viii



5.2 A Figurative Approach to the Present Outputs

and Future SuggestionS......c.cceeeviiienierenieniecienenecceeseeserentioceseeessesens 128
REFERENCES ......cutviiiitiintiretninieiseeeaceseeasssessssssesessassessssssssseosasssasseens 137
APPENDICES

APPENDIX A. EXAMPLARY URBAN IMAGES

THROUGH HISTORY ..couviiiieeiiiiiireernrrreeeeeseeesseessssssseesenns 144
A.l1 : Visibility in Greek ATChItECtUre....c.cvieeeeecerreeeitiireieirieeereeccirereeeene, 144
A2 : Imperial Image in Ottoman Istanbul........cccccoeovereoemiveceerierereenee. 148

APPENDIX B. PROPOSED REPUBLICAN ANKARA

IMAGE BY JANSEN ...coiiiiiiiiiineniencceienteceesseeaanas 153
B.1 : Jansen's Plan for ADKara.......c.cmiiniiiiiiiencninneitieeneesraeene 153
B.2 : 1932 Implementation Plan.......cceooiiicinniinniiniinienniiniiniienececncennene 155

APPENDIX C. SECTION-VIEW STUDY
FOR ANKARA CASTLE.....ccccomiiriiiiiniinitincietieecnane 161

ix



Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

3.1

33

34

35

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

3.18

3.19

3.20

3.21

LIST OF FIGURES

.
Ri0 cooviivvereniennnanns reeeevesersrrsrasennnes creees esresseeeenrierarisraniennies . 23
Konya.....coovivmmieeeeereeeininnnnee eesesenuiesereistestraarrateraresanrarsen cerrernteenns 23
FIOTENCE ...neciieeiiiiiiiccecciintttvniniecenrteensestiseseessesen reerrerneeans ererseseenses 23
. .
AMETICAN  CLLY wevviereeriririreerriiirceeenmetssiesesnnnnas reeeerrereenanenase eveerenrens 23
.
Moscow....... eenees Ceevsrertreerteenuartosasnarnans eeeteeetueterottrersesirernrettrarassrrsnnns 24
.
Paris .ccooveeeeeenennenns eevesrerrrretnnesrreearanane eeresssessesrontarissanstnrranrarssanasene ... 24
St. Petersburg ...ecereeeeeecivnnreeciiiiiiiniccnninnnns eereeretierrrrnrasrrnisansraneene 24
Edinburg.....ccocovviirranneen. N « o I ocog 000000000 S oo ST 25
Prague.......cocoeunnne. B« o A o o I o e o 50000000000 TSI 25
.
Istanbul......ccceeeveeiiiivoaeennnnne. B 00000000 vase s iR C0000CAROEa00COT crreerenennes .25
Afyon...... 0000000000 IROC00000000 LI oocoooge IURRUI .. . o o RN ..., .25
1
kirdag 5
Te A ceivrrnenanns . ococo000o S coooocooc SRR cosncssees OTIRE . ., o n RS- W2
AINASTA .viiviiiiriirinisiisisiiisisirsessieeeseiesssesssssessessesssssees cereereenne cereeenn 26
) .

Erzincan ........... eeereeeteceensorarasetstrstraterettsraessnarasaenrerrnsrann reeeenieres ..26
Giimiigh 26
tmugnhane........ reeevserteserresanestrsrtesrrsariearorasnns et RN .
Bursa........ crererens eeerveeetesesteneraesmetruesetsterestrtsaressesatrssriesarere crerernnennes ..26
Amsterdam....... reereereesereenestarasesttserrtentarensteetanrettarernseennes rrerreenenaes 27

.
Venice.....cccoeun.. Ceereeteseestesersrrtrstateernesansasrasaseres reesersntresssessesesese .27
R
Istanbul......ccoeeiereiiiiiiiieinreenrccrirreece e OO errreernanres 27
New York........ ceeesenenes reersacsreteiserstrbontreatrarians veeeresseanrerensoene ceeens 27
.
Ponte Vecchio, Florence.........cccuuuee.n. rereeenane cernnes creeeens eerereenrane 28



Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
iJi gure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

3.22

3.23

3.24

3.25

3.26

3.27

3.28

3.29

3.30

3.31

3.32

3.33

3.34

3.35

3.36

3.37

3.38

3.39

3.40

3.41

3.42

3.43

3.44

3.45

Modern Bridge .c.cooeeeeerirnerieneerneeeeeieeeeeeeseeeeeseesesaesesseeseeenseeens 28

Eiffel tower ....cccccevvenvcvnnne ereeesetseben ettt ese et e e st seane s nane 43
Obelisk in ROME......ecivvuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinrecineiiecccntee e cenanis .43
Sydney Opera HOUSE ......oovuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiteetecrcctectecre e 43
Family towers in Bologna......cc.cconuenunn. certeerntraesteseentteeeraaesenas 43
Traditional SEHlEmMENt .....cccevueiriveiiiinnirinieiinee et 43
AMETICAN  CILY veeereeereeeieneirrieeerneeeeeereatessateesntesnneessaesensesosns cueeenn 43
PATLS ceoneeeeereerineteeseeetestaeetesae s stee e st st e ae e s e e sae st st ns s s nnes 44
Street in FLOTENCE.....ciiviuiirrreeeecniriinisiririsreeenirrrccar et aaae e 44
Green City by Le Corbusier.......ccmiiiimiiiciiiicericnenne 44
Continuous buildings along street .......... ... . ....... 45
Detached bUildings AlOAE SHEELermmrmmeerersiorecomerresseerreeseronn 45
Timgad, colonnaded street........cccovevviiveenrneennnn. —................ 45
Trees along SrEEt.....ccoeiiencvireireveeninniirnetinieeeneieessneesraseeesnans 45
Street view ending with sky......cccueenn. vore I8 o T . 45
Street VIEW 10 SIENA.cccccervvieirirrreeriinnrirnreenerenrecsreessaeeeennas 45
View through tunnel........c.cccoociiemiininnnniiinniiininccneeenianeeinnnas 46
Bradenburg Gate, Berlin.......cccccvviiviminniniinininiiiininieniieiens 46
Arc de Triomphe, Paris......cccovcvemeiiiiiiniiiinirimiiiiiiccneennnee, 46
St. Peters square, ROME ....ccc.ccoviriviiiiminiiiiniinieiiicciccieecne 47
Navona square, ROME......ccccomvivirmiinimeniinneicencticeireaeeens Ry
Red square, MOSCOW.....cocceverierereesneeninesennnnnenane ceteeesnneeennnt vveeenns 47
The Campo Of SiENa....ccccciiririmeriieniiiieieeeere e 47
Campidoglio, ROME.....ecoirmirrriieeiictntiteteecieseent e 48

xi



Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

3.46 Piazza del Popolo, ROME ....cccoceoviimmereeicireneeceenaeeenreneeenaees .48
3.47 Das Rondell, Berlin c.ccoceiieiiieeeiiiiirieeieeeeieveeneercreeeeeeeeeeeeesseaseens 48
3.48 The theatre, EPhesuS.....ccccocemriiniviiicccciiiiciicnieninneneenenneeeenns 48
3.49 Central Park, NeW YOIK....ooooooiieiimiiiiirrirrrrrenirerrenreneerseeseesaeseens 48
3.50 VIBINA...eutiiieeereeererecirrerteereeserssnreereeaeeeaaaasasssassssssssssssesnsesesssssessssssns 49
3.51 Prague..coccricecoiceiiciineeccnicceenee eerereeeeeeessnrtetae e stnnaeeseneeate veee49
3.52 Lyon....cccorveeconnnee reerereeeeesnseeeessnnnaenann teeeeeseeneessnreeeeesannreearaeesraneens 49
3.53 ChiCaZO ceevrereeernerairercececeeecnreeeessaeens tettteeeesessennreereaeanranteesneenanaanans 49
3.54 Urbino....cccceeeeeeuverreecenvcceeaaanne tereeesereaattetetaeeaeeesaessrnrnnnrrnnraneessesessases 49
3.55 View from a high place....cccceioiniomrvveinrreneincceerreeereeecneeene 50
3.56 Manhattan, New YorK.......cccooruueeeen .. A e o 50
3.57 ASSiSl.ueerecveeerrreerersneeenennenns S— . ... A ... 51
3.58 Jerusalem............ Ao S ocong K . . ...............0vo 51
3.59 TOKYO.ccoovrotirueriaereruncnnns ... . R . . . .- .. .. veeeee51
3.60 Ancient Rome, model............cc...... B eeaeeneen. N, NN 51
3.61 Istanbul.........cccoeeveereererereereannnnes eerteteeieteteereteeteasebenbessesaesenaernens 52
3.62 Avila, Spaifi...ccccccceeriiriininernienieeinnns cereeeeeeeesnteenaeetteesase st sessasnns 52
3.63 AMICNS..ccciierrrneeeneeereeerresoscnneeeceeessens teeeerenennennrteeteeaeesssesssesssnsrrsarane 53
3.64 Acropol, Athens.........cocoeeeerereieveurene cerereeteteae st eteassasanennaes .53
3.65  JEIUSALEIMI....ceeeeeerrreeeeeeeraeeaeireeereernreeaesessenseseesasssnaeessosssnssasnesasmnreses 53
3.66 BUISA...cccorereovrereerneeenes eeveerreennaenans teterereeertereaeeesinrreeeesesananaeesessnace 53
4.1 Boundaries of Inner Anatolia RegiOn........ccccceervmieeeriiiooceinannnne 54
4.2 Ankara - geographical layout.......ceiiiiiniininninieeieiennenns 55
4.3 Ankara - streams within the geographical layout.................... 56

xii



Figure 4.4 PlaiDS....ccecrceuereerereerererieieeereestneeeesestscssetenssseseesesseseonessesesssesseressens 62

Figure 4.4a Engiiri plain from Ulus, 1936....ciiiiiiiiieiieicieneanee. 62
Figure 4.4b The Castle from the plain, 1934.......ciiiniiiininnn, 62
Figure 4.4c The plain from the Castle ..o, 62
Figure 4.5 HIEOPS....cooiiiiiiiiiitiei ettt ittt ettt enes 63
Figure 4.5a The Castle from Englirli plain ccccccoovveenvnniinniiiniinniicneennnees 63
Figure 4.5b The Castle from CebecCi....coccmviimmiiniriiniienriieiiinniincireneneennen. 63
Figure 4.5c Hiiseyin Gazi mountain from Cebeci......cccomvvvinirvriunnnes rereenn 63
Figure 4.6 Mountain SKiTtS......ccceccevvmiirieiiiiiinniiniiinntiensineeneenneeesnesnesssseesnes 64
Figure 4.6a Northern mountain skirts from Kizilay, 1954........ccnnen. 64
Figure 4.6b Southern mountain skirts from Kizilay......ccocooivorinnnnnnnnnn. 64
Figure 4.6c Eastern mountain skirts from Kizilay ......nnnnnnnne. 64
Figure 4.6d Southern (Cankaya) skirts from Sihhiye, 1935.......cccceenie. 64
FIigUre 4.7 Valleys .ooviecniiniiiiiniciiniiniiniesieesseisreseessiessesesessssssaessesssssssesssses 65
Figure 4.7a Valley between Altindag and the Castle....oiviriiiiinnnnnnn. 65
Figure 4.7b Hatip river in the VALY oo seeesssesemssssesssnesasssessanseesensees 65
Figure 4.7c Plan of the Hatip valley..ooiiiiiriiieereeeee, 65
Figure 4.8 Phyrigian settlement................... .................................................... 78
Figure 4.9 Roman Settlement........ccovveimvinmieieiiriieniniiioniisniecieneesteeneenesnenne 78
Figure 4.10 Byzantine settlement.......cccccviviniiiiiiiirieieinenienieniceeee e 78
Figure 4.11 Ankara sketch by Pitton de Tournefort.......coomiiivieieiennnnnns 79
Figure 4.12 Ankara painting in Rijksmusuem, Holland...........ccoooiiiinnes 79
Figure 4.13 Ottoman Settlement........coiievieiieiiriniiiiirninitniieeeeeteee e 78
Figure 4.14 Ankara plan, 1924........ciiiiiiinninicrecceiccnniinnane 78

Xiii



Figure 4.15 Jansen Plan........cooiiiiniiiiniiininiecineentenreneeeeteneeneese e reesseenns 78
Figure 4.16 Yiicel - Uybadin plan....cccccroireevienrnreereeneceeeceeeeeeeeceeee. 81
Figure 4.17 1971 MacrofOorm.....ccceeeeeicemieiiieieenieereteeceeecee e eeneesesneeeeane 84
Figure 4.18 1985 MacrofOrm.....ccccoovmiuiivierreiriirecrrreiteeteneeeseeenreceeeseeeseessees 84
Figure 4.19 Topographically determined areas..........ccceeceeveeveeveecrerneeeneeene. 84
Figure 4.20 Areas determined by landuse patterns ......c.cccccevvrvivevieicvenennen. 84
Figure 4.21 BUIlt-UP AIEA.....cccoeeirceniiciiirieeeentrsceieeeeeseneeeeeesestesansnsssenenss 84
Figure 4.22 Ki1Z1aY CENLET «..eeeovireceeeieececirrenierreceneereeenaeesseesensssesaaessensnenes ... 100
Figure 4.23 Orderly building Zone......cccccecveeecereveencrirenreeecreeesereerreneeeenneeen. 100
Figure 4.24 Extensive public USE &Ar€a.......ccccceereerimreciemveriersinrueeeenresrneneane 100
Fig 4.25 SqUatter ZONE.......ccccoiiivemvirrinirceceeieseeetrstesreesesstessenesssestessaessaens 100
Figure 4.26 Views along Atatlirk boulevard.......ccceevveevereecverneeneecureennennns 101
Figure 4.26a From Sihhiye towards UllS.....ccccocmvmiorerinsrennneeerenireecneene 101
Figure 4.26b From Ulus towards the plain....cccecveriimonimineniernecnennnenns 101
Figure 4.26c Towards Sthhiye......cecoeevcimiimvimsernrenriinienenrereieeeeesiesnreeneenns 101
Figure 4.27 Squatters on hill -fitting to the natural slope........ccu..n..... 102
Figure 4.28 SQUAter ZONE.....cococcioiirirrierirnrereetententesieseeeeeeesteraetetassesssens 102
Figure 4.29 Squatter Zone - Plan ...ccccceiirmnniiiniiiiieerierenrceniennesneesiseessnenns 102
Figure 4.30 Orderly building zone - plan.....cccccocrmvmrvrenveervernrinrcencrrensvennns 102
Figure 4.31 Squatter zone -poplar trees and minarets

as vertical Elements......cccorveevenienensirienieceeeeeetreearere e 102
Figure 4.32 Extensive public use zone - plan.......cccoroniinienniunnnne.. 103
Figure 4.33 Extensive public use buildings......cccovverevemoveereeerivienenciunnnnns 103
Figure 4.34 View from Anitkabil......cccovemvrimveniiiniinncenenineicrenennne reeeereaae 103
Figure 4.35 Collective hOUSINES....cccceovueeiierrimimiiiirtieeeeeceiniceeeeeneesnesneesens 103

Xiv



Figure

Figure
Figure
Figure
Fi gure
Figure

Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

Figure
Figure

Figure

Figure

Figure

4.36 Landmarks and high buildings
on topographical formations.......ccccceceieeeivinieiniiinneniniiiinincinnne

4.37 Views from extensive public USe areas..........cccccceeevecvunne
4.37a View from Botanik Park ...,
4.37b View from Alnpark.......ccoevieimmimneiinniiiniiniininicnececineenne
4.37c View from Hacibayram SqQUare.........cccoevviivvireiiiienrisecerecsannees
4.37d View from Genglik Parkl......ccccccoevviiiiiniiinniiininiiiicicecrannnnee

4.38 Southern mountain skirts
- Cankaya and GaziOsmanPaga...........eiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnan,

4.38a Silhouette over Genglik P.
- high buildings on the SKyline......cccoimierieviniiineiniennnns

4.38b Silhouette -Atakule and Caldag
over Genglik Parki....ccccovvevviiiniiiniiiniiiiic

4.38¢ Cankaya skirts - high and low buildings
as figures and ground........cc..iiiiiniiiiience

4.39 High buildings along Atatlirk boulevard............ccceeviivninnnne
4.40 Atakule from different locations in the City......ccccmvennnes
4.40a Atakule from State Cemetary .....ccccceecveemmmrcirircerrrneeersnreeees
4.40b Atakule from south with high buildings and squatters....

4.40c Atakule from Caldag
with Hiiseyin Gazi mountain as background..........c.cceueune

4.40d Atakule from Ulus at the end of Atatiirk boulevard......

4.41 Kocatepe mosque from different locations in the city.......

4.41a Kocatepe mosque from Cankaya
as a dominant figure within the orderly buildings............

4.41b Kocatepe mosque from Sthhiye....ooiiiiiiiiniiiiiiiins

4.41c Kocatepe mosque from Incesu valley........coovninnnn.

XV

107



Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure
Figure

Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

4.41d Kocatepe mosque from Hacettepe....cccccvoeririeerecrreceeecneennnene 108
4.42 Landmarks with distinctive forms.....ccccccovreriiecceecrieeineenennn. 109
4.422 ANUKADIT.......ooviieiiireeeeececceereet e reeesneetesreesae s esve e taeeanenans 109
4.42b Atatiitk Kiltlir MerkezZi......ccoceveerrreereenccneeieeieeeeeenenreresens 109
4.42c Sheraton Hotel -distinctive cylindrical form.......ccccceeernnnns 109
4.43 Ankara silhouette from approaches to the city.....cceuu...n.... 119
4.43a Ankara silhouette from Istanbul approach .........c.cccccceurmenee. 119
4.43b Ankara silhouette from Eskisehir approach................... e 119
4.43c Shifting image from Cankirt approach.......ccc.ceeeevvervcreeeennes 119
4.44 Hiseyin Gazi mountain

from different locations in the City.....ccevrmriimeriericeerinnennns 120
4.44a Etlik skirts, castle and Hiiseyin Gazi mountain................. 120
4.44b Hiseyin Gazi from Sihhiye......cccocceorrvirieeiriieinieenseenienearnnnnn. 120
4.44c Silhouette from GaziOSmAanPaga ........cccceevveereecrvenseceererinreeernnns 120
4.45 View from the Castle......ooommmmrmrimmersosmmeesssssessssomeeeesson 121
4.45a Silhouette from the Castle

towards Englirli plain  (WeSt)..coveerveerceirrerreereerireerreeseeennnenne 121
4.45b Silhouette from the Castle

towards H.Gazi mountain (€ast) ...cccceeeeeemvierrcieenenrreeereeeeenens 121
4.46 City silhouette from different locations........ccccceeccveveiirneennns 122
4.46a Silhouette from METU ....ccccooiiivviimnniiinniiiiineeenrereeesennreennnns 122
4.46b Rising buildings on the plain.....cccccmeevieiirniinrniverrcieereervnenn. 122
4.46c High buildings along Eskisehir road........c.ccccoeceiveviennennnnen. 122
5.1 Topographical layout of AnKara..........cccccvimmiirrverccrerienennes 129
5.2 Sub areas within the topographical entity..........ccccoeceerrerrueene 129
5.3 Structure of topographical and man-made entities.................. 130

xvi



Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

5.13

5.14

Al.l

Al.2

Al3

AlA4

AlS

Al.6

A2.1

A2.2

A23

A24

A2.5

B.1

Man-made Urban Areas........ccccceereirversuerininnennsecisesissesessenessnes 130
Main urban formation LYPES.....c..cccevveimimrrmrinsniecrisniemirreneecennens 131
Street PAtteInS....cccorvvveiriiiirreiininiieirisirneeeenrerrrree et e eennnes 132
Main figures from western approach roads..........ccccovveerreennnn 132
Topographical layout from souUth........eiiiiiiiiiiiiiinneee. 133
City viewed from squatter areas

on the northern mountain SKirts.....ccceceeccmvvveieoricncircvneisannnns 133
Suitable viewpoints for public vista terraces.........c..o..... 134
Approach roads to be linked with the bowl visually........ 134
Green on RilltOPS ..cecveeeereernieininrneniiinnitinte st 135
Green along Valleys ....ccueivneeinnnneiineiinniiereninecciiiieccseneesennnes 135
Possible organization of man-made elements

with mountain SKirtS......cooveieveiverivmniimirieniinniiiiicccrecenneeenens 136
Olympia, Altis, Hellenistic period. Plan......ccccecvvvverveennnen. 145
Olympia, Altis. Perspective from point A..........cccovvenrene. 145
Olympia, Altis, Hellenistic period. Plan..........cccccooeeinenass 146
Olympia, Altis. Perspective from point B......cciennne. 146
Olympia, Altis, Hellenistic period. Plan.........ccccovrerneennnan. 147
Olympia, Altis. Perspective from point C.......cccoiiieenenen. 147
Visual Structuring of Ottoman Istanbul.........cccccvveeeccnnee 150
Ayasofya and Yenicami (c. 1910) cociiiinmiiiiiiiiiiiiine, 151
The entrance to Golden HOIM....oooiiviiiiiiciiinniiiinieniinnnnens 151
A view from Galata tower (c. 1910).ccccciiiiiiinniiininnnnnees evees 152
View of Golden Horn in its widest point (c. 1910)....... 152
Ankara: The Citadel and Hatip TiVET....coovireriiviiiiiiininniinnns 158

Xvii



Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

Figure

B.2

B.3

B.4

C.1

C2

C3

C4

C.5

C.6

Cc7

C38

C9

C.10

C.11

C.12

C.13

C.14

C.15

C.16

C.17

C.18

Ankara: Hipodrom

viewing the Citadel......ccccoocervvoriraniuvecnnnnes 158

Ankara: Samanpazarl SQUATE .........ccceeeeverrecensecersvvessransssesssseesoses 159
Ankara: Stadium in CebeCi.....c.uueevereniiiicerciiiiniincieceeeceene, 159
Ankara, partial topographical plan, 1/25000......cccccovereureeenneee 161
View from Point 1a....cccocoiiiiiiiiirrerecrieceeeeeeccnreeeeeeesseeeessones 162
View from point 1b, 1925 ..ccciiriiiiiiiiiiieineeceeeceeens 162
View from point 1D....ccccoiiiiiinierienreeeececieereeeesneeseseeeeeees 162
View from point 28.....cccceeieveeerrreencerineterrrrecseseeseessnseessesseneses 162
View from point 2b, 1931 .cciiriiriiiirrieneceetnrnineeeceereennee 162
View from poifif 2D...cccccieeeiiniririerereereioeererreecerneeneesesesenneens 162
View from Point 3@....ccocvveierrrerricereniiireeeeeeecereeeaecsssaeescescne 163
View from point 4a....ccceeiiiriririniinnieeenosececentereenseecceseens 163
View from point 4b.....cocovirriernniiiiiiiceeiiinnreereneseeeseesenee 163
View from point 5a, 1920'S .ccccvorievrriovricniiciinareeriaeeeneecenne 164
View from point S5a.....cccoievvoiniiiiiininiiiineieeneeeeceesenne 164
View from point St 164
View from point 6a .....ccoviiiiviieiiriiriinieeccterneerearereeeeneeeees 164
View from poift 8@.....cccccoveimvvrererirecrirueerreereicenerenssesssessnnes 165
View from point 8b......ceiciiiiiiiiiicrees 165
View from point 8c, 1920'S.....ccovimiiiiniiiiiiinnienceecnecennne 165
View from point 8C.....ccoiiivoiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiicieeccceeeceennns 165

Xviil



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Scope and Objective

This study aims to examine the visual aspects of urban
morphology in Ankara. In the choice of the subject as Ankara's
visuality, richness of both the natural offerings of its topographical
layout and of the visual patterns derived within the wrban form
throughout its history have been effective. Apart from the adventageous
outputs of Ankara, urban visuality, in general, seem to be an important

point in the formation of image in cities.

Cities constitute the most complex type of human settlements.
A city, though comprising many different parts with different functions,
has one distinctive image as a whole reflecting its character and
structure. The image perceived may change from person to person to a
certain extent, but how the city expresses its identity through its
physical formation is mostly dominant as a means of communication

between the city and its inhabitants.

Norberg-Schulz (1985:44) relates the expression of the character

of a city to its built form which is reflected in elevational properties.



It is also possible to see examples of attitudes in history to build city
images through the visible expression of urban elements (see App.Al,
A2). It is rather difficult to ai)pIy such overall urban visuality desicions
in the gigantic cities of today, but still the aspect of visuality is valid

as a means of communication through image.

When the city is considered as a whole living entity shaped
by many variables affecting its formation process, focusing on only the
visuality of that form may seem insufficient. About the subject, Teymur
(1981:94) states: "Appearance is not the whole of reality, and an
understanding of that reality cannot be achieved at the level of
appearances alone", and adds that the paradigms dealing only with the
visibility aspects of architectural and urban problems may be speculative,
insufficient and deceptive if they are not using concrete, scientific and

resolving methods.

In this study, the appearance of the urban form is dealt with
in an isolated way; without taking the complex forma;tion of it into
account. Yet, this attitude does mnot ignore the need for a multi-
dimensional study in any intention for application of any urban visuality

pattern.

While trying to examine aspects of visual structuring in
Ankara, a conceptual study for the clarification of aspects of the urban
visuality in general seemed necessary. Thus, a conceptual study was
made in order to develop a critical model. The developped model

basicly deals with the determinants of urban form, as visuality is



directly dependent on the physical qualities of objects. In this regard,
topography and man-made urban elements constitute the two main
determining aspects of urban form. It is possible to analyze them into
groups regarding different types of formations and relationships within
them. However, these two groups always behave together within the
visual field and they constitute the overall image of the Vcity as

silhouette.

While dealing with the urban image, the visual reflection of
the urban form is always considered in macro scale. This approach,
though in a way disregards the visual richness created through the
perception of different scales in the city, helps defining the frame of
the study as the overall visual expression of urban form. In this
respect, the perception of a visual unity in the city and the silhouette

appear as important points to be dealt with.

The study has other limitations as well. The visual
perception wile moving in the city -pedestrian and vehicle movement- is
also one dimension which is not included within the scope of this
study. This issue was mentioned partly in the percetion of the city

silhouette through approach roads.

Another important dimension of the subject is time. Visibility
and visuality of wurban form change due to the changes in light and
weather conditions throughout time. The view differs according to fog,
rain, snow, angle of sun etc. Night view is also another case where

different urban elements gain visibility due to artificial ligthning. For



practical reasons, in this study, an optimum sunny day is accepted as a

standart condition in examining the urban form.

One other point is about the terminology used throuhout the
thesis: The terms visuality and visibility are quite close to each other
and sometimes they are used in place of one another. In general,
visuality is wused as a wider concept which embodies both the
appearance and visibility qualities of objects, and visibility refers to the

visual access to them.

1.2 Mediums of Presentation for Urban Visuality

When wurban visuality is considered as a study subject, the
mediums in presenting the mentioned visual aspects throughout the thesis
gain importance. The presentation offered difficulties anyhow as the
visual entity would be fransferred into printed matter whereas the city
was best percieved as viewed within. However, through the use of
different materials, the city has been reflected as widely as possible

within the limitations of this study.

The materials wused for the study were mostly visual

documents:

-Past and present views as photographs and drawings from
various locations in the city,

-Plans in different scales, of the macroform and partial areas

in the city,



-Plans/sections of the topographical layout.

-Computer outputs of topographical layout of the city.

As the visibility in the city is mainly expressed through the use of
photographs, it would be convenient to see the advantages and
disadvantages of this medium. Topguoglu(1978:19) claims that photography

has fidelity and states:

When we look at a photograph, ..we do not see
it as an artifact produced by man as a result of
concious effort, but react to it as if we are seeing
the presented thing itself... Abstractions of colour,
shape, reduction of size, its two-dimensionality etc.
do not affect our perception of a life situation in
it.

On the other hand, photograph is fragmental and it destroys

the unity of relationsips perceived by the eye:

The Gestalt idea of the organization of a part
being determined by the greater context in which it
is included can easily be disregarded by creating
artificial boundaries around such a part so that it
does not reveal its determining causes. A collection
of such fragmentary photographs will picture the
world as a series of unrelated, free-standing particles
-and therefore conferring each, a sense of mystery
(Topguoglu,1978:14). '

So as Singer(cited by Topguoglu,1978:28) states photography
changes the object by changing the way we see it and however
faithful the reproduction may be, the object is not literally repeated in

our experience.



For this reason, Topguoglu(1978:86) proposes that only for
limited, well-defined,purposes and aspects can we think of using
representations of environments which should also be specificially

produced for the given purpose.

The photographs used in the thesis are selected as much as
possible to show the relations that the eye perceives in the wurban

environment; so there is not a standard angle of vision in exposures.

Apart from the photography, a computer-aided study has been
made where the topographical layout of a limited area in Ankara was
examined. The outputs of the study comprised three-dimensional views
of the natural surface of the area as seen in presentation of settlement
areas throughout history (Fig. 8, 9, 10, 13), and sections taken for

examining the visibility of the Citadel (see App.C).



CHAPTER 1I
THE NATURE OF VISIBILITY: CONCEPTS AND DIMENSIONS

Several studies have been made to understand the common
properties of the cities which are supposed to enhance a satisfying
communication with the inhabitants. Lynch's study (1960) which is
widely accepted as reliable in the field, puts the basic property of
successfully communicating cities as imageability. Lynch (1960:6) defines
imageability as the quality in a physical object which gives it a high
probability of evoking a strong image in any given observer.
"Environmental image is a result of a two-way process between the
observer and his environment’ and imageablity/legibility of a city
depends on how well-structured the system of components in relation to

each other is.

+ Harrison and Howard (1980:173) grouped the possible qualities
of imageability in four categories which they named as "components of
imageability". The first two are physical components; Location and
Appearance whereas the other two are cultural components; Meaning and
Association. Among them, those related to what Lynch termed 'the look
of cities' were concerned with the city's appearance as the first physical

component and another group which were related more to the element's



position within the urban structure than to its physical appearance

formed the other physical component; location.

The physical components are dependent on visual perception
unlike cultural components which refer to function within the urban
setting. Southworth (1969) states that visual perception, though not alone
-as sound and smell also appear to be significant in the image

formation- is dominant in forming our image of the city.

2.1 Visual Perception - Formation of Visual Image

According to Kepes(1951:13), the language of vision; optical
communication is capable of disseminating knowledge more effectively
than almost any other vehicle of communication. Visual language is
universal and international. Vision is also a device of orientation both
in physical spheres as a means to measure and organize  spatial events,
and in human spheres as the expression of a symbolic order of man's

psychological and intellectual experiences.

Kepes(1951:14) states that the experience of an image is a
creative act of integration. In this regard, the eye tends to unite the
various light impacts reaching the retina into meaningful wholes. "The
experiencing of every image is the result of an interaction between
external physical forces and internal physical forces of individual as he
assimilates, orders and molds external forces to his own measure"(Kepes,

1951:16). The external are light agents bombarding the eye and



producing changes in the retina whereas the internal forces are based
upon the dynamic tendency of the individual to restore balance after

each disturbance from outside.

After this process of ordering the physical impacts of tﬁe
environment, the image as a unified, organic whole emerges. The basic
property of this image is that its behaviour is not determined by that
of its individual components, but the parts are themselves determined by
the intristic nature of the whole (Kepes,1951:16). The same point is
explained by Gestalt theory as the super-summative property of

phenomenal unity (Kohler, 1967:38).

2.1.1. Figure and Ground in Visual Image

Kepes(1951:31) states:

The dynamic tendency toward balance is not
restricted to a biological level. Sight is more than
sensation, for light rays reaching the eye have no
intristic order as such. They are only a haphazard,
chaotic  panorama of mobile, independent light
happenings. As soon as they reach the retina, the
mind organizes and molds them into meaningful
spatial  units. We can not bear chaos -the
disturbance of equilibrium in the field of experience.
Consequently, we must immediately form light
impacts into shapes and figures. Exposed to a
visual field in its light quality is to the slightest
degree of heterogeneous, one organizes that field at
once into two opposing elements; into a figure
against a background... A unified whole is thus
created. Every image is based upon this dynamic
dualism, the unity of opposites. Certain impulses are
tied together in a stable visual whole, wile other



impulses are left in their unorganized fluid state
and serve only as a background and are perceived
as intervals. This organization of figures and
backgrounds is repeated progressively until the
whole visual field is perceived as a formed, ordered
unity -the plastic image.

Formation of figure on ground is another property of unity
which is mentioned by Kohler(1967:38) as follows; "In particular do
lively, close-knit areas ... segregate themselves as a rule from the mere

ground of the visual field."

An important point about figure and ground is that they are
not separate entities, but are of the same unity; 'figure’ here does not
mean a foreign element which appears on a neutral ground, but a

visualization of potentially present foci (Schultz, 1980:175).

In this context, the forces of visual attraction - a point, a
line, an area - exist in an optical background and can not be
perceived. as isolated entities, but only as relationships. Colour and
texture qualities, sizes and shapes all express their visual qualities due

to their respective frames of reference.

2.1.2. Domains in Visual Image

Domains constitute another characteristic formation within the
unity of the visual image. They naturally emerge as the eye has

certain limitations in perception: “The dynamic tendency to organize the

optical forces into a unified whole acts within the psychological field

10



against a background of readiness to perceive - a field of attention.
Attention, however, suffers from two limitations: first its limitation in
the number of optical units it can encompass; and second, its limited

duration in time of focus on one optical situation" (Kepes,1951:44).

So, only five or six optically distinct elements can be seen
together in their individual characteristics and relationships.

Kepes(1951:45) explains the formation of domains accordingly as:

Confronted with a complex optical field, one will
reduce it to basic relationships. Just as in nature
there is a tendency to find the most economic
surface unity in every formation, so in the visual
organization there is a tendency to find the most
economic spatial unity in the ordering of optical
differences... instantly we organize and group these
visible differences... some elements are seen together
because they are similar in size, direction, shape...

Domains constitute a partial unity in the whole environment.
Formation of domains is explained by Kohler (1967:38) as one of the
principals of perceived wunity; "within the field, there appear (without
destroying its unity as a whole) subsidiary phenomenal unities limited in
an area and relatively independent over against the remainder of the

field".
Domain, in that context, may be understood in various ways

in different environmental levels: a settlement in a natural environment,

a district in a city and so on.

11



2.2. Aspects of Urban Visibility

Kreimer (1980:206) who dealt with building the imagery of
cities, puts visibility as an ultimate factor for legibility, thus
imageability: "A complete openness, allowing a multiplicity of views is
considered optimum for the city. Visibility is related with legibility; the
more one can find one's precise location in relation to the city's
surroundings from different spots in the «city, and the greater the
possibility of achieving a structured ‘reading’ of the city, the better". In
this context, Kreimer (1980:199) introduces ‘'views' which he presents on
the group of 'valued elements' in the physical environment as a matter
of primary importance. View of an object is related to both its

visibility (thus location) and its appearance.

According to Kreimer(1980:207), components of visibility are;
"Openness, Legibility, Visual = Access, Transparence"  whereas the
components of the main opposition of visibility; Blockage are:
"Encirclement, Enclosure, Hemmed-in space, Obstruction, Barrier to

views".

Kepes(1951) states that looking at a landscape... or any single
object, as the visual field has no definite boundaries, one can only
make a spatial interpretation of the things he sees - their location,
extention - based upon his own spatial position. He judges the position,
direction and interval of things seen by relating them to himself. Thus,

as Appleyard(1980:140) also mentions; visibility is "a measure dependent

12



on the location of a facility - the visual counterpart of its accessibility

- and on the focus of city inhabitants' actions and vision".

In this context, Appleyard (1980:140) defines three component

attributes by which the visibility is measured

"1. Viewpoint intensity, an estimate of numbers of
people who might regularly see it from its
commonly used viewpoint;

2. Viewpoint significance; its presence at important
decision points or points of transition in the city's
transition system; and

3. Immediacy; a measure of its distance and
centrality in the line of view".

The viewpoints, as important determinants of visibility, can
be considered in either of the five elements of city image; paths,
edges, districts, nodes and landmarks as defined by
Lynch(1960:41).Appleyard (1980:153) puts the elements as : "point, line,

1

arca .

The point elements, if considered, would be nodes and
landmarks, the linear elements would be paths and edges, and the areal
elements would be districts. So, in the city, the viewpoints are:

-points (nodes, landmarks)
-lines (paths, edges)

-areas (districts).

As location within the city is one determinant of urban
visibility, difference between the appearances of urban elements is the

other determinant which creates contrasting areas in the vision. This

13



contrast within the urban scene can be achieved in the following group
of qualities of imageability concerned with the physical appearance as
laid out by Harrison and Howard(1980:170-171): "-Age, Size, Colour,
Design (style), Shape, Pattern, Form, Construction materials, Condition,
Upkeep and landscaping, General visual appeal, Other factors (smell,

noise etc.)".

14



CHAPTER I

A SEARCH FOR THE DISTINCTIVE ELEMENTS OF VISIBILITY
IN THE CITY

3.1 Topographical Determinants of Visibility

As discussed in the previous chapter, the concept of visibility
is directly related to the physical formation of a settlement.
Topographical layout of a settlement area, being efficient in a
coordinated way with the man-made entity, offers certain visual qualities.
The original urban visuality pattern is created by the mutual influence
of the natural and man-made physical formation; the way the settlement

is located and structured.

Norberg-Schulz(1980:32), using the term topography as the
surface relief, states that variations in it create directions and defined

spaces:

It is important to distinguish between the structure
and the scale of the relief. The structure may be
described in terms of nodes, paths and domains,
that is, elements which centralize space such as
isolated hills and mountains or circumscribed basins,
elements which direct space such as valleys, rivers
and wadis, and elements which define an extended
spatial pattern, such as a relatively uniform cluster
of fields or hills. Evidently the effect of such



elements is very different according to their
dimensions.

A city form may or may not use the topographical inputs of
visibility in a proper way. Man-made urban elements in this respect,
may be used to emphasize the naturally inherent visual nodes, lines,
and areas; or disregard them. If properly dealt with, these elements
help ordering the natural environment as they provide means of
reference in scale and structure. Thus topography and settlement are to
exist in unity as seen in the examples through history, though modern

cities rarely use topographical features deliberately.

In order to understand the role of topography in the
formation of urban visibility patterns, it is necessary to see the visual
characteristics of different topographical elements. In this context, a clear
distinction can be made between flat lands and rugged lands which are
comprised of areas with changing altitude. On the other hand, water as
an element with a distinct character, is another aspect of visuality in

cities.

3.1.1. Cities on Flat Lands

Cities on flat lands are those on plains and plateaus. The
definition of flat land may be open to discussion according to the
relative scale of irregularitiess an area may have some surface
movements and slope, but it may be called flat comparatively in the

overall macroform area of the city.
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Flat lands constitute good viewpoints for the rising elements -
either natural or man-made - that exist on and around them. A high
hill on the flat urban area, as in Rio, may appear as an impressing
landmark for the city (Fig. 3.1). Even slightly rising hills within the
flat urban land may contribute to the visual expression of the elements
on them like in Konya (Fig. 3.2). High man-made elements in flat
cities enhance visibility from wide areas as well. They comprise
dominant elements in the city scene either singular as in Florence, or
plural as grouped skyscrapers in American cities and as detached

landmarks as in Moscow (Fig. 3.3, 3.4, 3.5).

In flat lands, the city structure with the high elements
constitute the visuality patterns. The visual boundaries are not offered
by topography, so man-made elements create the visual nodes, corridors
and areas. In these circumstances, the configuration of open spaces and
high buildings have great importance in the determinance of visible
qualities. As the urban visibility is not interrupted by topographical
barriers, urban elements are seen easily from distant viewpoints within
the urban structure. This may lead to the formation of long, straight
boulevards visually terminating with landmarks as in Paris (Fig. 3.6).
Wide squares, in which it is possible to view the surrounding fagades

or the urban elements, as well appear as in St. Petersburg (Fig. 3.7).

17



3.1.2. Cities on Rugged Lands

Rugged lands are those comprised of areas having different
altitudes. Thus, rugged lands offer a multiplicity of vistas and
viewpoints and they have a potential of visual richness for cities. In
these cities, topographical elements as well as man-made elements create
visual boundaries. Visible areas and  the possibility of viewing them
from different heights and angles are efficient in the visual experience.
The macro scaled irregularities in rugged lands are basically comprised
of elevated and low-lying areas with sloppy transition areas between
them. Hence, the basic categories when handling the visuality of the
cities built on rugged lands are: pointed hills, valleys and mountain

skirts (Onaran,1990:72).

3.1.2.1. Pointed Hills

Pointed hills often stand as natural landmarks on plain lands
for they are visible from a wide area. In the past, many cities were
built on pointed hills with their walls close to the summit for both
defensive and representative qualities of the hills. Cities on pointed hills

have an imposing look as they rise above the surrounding land.

It is rather difficult to find a modern metropolis built on
one hilltop, for the settlement area is much larger. Rather pointed hills
are included in the settlement area, still playing their roles as the

natural landmarks in the city. Whatever situated on these hilltops is

18



highly visible. In some cities, the old part of the city usually in the
castle walls is kept while the new part spreads out in the surrounding
land. In Edinburgh, for example, the castle is dominant in the visual
entity of the city, as it is built on a hilltop, though now the

settlement area covers much wider land (Fig. 3.8).

In some cities the important landmarks are placed on hills
to give an imposing image and to create a visual order, or hierarchy
in the macroform. There may be an important building on a hilltop as
a landmark for the city as in Prague, or a system with the set of
landmarks placed on hilltops may be created as in Istanbul (Fig. 3.9,

3.10).

Hills also appear with their natural forms as, landmarks as in
Afyon (Fig. 3.11). On the other hand, the city structure may also
continue on hilltops without any special organization; and this may lead
to recession in the landmark qualities of hilltops while increasing the

visibility of city part on it (Fig. 3.12).

3.1.2.2. Valleys

Valleys usually provide a directed view as they create visual
barriers on two opposite planes and openness on other two. The
settlement form in valleys is usually elongated in relationship to the
topographical formation. The linear ridges on both sides of the valley

create visual boundaries and they define the sloped area between the
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top and the bottom of the valley. In this frame, the city part on each
side of the wvalley is highly visible from the other side. The linear
surfaces of enclosing mountains gain visual importance in the cities
placed on flanks of sharp valleys as in Amasya; whereas in the cities
placed on smooth valleys like FErzincan, the mountains' ridges are more

visible (Fig. 3.13, 3.14).

The valleys within the city also offer different visual patterns.
The view may further be blockaded by buildings on tops of the flanks
or it may be opening towards the wider and smoother areas  at the

end of the valley as in Giimiishane (Fig. 3.15).

3.1.2.3. Mountain Skirts

Mountain skirts create large areas of considerable slope; so
they provide planar barriers to the views ending with the line of the

mountain ridge.

The cities founded on mountain skirts offer a figure-ground
relationship as in Bursa (Fig. 3.16). The settlements on these planar
inclinations are totally open to vision - not only as certain buildings
and lines, as the whole area on the mountain skirts. So, the structure
and the patterns of the man-made physical entity directly affects the
visual characteristic of the city. As every element of the urban form is
visible, it is very important if the city is comprised of small units

which fit better to the inclination as in historical cities, or of huge
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blocks. Also the composition of the buildings and open spaces is

important in the appearance of the mountain skirts.

Mountain skirts enable various viewpoints though they are
more restricted in direction when compared to pointed hills. Thus, this
may lead to vista terraces and buildings where vista becomes a priori

in the urban formation.

3.1.3. Cities by Water

Water element has a special role in creating the visibility
qualities in a city. Water, apart from the topographical level differences
on the land, attracts visual attention with its characteristic property of

reflection.

Water is efficient in the determination of the city form not
only for the way it is used, but also for its exciting vista possibilities.
Water creates a physical barrier for the urban formation and this way
it provides openness in vision along its banks. This is a linear
openness with urban elements on two sides in river settlements where a
visual corridor is created along the water. Many vistas emerge in such
a circumstance, especially in cities founded on canals like Amsterdam
and Venice, and on two sides of straits like Istanbul (Fig. 3.17, 3.18,
3.19). In cities by sea or lake, the openness is one-sided and the

approach from water gains importance in the visual image of the city.
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This approach may help to experience different effects of the wurban

formation as in NewYork (Fig. 3.20).

Bridges are important visual elements in riverine settlements.
They create different vistas and viewpoints. The bridges on Arno river
in Florence and bold spans of modern bridges may give an idea on

different characters created by bridges (Fig. 3.21, 3.22).

22



Figure 3.1 Rio
The Great Cities of the World, 489.

Figure 3.2 Konya
Tiirkiye Ansiklopedisi, 33.
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Figure 3.3 Florence
A History of Architecture, 384.

Figure 3.4 American city
The Language of Cities, 1.
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Figure 3.7 St. Petersburg
A History of Architecture, 585.

Figure 3.5 Moscow GERES fy R e ey
The City Shaped, 316.
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Figure 3.6 Paris
The City Shaped, 269.
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Figure 3.11 Afyon

Figure 3.9 Prague
Genius Loci, 24.

Tiirkiye Ansiklopedisi, 130.
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Figure 3.14 Erzincan
Figure 3.13 Amasya Tiirkiye Ansiklopedisi, 424.
Tiirkiye Ansiklopedisi, 318.
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. - Figure 3.16 Bursa
Figure 3.15 Gilimiighane 5. . ..
Tickige Ansiklope T 504, Tirkiye Ansiklopedisi, 177.
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Figure 3.21 Ponte Vecchio, Florence
The Language of Cities, 62.

Figure 3.22 Modern Bridge
The Language of Cities, 63.
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3.2. Effects of Urban Structure on Visuality

Visuality in the city is dependent on the urban structure; the
physical formation of the man-made entity of the city as well as the
topographical features. If we consider the built environment in terms of
its visible character, it is mainly comprised of two entities; built forms
and spatial forms (Curran, 1983). It may be said that built forms are
external reference elements whereas spatial forms determine the visual

frame through themselves.

Like topographical elements, elements of the urban structure
offer their charactetistic visuality patterns. these patterns exist through
the interrelationships among urban man-made elements which are
expressed in terms of different physical aspects like elevational and
planar qualities. Norberg-Schulz(1985) claims that the qualities that are
the figural properties of built form are spontaneously perceived whereas
planar qualities which exist as spatial organization demand a closer
acquaintance with the place. The two aspects are related this way: "the
built form gives character to spatial elements, at the same time as the

latter are constituted by the former." (Norberg-Schulz, 1985:44).

Urban structure, like topography, creates certain visual points,
lines and areas by the organization of different built and spatial forms.
Generally, the elements of built environment are more fragmental and

clear in form than those of  topography.

29



In the city, topographical and structural elements constitute the
visuality patterns cooperatively. For practical reasons, the role of urban
structure will be analyzed being isolated from topography. In this
process, Lynch's elements of city image will be used in an abstracted
way. The visual correspondents of “landmark”, "node", "district", "edge"
and "path" will be simply taken as pointual, linear and areal entities in
the physical formation. Their role in enhancing the unity by their

interrelationships is another aspect to be considered.

3.2.1. Built Forms

By the term "built forms", we will deal with the external
form of the urban structure elements, that is the way the form of the
object as an urban artifact is perceive. Built forms can be considered
as singular or ploral. Singular built forms which are widely visible in
the city are landmarks. On the other hand, the plural expression of the
built forms offers different visual patterns as they create domains of

different textures.

3.2.1.1. Built Form as Landmark

Landmarks are distinguishable physical elements (which play
figural role) in the city image. Built forms as well as natural forms

can be landmarks in the city due to their wvisibility. The visibility of

built form can be enhanced both with its both appearance properties
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like size, shape, etc. and with its interrelationships with other built

forms (Curran,1983:59).

Lynch (1960:78) states that a landmark should be identifiable
and unique. This can be achieved through the representative qualities of
forms. According to Curran (1983:60), the formal qualities of buildings
function either related to expression perceived through the innate source
of self or to symbolism which exists in the social and the cultural

context.

Expressive qualities of built forms are mostly dependent on
their shapes and sizes. Certain forms have certain meanings like high
forms having expression of man's power against gravity and his reach
toward a higher reality (Curran, 1983:62). In this respect, the Eiffel
Tower in Paris and the statue of liberty in New York are examples of
high-rise landmarks. Clear forms like obelisks in baroque cities and
unique forms like Opera House in Sydney also have high expressive

qualities in cities (Fig. 3.23, 3.24, 3.25).

On the other hand, the symbolic qualities of forms originate

1"

in the societies that create them. Arnheim suggests that symbolism
begins to come into play when a building's design uses shapes that
carry a conventional meaning” (Curran,1983:62). Built forms like dome,
bell tower, minaret are highly informative for people through their

symbolic meanings. Family towers in Bologna comprise a more local,

characteristic example of the case (Fig. 3.26).
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3.2.1.2. Built Forms Creating Visual Texture in City

Built forms, when taken as plural, define different types of
visual patterns coming together in different ways. The interrelationships

among built forms create certain domains of certain visual textures.

The very basic examples of these textures are areas in the
city where buildings, having similar form and height exist. Apart from
the space that comes into being among the buildings, the group of
them form a type of coming together as figures. The perception of
this texture is dependent on viewing the area from a distance and from
a different level than the ground level of the area. This is wusually
possible from the air or from high places in flat cities. In the cities
spread on rugged lands, it is easier to examine the domains and the

placement of figures.

The texture created by traditional dwelling units, low-rise and
high-rise apartment blocks, clustered sky-scrapers are different from each
other and may create a number different domains in the same city

(Fig. 3.27, 3.28).

On the other hand, distribution of figural elements in the city
vista is another means in the formation of a visual texture. The
landmarks in a city, may be placed with a certain distance in between,
having a certain relationship to the surrounding and they may create

their own domains (Fig. 3.29).
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3.2.2. Spatial Forms

Spatial forms in the city are those created through the
organization of urban man-made elements. They are defined by the
outer borders of  built forms in relationship with each other.
Curran(1983) defines the two basic categories of the spatial forms in
relationship with each other. Curran (1983:62) defines the two basic
categories of the spatial forms in public domain as linear spaces and

cluster spaces.

Spatial forms are perceived by being viewed from inside.
Linear spaces give direction and encourage movement along them
whereas cluster spaces in the city structure is valid when there is a
clear definition of outer space, unlike the floating space in some

modern city approaches (Fig. 3.30, 3.31).

3.2.2.1. Linear Spatial Forms

Paths in cities are linear spatial forms. Lynch(1960:46) states
that paths are predominant in the city image as people observe the city
through them. How the paths are defined and what they coincide in
their continuity are important points in the formation of urban visuality

patterns.

The definition of two opposite sides of the linear spaces may

vary from extremely solid to transparent or fragmented. Solid defining
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elements like attached buildings or walls increase the directing role of
the space towards the end of the path (Fig. 3.32). When buildings are
detached, this role decreases and vistas between buildings are also
perceived (Fig. 3.33). Colonnaded paths also have highly controlled and
directed vista changing due to the intervals of columns. This was used
in Roman cities to improve the imperial image of the city (Fig. 3.34).
Trees can also be used like columns, with their upper part limiting the
sky in addition (Fig. 3.35). The most limited vision is in tunnels
which give possibility to view only the end of the path (Fig. 3.38).

On the contrary, freely placed buildings and paths direct the view less.

The width of space and the height of the defining planes
are also important aspects in the visibility through paths. The narrower
and deeper the linear space gets, the more limited and directed its

vista becomes (Fig. 3.37).

Where the path reaches visually is another important aspect.
The end of the path may as well be limited or open like a huge
building block and the sky as in climbing paths (Fig. 3.36). The end
may be a frame giving pass to visual continuity as in Bradenburg
Gate, Berlin; or enhancing the physical passing through itself as in Arc
de Triumph, Paris (Fig. 3.39, 3.40). A characteristic visual end point
for paths is landmarks, either monumental buildings or sculptural objects

as in Rome.

The planar shape of the path is also effective in the

determination of the sequences of vistas in the city. Strictly directed
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boulevards have been used to prove the power of the ruler in the city
as in Paris (Fig. 3.6). On the other hand, winding paths offer great
possibilities to catch many different views. This is what Lynch calls
"the shifting image" and it brings excitement and surprise to people

viewing through.

3.2.2.2. Clustered Spatial Forms

Cluster spaces in the city are which have a rather static and
gathering  character, having mostly centralized form in changing
proportions. Squares, plazas, some parks, stadiums etc. are cluster spatial

forms in the urban structure.

Cluster spatial forms widen the visual frame in the city
layout by creating large open areas. they give possibility to view the
elements in or around them from a distance and from a range of
different angles. These spaces, according to their placement in the city

form, may also give rise to further vistas.

The direction where the view in a cluster space focuses is
determined mostly by the relative shape and the size of the elements
in and around the space. The view may be focused to an obelisk as
in St. Peters Piazza, Vatican or to a column with a sculpture as in
Dvortsavaia Square in St. Petersburg placed in the middle of the

cluster space (Fig. 3.41, 3.7). There may also be not one, but a series
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of urban elements in the square mostly in elongated ones like Piazza

Navona (Fig. 3.42).

The visual focus, in some squares, is on one side. As in
Red Square, Moscow; a building on one side of the square may be
dominant visually with its different form (Fig. 3.43). The different size
of the building is also effective in visibility in square as seen in

Siena (Fig. 3.44).

The shape of the cluster space itself also directs the view.
In Campidoglio, Rome, the openness on one side of the rectangular
shaped plaza gives a certain vista of the city (Fig. 3.45). In Piazza
del Popolo, Rome, and in Das Rondell, Berlin, the boulevards attached
to the square extend the view through them and break the closed

centralized shape of it (Fig 3.46, 3.47).

Urban elements like hippodrome, stadium and some parks due
to the openness they create in the visuality structure, are also cluster
spatial forms. Mostly hippodromes and stadiums are not visually related
to nearby elements but give vista to certain parts of the city for the
people gathered in them. In antique cities, the open theaters used to
function this way and were placed accordingly (Fig. 3.48). Urban parks
also create visual patterns in the city by giving vista to the buildings

surrounding them or to the other parts of the city (Fig. 3.49).
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3.3. Silhouette As an Overall Vision of Urban Form

The silhouette of a settlement has a special place among the
numerous aspects of visuality offered by the physical formation. As
Norberg-Schulz(1980:37) states, the general meaning of a settlement is
revealed by its silhouette which is the most conspicuous overall property

of it.

The silhouette may be considered as an outline of the
settlement. In silhouette, the line where the settlement features- urban
and natural elements together - meet the sky is highly visible whereas
the details in the area under the skyline remain less attractive to the
eye. Thus all the elements in vision appear as one unique figure with
a background behind. The figure, in the silhouette, may merely be
comprised qf man-made elements in the city like towers, minarets,
houses, domes etc. as in Vienna, or may be a combination of natural
and man-made elements like a castle on a hill as in Edinburgh (Fig.
3.50, 3.8). The background, on the other hand, is mostly expected to
be the sky which gives a more dramatic character to the appearing
figure. The silhouette over sky offer different atmospheres changing due
to the light through the day and the year (Fig. 3.51). Apart from the
sky, topographical elements like mountain skirts or the other parts of
the city may play the background role due to the light conditions
and colour differences (Fig. 3.52). Usually the objects far behind appear
quite lighter compared to those nearer and thus they form a background

in the city silhouette.
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3.3.1. Determinants of The Silhouette

The wurban skyline is comprised of the highest points in
vision which form a continuous line over the overlapping features. As
the vision changes due to different view points, the silhouette also
changes. On the hand, the elements which are dominant in the city
scene by their size and shape wusually play important roles in the
silhouette though viewed from different points. So there are two main
factors which determine the silhouette: the view point and the dominant

urban features.

3.3.1.1. The Viewpoint

Kostof (1991:314) mentions the three important urban skyline
views as those from approach roads by land, waterfront views along a
river or the coast, and the views to be had from high wvantage points

within the city limits and the environs.

Views from approach roads by land are important as they
give the first image of the city: "When we approach a settlement, the
skyline is of decisive importance. What we perceive is a figure which
rises from the ground towards the sky in a certain way. It is this
standing and rising which determines our expectations and tells us where
we are" (Norberg-Schulz, 1980:33) (Fig. 3.53). Regarding this, some
cities have been designated to have different silhouettes from approaching

roads in different directions as in Urbino (Fig. 3.54).
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Views from the water elements like river or sea are also
quite effective. Water enriches the vista with its specific character and

gives rise to very strong images by reflecting the silhouette on it.

High vantage points in and around the city offer high degree
of visibility over the whole urban formation. These may be natural
platforms like Montmartre in Paris or summits of high buildings. View
from high points give possibility to see the dominant figures in the

city while disregarding lower features (Fig. 3.55).

3.3.1.2. Figural Elements in The Skyline

The wurban elements should be dominant in their size and
shape to be effective in the city shape. Usually, the highest elements
in the city constitute the skyline. These may be towers, minarets,
domes, castle on a high place or skyscrapers (Fig. 3.56). On the other
hand, an urban form may be effective in the silhouette not only by
its height, but by its bulk. It may cover a large area in the silhouette
as in Assisi (Fig. 3.57). The special and unusual shapes also appear as
important figures in the skyline. As in a vista comprised of house
roofs of the same kind, a dome may come forth, though not very

high and bulky (Fig. 3.58).
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3.3.2. Silhouette as a Means of Image

As mentioned before, the skyline is a strong element in the
expression of the city as a whole. In some cultures, silhouette has
been considered vital for the city image through history:" The shape of
the skyline matters to the residents. It is the familiar, fond icon of
the city form, a vision to cherish and come home to; it is also their
urban advertisement to the world, the front they represent to visitors,
and a ‘disseminative shorthand for a broader audience still" (Kostof,
1991:283). On the other hand, Kostof(1991:309) claims that an
expressive skyline has not been a manifest need in all cultures and
periods in urban history; as we experience in the flat, uneventful
profiles of traditional Japanese/Chinese cities and ancient Roman cities

(Fig. 3.59, 3.60).

The importance of the silhouette is related to its capability of
giving a unique image of the city character. Norberg-Schulz (1980:47)
mentions that an understood world is fixed in our memory as a unique
image and he relates the success of the skylines in cities like Istanbul
and Prague to the intimate rapport between built form and topography
which appear unified in one unforgettable image (Fig. 3.61). Thus, there
are two main entities in the formation of unity in skyline: Built form
and topography. The relationship of these entities in themselves and

with each other determine the strength of the image.

In the more wide-spread and complicated city forms of today,

it is rather difficult to enhance a unique view of the whole urban area
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(the overall image) as in the hill-top castle walled small settlements of

the past (Fig. 3.62).

When the figural qualities of elements in the city scope,
either natural or man-made, are considered; the way they are visually
related to each other determines the characteristic image. In some cities,
mostly in those preserving their historical skyline which reflect a certain
power in the city, there is one most dominant figure rising above the
whole settlement. The figure may be totally man-made as in Amiens
where the cathedral is clearly differentiated with its height and shape
from ordinary houses (Fig. 3.63). The figure may also be formed by
the combination of topographical and man-made features as in

Acropolis/Athens (Fig. 3.64).

Though one such figure over the city may have a very
effective skyline, usually the nature of the skyline is not determined by
one or more distinctive building shapes, but by the repetitive use of
certain features. These features may be merely architectural disregarding
the topography or they may use and reshape the profiles offered by
the topography. Kostof(1991:288) mentions two basic relationships of the
repeating figures in order to have visual purity, thus unity in the

skyline as: hierarchy and reverberation.

Hierarchical  skylines may be formed by use of man-made
elements alone, which have different heights and sizes or different
shapes. Kostof(1991:315) mentions some features may play an anchoring

role in the vision like the New York's Statue of Liberty making a fair
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signpost for the cityscape that is to open up behind it. In the old
illustrations of Jerusalem, also it is possible to see a hierarchy among
the man-made features. Though there are many features in the skyline
like domes, tunnels and minarets, the Dome of the Rock is dominant

in the expression of the unique character of the city (Fig. 3.65).

A hierarchical skyline may also be formed by the use of
topographical elements. In Edinburgh, though there are other high urban
elements in vision like towers; the castle built on the hill is dominant

by its height and bulk (Fig. 3.8).

On the other hand, there is no one certain dominant element
in reverberating skylines. The repetitive use of certain man-made features
in a scattered way throughout the skyline; like family towers as in
Bologna or minarets as in Bursa gives a certain character to the city

scene (Fig. 3.26, 2.66).

The cities with a complicated topographical layout have the
possibility of wusing the elements like hills to form a reverberating
skyline. As in Istanbul, the rising profile may be emphasized by
mosques having special properties in size and shape, and the repeated
vista of them may create a strong, unique image expressing the

character of the city (Fig. 3.61).
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Figure 3.27 Traditional settlement
The Language of Cities, 40.

Figure 3.23 Eiffel tower . s s
i Figure 3.24 Obelisk in Rome
A Graphic Survey..., 273. Cities and People, 137.

Figure 3.26 Family towers in Bologna Figure 3.28 American city
The City Shaped, 280. A History of Architecture, 714.

Figure 3.25 Sydney Opera House
A graphic Survey...48.
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Figure 3.29 Paris
The City Square, 152.
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Figure 3.30 Street in Florence Figure 3.31 Green City by Le Corbusier
Cities and People, 121. The Concept of Dwelling, 47.
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