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ETHICAL AND AESTHETICAL JUDGEMENT IN OPEN URBAN SPACE:
THE CASE OF TAKSIM SQUARE

SUMMARY

Ethical and aesthetical theories intertwine in a way to approach aesthetical content
individually and according to the whole it contributes to. In this way, the unity of
ethics and aesthetics helps to understand the relationship between the parts of the urban
environment, and the whole environment consisting of these parts. Fragmented
architectural and urban design practices in the part of the cities lead to aesthetical and
ethical discontent of the urban environment with the presence of aesthetically ‘ugly’
and ethically ‘wrong’ urban structures and places. These interventions endanger the
meaningful unity of the urban environment, disrupting the balance between the parts
and the whole.

Herein, the definition of ‘ugly’ and ‘wrong’ differs according to changing perspectives
and subjective judgements of the people. However, responsive cohesion theory offers
an ethical basis for the evaluation of aesthetic content of built environment,
establishing a bond between the judgements of ‘ugly” and ‘wrong’. The main approach
of the theory depends on the responsiveness of the urban structure to the existing
structures of the place as well as the harmony provided by the whole environment. In
this way, newly added urban structures are evaluated according to their communication
with the existing physical, functional and symbolic pattern of the environment they are
a part of. Therefore, according to responsive cohesion theory, ethical fallacies about
urban environment are caused by the imposition of urban structures that are not
responsive to the existing pattern of their environment and reflect a ‘discohesive’
attitude. Moreover, such interventions are not only resulted with negative ethical
judgments, but also cause aesthetic displeasure in public, who has no chance but to
live with them.

The main objective of the thesis is to inquire Radford’s (2012) argument that people
are aesthetically pleased when they relate responsive cohesion, ever firstly presented
by Fox (2000), in, around and with the urban structure or place. This argument not
only makes a connection between ethical and aesthetical judgements towards the urban
environment but also enables to approach the subject on different scales including the
individual structure, individual structure with its immediate surroundings and the
whole environment with the individual structure. In this regard, the thesis firstly
gathers the ethical fallacies based on responsive cohesion theory mentioned in the
existing literature, both in architectural and urban scales and proposes a holistic
framework for the aesthetic evaluation with an ethical basis. To fulfill the
abovementioned objectives and question the proposed framework, the case area was
selected as Taksim Square, one of the most important public places of Istanbul. Taksim
Square as the case area provides a convenient environment about ethical and
aesthetical evaluations by witnessing many demolitions as well as fragmented urban
interventions in history. In addition, leading many ethical and aesthetical criticisms,
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the construction of Taksim Mosque and AKM Building in last year allows to question
fragmented urban interventions within the scope of responsive cohesion theory.
Therefore, the thesis observes the relationship between responsive cohesion quality
and aesthetic judgement, covering the architectural and urban scales over these two
new interventions on Taksim Square.

In this regard, a questionnaire is conducted with 111 people to observe the relationality
of ethical and aesthetical judgements in architectural and urban scales. Firstly, to
analyze internal cohesion quality of architectural scale, ethical and aesthetical
judgements towards individual structures of AKM Building and Taksim Mosque were
questioned. Secondly, urban scale analysis regarding contextual responsive cohesion
quality is structured over the streetscapes containing AKM Building and Taksim
Mosque separately. Findings obtained from the questionnaire indicates two important
claims regarding the unity of ethical and aesthetical judgements and differentiation of
architectural and urban scale judgements. Firstly, the framework suggested for the
analysis of responsive cohesion establishes meaningful and strong relationship with
aesthetic judgement in both architectural and urban scales. However, this relationship
Is observed to be stronger in the case of Taksim Mosque, where there are negative
ethical and aesthetical judgements according to the case of AKM Building. Secondly,
in both case areas, the judgements about the individual structures are observed to be
more positive than the judgements about the streetscape containing the individual
structures. In other words, although there are positive ethical and aesthetical
judgements towards the individual interventions, aesthetic displeasure arises in
parallel with the lower contextual responsive cohesion quality of the structure in urban
scale. Undoubtedly, this result is related with the imposition of partial interventions on
urban environment without considering the level of harmony established with the
existing pattern of the environment.

As a final stage analysis, the relationship between contextual responsive cohesion and
aesthetic judgement is elaborated over a symbolic approach, with the help of mental
maps collected from a reasonable number of survey respondents. This analysis is
resulted with the appearance of the two oldest structures of Taksim Mosque, Maksem
Building and Hagia Triada Church, on a very few numbers of mental maps. This result
indicates that these two historical structures are in in danger of losing their importance
on human perception, under the discohesive attitudes and physical and symbolic
dominance of the newly added structures to the square. Moreover, the fact that Taksim
Mosque appears in most of the mental maps as the first perceived element draws
attention to the ‘new identity’ of Taksim Square that is incompatible with the physical
and symbolic pattern in history.

In the light of the main findings of the thesis, it would not be wrong to argue that the
fragmented urban interventions added without considering the responsive cohesion
with the existing pattern of the urban space cause negative ethical and aesthetic
response. Such interventions also cause social dissatisfaction from the urban
environment, damaging the relationship of the users with the place. At this point,
especially public spaces, where the active public life of the people takes place, appears
to be very fragile. Especially in recent years, new interventions as representation of
ideological and political powers on public spaces cause the deterioration of the
relationship between architectural and urban scales, and damage the meaningful
integrity of the city consequently. In order to prevent this, individual parts of the built
environment should be reconsidered together with the whole environment they
contribute to.
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KENTSEL ACIK ALANDA ETiK VE ESTETIK YARGI: TAKSIM
MEYDANI ORNEGI

OZET

Etik ve estetik teorileri estetik igerigi bireysel olarak ve katkida bulundugu biitiine gére
ele alacak sekilde i¢ ice gegmektedir. Yapili ¢evre diisiiniildiigiinde, etik ve estetigin
birlikteligi, kentsel c¢evrenin parcalari ve bu parcalari kapsayan biitiin ¢evrenin
iligkisini daha iyi anlamaya olanak vermektedir. Parcali mimari ve kentsel tasarim
uygulamalari, estetik acidan '¢irkin' ve etik acidan 'yanlis' kentsel yap1 ve mekanlarin
olusumuna neden olarak, kentsel ¢cevrenin estetik ve etik agidan hosnutsuzluguna yol
acmaktadir. Bu miidahaleler, parca ve biitiin arasindaki dengeyi bozarak kentsel
cevrenin anlamli biitiinligiini tehlikeye atmaktadir.

Bu noktada, ‘cirkin’ ve ‘yanlis’ tanimlar1 degisen bakis agilar1 ve kullanicilarin 6znel
yargilarina gore degisiklik gostermektedir. Ancak, duyarli uyumluluk teorisi
(responsive cohesion theory), ‘cirkin’ ve ‘yanlis’ yargilar arasinda bir bag kurarak
kentsel ¢evrenin estetik degerlendirmesine etik bir bakis a¢is1 sunmaktadir. Teorinin
temel yaklasimi, kentsel miidahalelerin i¢inde bulunduklar1 mekanda yer alan mevcut
yapilarla ve biitiin ¢evreyle kurduklar iletisime dayanmaktadir. Boylelikle, kentsel
cevreye yeni eklenen yapilar, parcasi olduklari ¢evrenin mevcut fiziksel, islevsel ve
simgesel dokusuyla olan uyumluluk diizeylerine gore degerlendirilmektedirler.
Dolayisiyla, duyarli uyumluluk teorisine gore, kentsel ¢evreye iliskin etik yanilimlar,
icinde bulunduklar1 ¢evrenin mevcut dokusuna duyarli olmayan, uyumsuz yapilarin
kent ortamina dayatilmasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Ayrica, bu gibi miidahaleler
yalnizca olumsuz etik yargiyla sonu¢lanmamakta, ayn1 zamanda kullanicilarda estetik
bir hosnutsuzluga da sebep olmaktadir.

Tezin ¢ikis noktasi, Radford'un (2010) estetik begeninin kentsel yapinin kendi i¢inde,
yakin cevresiyle ve biitlin ¢evreyle duyarli uyumluluk baglaminda kurdugu iliskiden
kaynaklandig1 6nermesine dayanmaktadir. Bu 6nerme sadece kentsel ¢cevreye yonelik
etik ve estetik yargilar arasinda baglantt kurmakla kalmamakta, ayni zamanda
arastirmaya tekil yapi, yakin ¢evresi ve tiim ¢evreyi kapsayan olceklerde yaklasmaya
olanak saglamaktadir. Bu baglamda, tez oncelikle mimari ve kentsel tasarim
Olceklerinde mevcut literatiirde duyarli uyumluluk teorisine atifta bulunan etik
yanliglar1 bir araya getirmekte, sonrasinda estetik degerlendirmeye etik temelli bir
yaklasim sunan biitiinciil bir arastirma gergevesi dnermektedir. Onerilen cergevenin
sorgulanmast i¢in drneklem alani Istanbul’un en énemli kamusal alanlarindan biri olan
Taksim Meydan1 olarak secilmistir. Tarihte bircok yikima ve pargacil kentsel
miidahalelere taniklik etmesi, Taksim Meydani’n1 etik ve estetik degerlendirmenin
konusu olmak i¢in olduk¢a uygun bir ¢alisma alami haline getirmektedir. Ayrica,
meydanda gegtigimiz yil yeni insa edilen AKM Binasi ve Taksim Camisi’nin etik ve
estetik agilardan bir¢ok elestiriye sebep olmasi, parcacil kentsel miidahalelerin duyarh
uyumluluk teorisi kapsaminda sorgulanmasina olanak vermektedir. Dolayisiyla,
arastirma bu yeni miidahalelere odaklanarak yapi, sokak ve biitiin meydan1 kapsayan
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Olgeklerde duyarli uyumluluk kabiliyeti ve estetik yargr arasindaki iliskiyi
gozlemlemektedir.

Bu baglamda, mimari ve kentsel dl¢eklerde etik ve estetik yargilarin sorgulanmasi i¢in
111 katilimer ile anket calismasi gergeklestirilmistir. ilk olarak, duyarli uyumlulugu
mimari Olgege referans veren i¢sel uyumluluk baglaminda gézlemlemek i¢in, AKM
Binas1 ve Taksim Camisi’nin bireysel olarak sebep olduklar1 estetik ve etik yargilar
sorgulanmistir. Sonrasinda, baglamsal uyumluluk diizeyini 6lgmek amaciyla kentsel
Olcek analizleri AKM Binasini ve Taksim Camisini igeren sokak goriintiileri tizerinden
kurgulanmistir. Anket calismasinin sonuglari, sirastyla onerilen duyarli uyumluluk
parametrelerinin her birinin estetik yargiyla iliskiselligi; fiziksel, fonksiyonel ve
simgesel boyutlarin estetik begeniyle kurdugu iliskinin gozlemlenmesi; ve duyarli
uyumluluk kabiliteyi i¢in olusturulan ortalama degerin estetik yargiyla iliskiselligi
baglamlarinda degerlendirilmistir.

Bunun sonucunda, calisma etik ve estetik yarginin iliskisi ve degisen olgeklerdeki
O0znel degerlendirmelerin  kiyaslanmas1 acisindan birka¢ 6nemli bulguyla
sonuclanmustir. ik olarak, duyarli uyumluluk kabiliyetinin &lgiilmesi icin &nerilen
cerceve, her iki orneklem alaninda da estetik begeniyle anlamli ve giicli bir iliski
kurmaktadir. Ancak, olumsuz etik ve estetik yargilarin gézlemlendigi Taksim Camisi
orneginde bu iliski, daha olumlu yanitlar alinan AKM Binasina gére daha kuvvetlidir.
Ikinci olarak, her iki érenklem alaninin mimari ve kentsel dlgek degerlendirmelerinde
duyarli uyumlulugun estetik begeniyle kurdugu iliskinin en c¢ok fiziksel boyutta
gerceklestigi tespit edilmistir. Iliskiselligi sorgulanan parametreler arasindan mimari
Olgekte her iki 6rneklem alaninda da 6n plana ¢ikan parametreler, yapinin 6zenli bir
sekilde detaylandirilmasi; uygun bir mimari stile sahip olmasi; uygun malzeme
kullanimi; form kaliplar1 arasindaki anlamli iliskiler; tanimli kural ve oriintiiler; tekrar
eden katmanlar; dogayla’mekanla kurulan anlamli iliski; ve Taksim’in anitsal
karakterine katki olarak gbézlemlenmistir. Kentsel 6lgek parametreleri arasindan ise,
yapilar arasinda uyumlu doku iliskileri; yapr formlarinin uyumlulugu; ve simgesel
uyumluluk estetik begeniyle en giiclii iliskiyi kurmaktadir. Ancak, tez kapsaminda
Onerilen ¢ergevede yer alan, bir veya birden yapinin simgesel baskinlig1 parametresi
her iki 6rneklemde de esteik begeniyle anlamli bir iliski i¢inde degildir. Ote yandan,
bir veya birden fazla yapinin fiziksel olarak mekani domine etmesi, yalnizca Taksim
Camisi 6rneginde estetik begeniyle anlamli bir iliski kurmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, anket
sonuglarina gére Taksim Camisi'ne karst olumsuz estetik doniit alindigi
diigiiniildiigiinde, yapinin fiziksel baskinligi parametresinin yalnizca yapiya karsi
olumsuz etik ve estetik yargi olustugu durumlarda, kentsel dlgekte estetik yargiyla
iligkili oldugu sonucuna varmak miimkiindiir.

Calismanin en 6nemli bulgularindan biri ise, her iki 6rneklem alaninda da bireysel
olarak binaya kars1 olusan etik ve estetik yargilarin, binalari igceren sokak goriintiilerine
kars1 olusan etik ve estetik yargilara gére daha olumludu olmasidir. Bir bagka deyisle,
kentsel mekana eklenen yapiya karst mimari dlgekte olumlu etik ve estetik yargi
gozlemlense de, yap1 yakin cevresiyle birlikte degerlendirildiginde baglamsal
uyumluluk degerlendirmesindeki yanitlarin diizeyi azalmakta ve beraberinde estetik
hosnutsuzluk gorlisii ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Ayrica, mimari ve kentsel 06lgek
degerlendirmeleri arasindaki iliskisellik sorgulandiginda, olumsuz estetik ve etik
yargilarin gozlemlendigi Taksim Camisi 6rneginde etik ve estetik yargilarin daha
giiclii bir iliski kurdugu goriilmiistiir. Bir baska deyisle, ¢alisma mimari ve kentsel
Olceklerde, ‘cirkin’ ve ‘yanlis’ arasindaki iligskinin, ‘giizel” ve ‘dogru’ arasindaki
iliskiden daha kuvvetli oldugunu kanitlamistir. Stiphesiz ki bu durum, pargacil yapisal

XXVi



miidahalelerin cevresiyle kurdugu iliski diisiiniilmeden tasarlanmasmin ve kentsel
cevreye zorla eklenmesinin bir sonucu olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.

Arastirmanin son asamasinda, AKM Binasi ve Taksim Camisinin baglamsal
uyumluluk diizeyi ve estetik begenileri arasindaki iliski, kentsel sembolizm
baglaminda degerlendirilmistir. Bu amagcla, anket katilimcilart i¢inden 14 kisiden
toplanan zihin haritalar iizerinden etik ve estetik yargilarin biitiin meydan1 kapsayan
kentsel Olcekte nasil karsilik buldugu irdelenmistir. Sonug¢ olarak, Taksim
Meydant’yla 6zdeslesen Onemli yapilar olan Maksem Yapist ve Aya Triada
Kilisesi’nin elde edilen haritalar i¢cinden ¢ok azinda yer aldig1 goriilmiistiir. Meydanda
yer alan en eski yapilardan olan Maksem Yapisi ve Aya Triada Kilisesi’nin kullanici
algisinda yer bulamamasi, bu iki yapimin meydana sonradan eklenen miidahalelerin
fiziksel ve simgesel baskinlig1 altinda 6nemini kaybetme tehlikesinde olduguna isaret
etmektedir. Bir diger yandan, zihin haritalarinin ¢gogunda Taksim Cami’nin ilk dikkat
ceken unsur olmasi, Taksim Meydani’nin tarih iginde sahip oldugu simgesel,
fonksiyonel ve fiziksel dokusuyla uyumsuz, yeni bir kimlik kazanma potansiyeline
dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Son olarak, zihin haritalrinda meydandaki yapilara gorsel ve
fiziksel erisimi engelleyen polis bariyerleri, meydandaki bosluk ve islevsizlik, yapilar
arasindaki anlamsiz boyut ve hacim iliskileri gibi unsurlar siklikla yer almaktadir.
Dolayisiyla, kentsel olgekte duyarli uyumluluk kabiliyetinin azalmasiin sadece
mekanda bulunan yapilar yoluyla degil, ayn1 zamanda polis bariyerleri gibi temelsiz
unsurlar ve bunlarin anlamsiz bir araya gelisleri yoluyla da gerceklesebilecegi
sonucuna varilmistir.

Tezin ana bulgular 1s18inda, kentsel mekanin var olan dokusuna olan duyarl
uyumluluk diizeyi gozetilmeksizin eklenen pargacil kentsel miidahalelerin
kullanicilarin etik ve estetik yargilarinda olumsuz karsilik buldugunu savunmak yanlis
olmayacaktir. Bu gibi miidahaleler, etik ve estetik memnuniyetsizlige sebep olmanin
yaninda, kullanicilarin mekanla kurdugu iliskinin zedelenmesine de neden olacak,
dolayisiyla sosyal agidan yasanan tatminsizligi beraberinde getirecektir. Bu noktada,
ozellikle halkin aktif kamusal yasaminin gerceklestigi kamusal mekanlar olduk¢a
onem kazanmaktadir. Ozellikle son yillarda kamusal mekanlarda ideolojik ve giic
temsili niteligi tasiyan yeni miidahaleler, yapisal ve kentsel ol¢eklerdeki iliskinin
bozulmasina, dolayisiyla kentin anlamli biitlinligliniin zedelenmesine sebep
olmaktadir. Bunun 6nlenmesi i¢in, pargacil kentsel miidahalelerin igsel ve baglamsal
uyumluluk diizeyleri, tez kapsaminda Onerilen etik c¢erceve kapsaminda
degerlendirilmeli, yapili ¢evrenin tekil pargalar katkida bulunduklari biitiinle birlikte
ele alinmalidir.

Caligsma, gelecek mimari ve kentsel tasarim uygulamalarina bircok yonden 11k
tutmaktadir. Bu baglamda, Childs’in (2009) kentsel tasarim siireci i¢in onerdigi 3
adimu tekrar hatirlamak faydali olacaktir. Bunlardan ilki, mekanin kapsaminin iyi bir
sekilde arastirilmasidir. Ikinci olarak, mekanin kapsamina gore bir gerceve
olusturulmali, ve hangi unsurun ne agidan 6nemli oldugu belirlenmelidir. Calisma bu
ikinci asamaya, mimari ve kentsel Olgeklerde estetik igerigin etik agidan
sorgulanmasina olanak veren model Onerisiyle olduk¢a 6nemli bir katki saglamaktadir.
Son adim, tasarim asamasinda mekanin var olan yapist ve kapsamina uyum saglama
kaygisina ek olarak, yeni tasarimlarin duyarli uyumluguna katki saglamak i¢in 6zen
gosterilmesi gerekliligidir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The intertwining concepts of ethics and aesthetic allow many inquiries regarding
various disciplines. The unity of ethics and aesthetics provides multi-dimensional way
of thinking about the very specific examinations about different topics in life. Herein,
aesthetic theory enables to consider aesthetic content or product individually, while
the ethical theory approaches the aesthetic content regarding to the whole it contributes
to. In a sense, aesthetics theory focuses on “our own lives” as the ethical theory aims
to inquire “our own lives within the multiplicity of lives” (Wittgenstein, 1979).
Considering the main approaches of ethics and aesthetics, it is inevitable to establish a
mutual relationship between ethical and aesthetical judgements. The very striking
question arises about the relationship between the judgements about individual things
(with the help of aesthetics theory), and the judgements about the sum of the individual
things (with the help of ethical theory). In this way, unity of ethics and aesthetics help
to understand one of the main arguments of Gestalt’s theory that the whole is other

than the sum of its parts.

The unity of ethics and aesthetics become one of the prominent discussions about the
built environment, as in many other fields. The association of the two concepts leads
to the search for ‘appropriate’ or ‘right” aesthetic content as well as the moral beliefs
underlying the design of the built environment (Schriver, 2013). In other words, the
ethical considerations about the aesthetics of built environment enables to make a
connection between ‘right” and ‘beautiful’ design in architectural and urban contexts.
However, questioning the contribution of ‘right’ aesthetics in the making of ‘beautiful’
environment requires a holistic and meaningful ethical basis. In this context,
responsive cohesion theory provides an appropriate ethical framework in the
evaluation of the aesthetic content of the built environment regarding the level of
individual and contextual compatibility. Therefore, responsive cohesion theory
enables ethical questioning about the parts of the built environment regarding the
whole they contribute to, in accordance with the main claims of the intertwining

concepts of ethics and aesthetics.



Changing dynamics and paradigmatic shifts in history has led important breakthroughs
in company with the concerns about meaningful integrity of the built environment and
encouraged the ethical and aesthetical debates. In that sense, modern period represents
an important turning point that stimulates the deterioration of responsive cohesion
quality of urban environment. Reflections of the modern movement on the urban
environment have manifested itself with the imposition of rigid forms in massive scale
upon the landscape. The appearance of “spiritually dead ending” urban structures with
modernism (Fox, 2000) threatened the meaningful integrity of the built environment,
disrupting the harmony between the parts (individual urban structure) and the whole
(the whole environment). In the following years, urges to prevent the problems of
modernism has only evolved these problems to another extent. In this way, the urban
environment has faced with the appearance of “playful but desperate” structures
imposed under the liberating, all over the place approach of postmodernism. Moreover,
cumulative interventions of modernism and postmodernism have paved the way for
the ‘conflict of extremes’ (Fox, 2000), with the existence of contrasting aesthetic

elements with the physical and symbolic integrity of the environment.

In addition to the reflections of urban movements, political reproduction of the built
environment is also one of the prominent issues in ethical and aesthetical debates.
Throughout history, changes in the dominant rational thoughts and political
fluctuations have caused irreversible interventions in the urban place. Particularly in
Turkey, endless efforts of political powers to prove themselves has commonly resulted
with the imposition of irrespective urban structures as well as the demolition of many
cultural and historical artefacts. The focus of these interventions has undoubtedly been
on public places, where there is an active and lively urban life, and everyone can
clearly notice. Therefore, a substantial part of these ideological interventions become
the main topic of ethical criticisms, damaging the physical, symbolic, and functional
integrity of the environmental context. Herein, it would be sensible to assert that
aforementioned ethical fallacies on urban environment are reflected on the aesthetic

judgement of the public, who has no chance but to live with it.

1.1 Problem Definition

Fragmented approaches of architecture and urban design become the topic of many

ethical discussions through the current understandings about the relationship between



people and their environments. In that sense, analysis of the responsive cohesion
quality of the built environment gain importance as an urge to address environmental
perception with the ethical way of thinking. Considering that the responsive cohesion
reflected by the built environment constitutes the basis of ethical judgement, and is
associated with the aesthetic appreciation (Radford, 2010), it would be meaningful to
observe the level of association that ethics and aesthetics constitute in the context of
ever-changing structure of urban environment. With respect to the theoretical
background and the importance of the topic as abovementioned, this research focuses
on the issue of aesthetic appreciation of the built environment over the ethical basis of

responsive cohesion theory.

1.2 Research Questions and Aim of The Study

In accordance with the theoretical framework drawn so far, the aim of this research is
to establish a relationship between the concepts of ethics and aesthetics over the built
environment; to provide a holistic model for the aesthetical evaluation of the built

ethical and aesthetical theories will be elaborated in the context of responsive cohesion
theory; discussions, and contributions of the theory to the literature of urban planning
and design will be revisited; and ongoing debates about the responsive cohesion
quality of the environment will be gathered to provide an extensive framework to the
theories of urban ethics and aesthetics.

After defining the main arguments of the existing literature and providing an ethical
framework in the analysis of responsive cohesion quality of the built environment, the
research would focus on the issue of ‘how to relate the responsive cohesion theory
with the aesthetic appreciation of the built environment’. This broad objective enables
to approach the subject with two specific research questions. The first question would
be asked to observe the unity of urban ethics and aesthetics that ‘what is the
relationship between the ethical and aesthetical judgements against the built
environment’. The second research question, on the other hand, is that ‘to what extent
can judgements about individual structures (parts of the built environment) be

associated with the judgements about the whole environment?’. This second question



would help to elaborate the discussion about the unity of the concepts with the
association between different scales.

These two questions regarding the ethical and aesthetical judgements against the built
environment in different scales, gain importance with the imposition of ethically
‘wrong’ or aesthetically ‘ugly’ urban structures to the public places. Therefore, it
would be a rational approach to question the relationality of the proposed framework
in the analysis of responsive cohesion theory with aesthetic judgement on the public
places providing many opportunities to the inhabitants in functional, physical, and
symbolic dimensions. Herein, being one of the most important public places of
Istanbul, facing with many constructions and demolitions as a reflection of changing
political power on urban place in history, Taksim Square is an appropriate case area to
address the main objectives of the research. Besides, manifestation of recent changes
on the ethical and aesthetical perception of the Taksim Square would not only provide
a suitable environment to achieve the main objectives of the thesis, but also emphasize

the importance of ethical and aesthetical discussions in current urbanization dynamics.

1.3 Method of the Study

To fulfill the above-mentioned objectives, the research would be conducted in
company with mixed methodologies. First, existing literature of the ethical and
aesthetical theories would be examined and integrated with the contemporary
discussions of architecture and urban design to provide a grounded theory inquiry.
Second, the inquiry would be elaborated to the extent of physical, functional and
symbolic dimensions to offer a holistic and multi-dimensional framework in the
analysis of responsive cohesion theory. Following this perspective, to provide a
responsive approach to the current research practices, existing studies giving
references to the responsive cohesion quality of urban environment in internal and

contextual scales would be revisited.

After creating a holistic framework with respect to the extensive review of the
literature, the next step would be to analyze the context of the case area, not only by
focusing on the responsive cohesion quality in historical background but also by
analyzing the recent ethical and aesthetical discussions regarding Taksim Square in
detail. Afterwards, within the context of the main objectives of the research, the

analysis of responsive cohesion quality and aesthetic appreciation would be conducted



with the questionnaire with 111 participants, focusing on the most recent interventions
on the place, AKM Building and Taksim Mosque. In this regard, structure of the
questionnaire and the evaluations are shaped according to different scale judgements
including architectural scale (internal responsive cohesion), and urban scale
(contextual responsive cohesion). Lastly, 14 people from the questionnaire participants
would be asked to draw mental maps of Taksim Square holistically, to enhance the
understanding about the symbolic perception towards the sum of the structures and

places located in the square.

In the analysis of the obtained data, addressing the first research question of the study,
ethical and aesthetic judgments caused by afore-mentioned interventions would be
compared with the correlation analysis. On the other hand, addressing the second
research question, the correlation of ethical and aesthetic judgments reflected by both
interventions individually and contextually would be analyzed to observe relationality
between architectural and urban scales. Moreover, in order to develop an enhanced
understanding about the relationship between the parts and the whole environment,

obtained mental maps would be observed in detail.

1.4 Structure of the Research

This research is organized in four parts (Figure 1.1). The current part, Chapter 1 as an
introductory chapter, conveys the general structure of the research including
contextual framework, problem definition, research questions, and method of the
study. Following part, Chapter 2, introduces the ethical and aesthetical theories,
observes the aspects and the scales in the ethical and aesthetical considerations
inclusively, offers a comprehensive framework for the analysis of responsive cohesion,
and revisits the existing studies about responsive cohesion theory. In Chapter 3, the
aesthetical evaluation of responsive cohesion quality is conducted regarding the
context of the case area, Taksim Square. This part of the study not only observes the
changing physical, functional and symbolic structure of the case area in historical
background but also focuses on ethical and aesthetical claims in recent research. After
providing detailed information about the context of the case area, second part of this
chapter questions the aesthetic appreciation of responsive cohesion quality of Taksim
Square over the most recent interventions, AKM Building and Taksim Mosque. The

evaluations address these interventions in architectural and urban scales over



qualitative questionnaire investigating internal cohesion quality of the buildings and
contextual cohesion quality of their streetscapes. In the final part of the chapter,
addressing the research questions of the study, comparative assessments are based on
the relationship of ethical and aesthetical judgement in different cases, in different
aspects, and in different scales. Chapter 4 as a final chapter, discusses the main claims
of the thesis according to the critical evaluations of the findings obtained from the case
area study. Moreover, this chapter reveals the acceptability of the main premises
offered by responsive cohesion theory in the aesthetic appreciation of the built
environment. As a final word, concluding remarks focus on the importance of
responsive cohesion quality in architectural and urban design as well as the
questionability of the responsive cohesion quality with a comprehensive model offered

in the scope of the thesis.
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2. AESTHETIC JUDGEMENT

This chapter aims to discuss how the aesthetic judgement is shaped in general. The
term “aesthetics” is defined as the field of philosophy, which deals with “beauty” and
the effects of beauty on human mind and emotions (Turkish Language Society, 2021).
The origin of the word “aesthetics” comes from the Greek word “Aisthanesthai” which
means “to perceive”. In the literature, aesthetics theory was first discussed in
Baumgarten's study “Aesthetica”, and the term was initially defined as 'a science
involving the senses and cognition'. The term “beauty” as a main inquiry of the theory,
on the other hand, is associated with objects or places that enable us to experience
pleasure, satisfaction and meaning (Baumgarten, 1750, cited in Ahmed Nia Altun,
2015). Regarding these definitions, the main field study of aesthetics depends on
cognition, senses, and emotions. These imply a ‘response’, which leads people to judge
the aesthetic object, question whether it has a beauty or not, and make choices

accordingly.

According to Tilgham (2004), aesthetic judgment can lead to much deeper questions
in human life by connecting with wider human relations and morality. In other words,
experiencing 'pleasure’, 'satisfaction’ and 'meaning’ through an aesthetic object can be
associated not only with the physical appearance of the object, but also with its moral
emergence. Dealing with the morality of the aesthetics as a deeper dimension is
believed to lead ‘elusiveness’, although not always perceptible (Tilgham, 2004). This
‘elusiveness’ also has been the subject of urban design studies by representing the
complex relationship between people and the environment they live in. Therefore,
aesthetics theory focuses on issues that are seen as 'elusive' with the help of ethical

theory, in urban design as in other fields.

2.1 Unity of Ethics and Aesthetics

Although the terms “ethics” and “aesthetics” connote different meanings at first
glance, they can be seen compatible in many respects. The term “aesthetics”, as

previously emphasized, is defined as ‘the field of philosophy that examines the



perception of beauty and its effect on the human mind’ (Turkish Language Society,
2021) while “ethics” is defined as ‘the study of what is morally right and wrong, or a
set of beliefs about what is morally right and wrong’ (Cambridge Dictionary, 2021).
In other words, aesthetics is concerned with what is beautiful or ugly’, while ethics
questions ‘what is right or wrong’. The main difference between the two terms is that
'beautiful' and 'right' or ‘ugly’ and ‘wrong’ which constitute the subjects of each, may
not always be the same, but can be considered in relation with each other. Because the
‘right’ and ‘wrong’ questioned by ethics can shape the aesthetic judgements of

‘beautiful” and ‘ugly’ and vice versa.

The unity of ethics and aesthetics was first propounded by Wittgenstein (1979, p. 86)
stating: “Ethics and aesthetics are one.” and has been the subject of many inquiries
and debates. Wittgenstein (1979) defines the unity of the two concepts with the fact
that both transcend the boundaries of language. For this reason, both cannot be ‘subject
matter of philosophy’. Therefore, they do not refer to the mind as a reality, in a sense,
they are beyond the limits of the mind. In this respect, they cannot be evaluated
objectively or subjectively. Furthermore, the most essential part of the unity of ethics
and aesthetics, according to Wittgenstein (1979), is that both contain a style and reflect
themselves according to this style. From an aesthetical point of view, the way people
express themselves, their attitude towards life, their individual voices cause them to
reflect their own style and become the subject of value judgement in this way.
However, measuring the value of ethics and aesthetics requires different perspectives.
Aesthetical value, which is the reflection of individual side of life, gains a universal
dimension from an ethical point of view. In other words, while aesthetic value is
measured by "our own lives", the ethical value considers "our own life in the unity of
life". According to Wittgenstein (1979), ethical value in this respect can be seen as
'value of all values' together with the fundamental principle offered by individual
styles. That is, ethics and aesthetics relates each other as a meronomy.

The intertwining relationship of aesthetics and ethics, and the common 'values' they
create, lead us to this question: How are both judged? Wittgenstein (1979, cited in
Collinson, 1985, p. 268) advocates the common values of ethical and aesthetical
judgement with the example of ‘stove' as follows: “As a thing among things, each
thing is equally significant; as a world each one equally significant. If I have been

contemplating the stove, and then am told, but now all you know is my stone. My result



does not indeed seem trivial. For this represents the matter as if I had studied the stove
as one among the many things in the world. But if I was contemplating the stove, it
was my world, and everything else colorless by contrast with it.”. Supporting
Wittgenstein’s perspective about the meronomy that ethics and aesthetic constitute,
Collinson (1985, p. 269) elaborates the discussion with these words: “Just as the
aesthetic object is the single thing seen as it were a whole world, so the ethical object,
or life, is the multiplicity of the world seen as a single object. In aesthetic
contemplation the single object is 'my whole world’; in ethical contemplation the
multiplicity of the world is seen as a whole and is 'my whole world'. So, in terms of
aesthetical value, aesthetic product must be seen as a world and considered as 'my
whole world'. From an ethical point of view, ethical value should be evaluated with
the acceptance of a world where everyone and everything is a part of the whole at the
same level and aesthetic product should be considered as *'my whole world among the

multiplicity of the world’ (Collinson, 1985).

To sum up, unity of ethics and aesthetics enables to question aesthetic product as a part
regarding the whole it contributes to. The subject of discussion in this context can be
an object, structure, building, part of the built environment or city as a whole. This
thesis aims to focus on the aesthetic value of the parts of the built environment with an
ethical perspective, considering the unity of ethics and aesthetics in urban

environment.

2.2 Unity of Ethics and Aesthetics in Built Environment

As in other fields, unity of ethics and aesthetics also has become one of the prominent
discussions about the ever-changing built environment. Alexander (2013) argues that
aesthetics is considered as the dominant ethics of the design, through the ages into
now. In the context of environmental ethics, Schriver (2013) approaches moral guide
that beauty itself reveals with the questions of “what is appropriate to the built
environment, which moral beliefs are embedded in it?”. When the aesthetics is
involved, the unity of ethics and aesthetics in urban design enables to question “what
is appropriate aesthetics to the built environment?” and “what moral beliefs are
embedded in the aesthetic content of the built environment?”. This part of the thesis
aims to address these questions, discussing ethical fallacies about urban design

aesthetics.



In the modern period, one of the most remarkable discussions regarding the ethical
dimension of design aesthetics was about honesty and deceit in architecture. In relation
to this, Ruskin (1987, p. 61) argues that it is more important not to deceive observer
through the architecture than designing the most beautiful structure, stating that. “...the
meanness of poverty may be pardoned, the sternness of utility respected; but what is
there but scorn for the meanness of deception?”. In this regard, to not deceive the
observer, designers of the built environment should seek to honest and correct
architectural form as well as right structural, surface, and operative content. Using of
the most accurate form and content in the architecture, Ruskin (1849) believes that
ethical responsibilities about aesthetical content of the built environment can be
fulfilled. Although this concern in design may not be resulted with the most beautiful
structure, it leads to the truthful and morally right one. However, Scott (1999) argues
that even it is morally right to avoid deceiving observer, there may be some conflicts
between moral and aesthetic value in architecture. For example, false renovations or
added elements in Renaissance fagades, such as false windows, may be acceptable if
the intervention is made for the sake of the design. Even if these interventions do not
reflect the most honest way, they can be morally right when the design is evaluated as
a whole. In other words, even if the added part is far from being honest, it can
contribute to an honest whole. Therefore, with respect to the arguments of Scott (1999)
and Ruskin (1849), the most ethical behavior in architectural design emerges with the
use of appropriate form and content that provide harmony and truthfulness to the whole

design.

Another discussion about ethics of architectural design appears as the search for the
right architectural style that supported by use of material. Regarding this, Watkin
(1977) argues that use of appropriate style and material contributes to the truthfulness
of architecture. In fact, according to him, the works of world-famous designers such
as Frank Lloyd Wright, Le Corbusier and Morris were generated by truthfulness of
materials as these designers worked with same materials but successfully reflected
different styles. Thus, use of appropriate materials reflecting architectural style is

considered as an ethical approach that supports aesthetics in architectural design.

Lastly, Taylor (2000) elaborates these discussions from a new perspective, proposing
lack of care given to design as another ethical fallacy. According to him, ethical

discontent is resulted from careless and insensitive parts of the design that are far from
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constituting a meaningful whole. Lack of care given to the details and components of
design in this way, can be associated with lack of care given to public who have to live
with it. Therefore, the ethical discontent can negatively affect aesthetic judgement of
the public. To avoid this, Taylor (2000) argues that ethical concern in design can be
demonstrated in two ways. First, it should be questioned whether the parts and details
of the aesthetic product have been carefully processed to serve a meaningful whole.
Secondly, it should be questioned whether the whole architectural/urban design

product is carefully designed in a way that adapts to its environment and landscape.

All the mentioned discussions questioning the most ethical approach in design imply
a connection with ethical and aesthetical value of design product. In this context,
Ruskin (1987) believes that truthfulness of design supported with the use of right
content and material leads to the harmonious integrity of design, while Scott (1999)
argues that truthfulness can be abandoned for the sake of the harmony in design.
Watkin (1977), on the other hand, emphasizes use of appropriate materials and
architectural style that are harmonious with the context of the design. From a different
perspective, Taylor (2000) elaborates the discussions, proposing harmonious integrity
provided by careful design to the agenda, in architectural and urban scales. In brief,
these discussions regarding architectural style, form and use of materials emphasize
harmony and integrity as the most important ethical requirement about design
aesthetics. In fact, the main criticism emphasized by mentioned ethical fallacies is
based on the respectfulness of the design by itself, with its environment and with
different moral agents, and therefore the cohesion/discohesion it creates within the
whole. Bringing all these perspectives together, and including the basic premise of
each, Fox (2000) puts forward Responsive cohesion theory, which makes it possible
to approach aesthetic evaluation of architectural and urban design over an ethical

perspective.

2.3 Responsive Cohesion Theory as A Moral Center of Urban Design

Fox (2000) puts forward responsive cohesion theory, which supports the discussions
mentioned in the previous chapter, and argues that it constitutes the ‘foundation of
value theory'. This theory basically questions design product if it suits, fits or in
coherence with the context. Radford (2010, p. 380) defines responsive cohesion as:

“where cohesion is secured through the response of parts to each other to mutual
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benefit”. With a similar approach, Childs (2009, p. 131) explains the basis of the theory
with the concept of “concinnity”, that is, “skillful, harmonious adaptation or fitting

together of parts to a craft whole”.

When the ethical evaluation of aesthetic elements is based on responsive cohesion
theory, it is possible to say that the most 'correct' design is the one that adapts to its
context and environment. Moreover, when this theory is supported by the view that
ethics and aesthetics are one (Wittgenstein, 1979), it also enables to question the
relationship between 'correct’ and 'beautiful’ design. In this regard, evaluation of the
ethical value, according to Fox (2000), requires the judgement of some forms of the
built environment as better than others, even when considered only the level of
cohesion of its design, and relevance to its context. Two different architectural
elements in the same environment may not reflect the same aesthetic and ethical
perception, even if the functional values they contain are the same. This causes one of
the two elements to be appreciated or preferred more. Responsive cohesion theory
emerges as a tool to understand this tendency of aesthetic appreciation with the ethical

foundation.

According to theory, the level of cohesion of aesthetic elements and the way they
assembled is seen in three ways; they may cohere in rigid and stereotypical way and
compose fixed cohesion; they may cohere in a way that all elements respect each other
and compose responsive cohesion, or they may not cohere in any ways and compose
discohesion. When science is considered, fixed cohesion appears with the theories that
reflect rigid views about the way the world is organised. These theories neighter are
responsive to previous findings nor enable new observations; they appear in the form
of ‘dogma’. The second level, discohesion is seen when there is no theory at all, when
there is absolute obscurity. Lastly, the best theories are seen to compose responsive
cohesion, as they are responsive to other observations to provide a coherent account
and support future observations. When another dimension, politics is considered, fixed
cohesion refers ‘dictatorship’, a bad form of politics; discohesion is seen where there
is no governing body; and responsive cohesion refers to ‘democracy’ where cohesion

is secured through the mutual benefit of all agents (Fox, 2007).

Considering the built environment, which forms the basis of this thesis, it may not be
possible to make a clear classification with definite boundaries. However, examples of

policy and science make us think that, in order for responsive cohesion to occur
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through the built environment, the design should be responsive to its environment and
context, and also support future designs. Radford (2010) argues that responsively
cohesive environments reflect connection (not seperation) and colloboration (not
individualisation), and consequently, buildings appear as elements sustaining context
and connection (not as objects). To achieve this, he defines the role of urban design as
“making connections between people and places, movement and urban form, nature
and built fabric”, and the urban designer as “people who ‘pull things together’ into a
coherent whole that responds to its many contexts”. Comparably, Childs (2009)
emphasizes that, in order to form responsive cohesion (civic concinnity) through the
built environment, independent designers of the parts of the built environment (civic
designers: architects, landscape architects, civil engineers, public artists, others who
design the build places) should also consider how these parts contribute to the city or
the bigger part of the urban environment. In this regard, he suggests three steps for
urban designer to follow as; reading the context (analysing the existing context of the
place), framing and reframing (defining what aspect matters and how it matters), and
inspiring new designs (contribute to the responsive cohesion of new designs). He
examplifies one of the formal attributes of design that support responsive cohesion, in
his terms civic concinnity, as use of same design pattern (i.e. same colour) on a
particular side of the urban scene, which helps to frame the landscape. Radford and
Okksala (2018), on the other hand, observe the design features that contribute to the
responsive cohesion of the environment as; assymetrical patterns, harmonious forms
with nature, meaningful contrasts of design elements, compatible material selection
and functional response. Radford (2010) supports the functional dimension indicating
harmonious functionality of the built environment, and defines responsively cohesive

environment as “place full of variety where differences are subtle”.

Conversely, if the aesthetic elements of the built environment and their combination
do not reflect responsive cohesion, this will lead to ethical and aesthetic debates about
the design elements that cause 'discohesion’ or 'fixed cohesion'. In architectural scale,
‘fixed cohesion' refers to the incompatibility of design element with its environment
and context (Radford, 2012). However, the research conducted by Radford and Oksala
(2018) concludes that the classification of ‘fixed cohesion' cannot be made at the urban
scale, but, rigidity and precise rules in design may possibly create a 'discohesion' when

all aesthetic elements assembled. Because 'fixed cohesion' that the aesthetic element
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individually composes can be an obstacle for the responsive cohesion of new elements
added to the place. In this regard, ‘discohesion’ in urban design scale is seen related
with dominance of single structure (Radford, 2012) and ignorence of the structure to
its neighbours (Radford and Oksala, 2018). Thus, formal design attributes that cause
discohesion is examplified as; absolute symmetry (Radford, 2012), repetition of layers,
highly defined pattern of geometry and rigidly defined rules of design (Radford and
Oksala, 2018).

Altought these examples give some prominent clues about questioning responsive
cohesion and discohesion in urban scale, they should not be evaluated as definitive
judgments since they include field-specific observations. Moreover, this thesis argues
that these observations should be supported with deeper analysis of theoretical

disscussions about all of the aspects of responsive cohesion in urban design.

2.4 Scales and Aspects of Responsive Cohesion in Urban Design

Discussions so far enables to question responsive cohesion of the built environment
over formal/physical features of aesthetic elements and the way they assembled. When
all the perspectives collected, responsive cohesion of architectural and urban design
appears where; there is no dominance of building or structure (all have good manners
to each other) (Radford, 2010), physical attributes of design are responsive to age and
culture, design has appropriate style (Watkin, 1977), appropriate use of form and
material to its context (Ruskin, 1849 and Taylor, 2000), design is carefully detailed
(all parts are convenient to whole) (Taylor, 2000), there is no strong repetition of
layers, no absolute symmetry, design does not reflect highly defined pattern of
geometry and rigidly defined rules, has asymmetrical form and pattern, harmonious
form with nature, generates meaningful contrasts (Radford & Oksala, 2018) and there

is use of same design pattern in specific side of urban scene (Childs, 2009).

Apart from physical attributes of design, second dimension that discussions point out
is the functional cohesion of the aesthetic elements of the built environment. Radford
(2010) emphasizes the necessity of the built environment to consist of coherent
functions and defines functionally cohesive built environment as “place full of variety,
where differences are subtle”. At the same time, Radford and Oksala (2018) supports
functional dimension by indicating that responsive cohesion of environment is

highlighted by good urbanism that allows diverse activities and attributes to exist in
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mutually beneficial way. In this way, the formal dimension of responsive cohesion is
supported by functional cohesion. This can be possible where there is diversity of
functions that coherent to each other (Radford, 2010) and the functions support or

answer to each other by mutually beneficial way (Radford & Oksala, 2018).

Ethical debates about aesthetic judgment of the built environment also involve
different scales. Therefore, in bringing perspectives together, it is necessary to evaluate
the different scales covering aesthetical product, the product and its immediate
surroundings, and the whole environment with the aesthetical product separately.
Radford (2009) suggests that aesthetic appreciation of place happens when people
relate to responsive cohesion in, around and with the place or structure. In this regard,
he classifies responsive cohesion in two scales: internal and contextual cohesion.
When examining internal cohesion, the focus is on the aesthetic element individually
(i.e., structure, building, object) that is the part of the built environment. The
observation of responsive cohesion in this scale is resulted with the classifications of

fixed cohesion, responsive cohesion or discohesion.

In the light of the abovementioned discussions, the features of the aesthetic element
pointing to the internal responsive cohesion are; responsive design to the age and
culture, use of appropriate style (Watkin, 1977), careful detailing of design (Taylor,
2000), no repetition of layers, no absolute symmetry, no defined pattern of geometry
of rigidly defined rules of design, use of asymmetrical patterns and forms, harmonious
designs with nature, design of meaningful contrasts (Radford & Okksala, 2018), use
of compatible form and material selection (Taylor, 2012).

Nevertheless, According to Fox (2000), in design, achieving contextual cohesion is
ultimately more important than achieving it internally, although the aim should be
achieving both. Examination of urban scale, contextual responsive cohesion, requires
the evaluation of immediate environment of the aesthetic element (responsive cohesion
around the structure) and the whole environment together with the aesthetic element
(responsive cohesion with the structure). Contextual cohesion enables to examine the
harmony that the aesthetic element added or imposed to the built environment provide,
with the existing context. In relation to this, Fox (2000) argues that, when newly
introduced feature can be able to alter its generative and supportive context, it also can
modify its environment. Moreover, when a new element changes its generative

context, it affects many existing responsive cohesions. He exemplifies this case with
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adding new notes to a symphony that is already harmonious and beautiful, then
realizing that the newly added notes are not compatible with the already existing
harmony of the symphony. In this way, newly added notes can alter the responsive
cohesion of the symphony within its context. In the urban context, newly added note
to the symphony refers the newly added urban structure to the whole urban

environment.

Table 2.1 : Formal and functional dimensions of responsive cohesion in different

scales.

INTERNAL COHESION
Responsive Cohesion in the Design

Individual Urban Structure

CONTEXTUAL COHESION

Responsive Cohesion around and with

the Design

Urban Structure with Its Immediate
Surroundings and within the Whole
Environment

Formal
Cohesion

o Design responsive to
age/culture (Watkin, 1977)

e  Carefully detailed design
(Taylor, 2000)

e  Use of appropriate form
(Watkin, 1977)

e Use of appropriate material
(Ruskin, 1849; Watkin, 1977)

e  Use of appropriate style
(Watkin, 1977)

o No repetition of layers
(Radford & Oksala, 2018)

e No absolute symmetry
(Radford & Oksala, 2018)

e No highly defined patterns
(Radford & Oksala, 2018)

e No highly defined rules
(Radford & Oksala, 2018)

e  Use of asymmetrical forms and
patterns (Radford & Oksala,
2018)

e  Use of harmonious forms with
nature (Radford & Oksala,
2018)

e Design generates meaningful
contrasts (Radford & Oksala,
2018)

No dominance of design structure
(Radford, 2010)

Use of similar design patterns in the
frame (i.e., color, material) (Childs,
2009)

Design generates meaningful
contrasts with its surroundings and
within the whole environment
(Radford & Oksala, 2018)

Use of compatible form with its
surroundings and environment
(Radford, 2010; Radford & Oksala,
2018)

Use of compatible material with its
surroundings and environment
(Watkin 1977; Radford & Oksala,
2018)

Functional
Cohesion

e  Design contains appropriate
function (Radford, 2010;
Radford & Oksala, 2018)

Design creates functional diversity
within the environment (Radford &
Oksala, 2018)

Functional response with its
surroundings and the existing
functions in the environment
(Radford & Oksala, 2018)
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In the previous parts of the study, while Wittgenstein's (1979) and Collinson’s (1985)
views on ethics and aesthetics were stated, it was concluded that the aesthetic product
should be seen as "my whole world” while aesthetical judgement is considered. In
urban scale, this attitude corresponds with analyzing responsive cohesion in the urban
structure, that is, its internal cohesion. Likewise, analyzing contextual cohesion
corresponds with Wittgenstein (1979) and Collinson’s (1985) views about deeper
ethical questioning when aesthetic product is seen as “my whole world among the
multiplicity of the world as a whole". These perspectives that support and prove each
other regarding ethical and aesthetical way of thinking make it meaningful to interpret
contextual cohesion of the urban environment around and with the urban structure in

formal and functional dimensions.

Considering the contextual cohesion, the features of the urban structure that allow
responsive cohesion with its immediate surroundings are implied as; no dominance of
the building or structure (in good manners towards its surroundings) (Radford, 2010),
use of similar design patterns in the frame (Childs, 2009), generating meaningful
contrasts with its surroundings and within the whole environment (Radford& Oksala,
2018), use of compatible forms (Watkin, 1977) and materials (Radford & Oksala,
2018; Watkin, 1977; Taylor, 2012). At the same time, for functional cohesion to occur,
the structure is expected to be in a functional response with the existing functions, be
a part of harmonious diversity by establishing a beneficial relationship with other
functions (Radford & Oksala, 2018) (Table 2.1).

Although these parameters provide a strong basis for the examination of internal and
contextual responsive cohesion of the built environment, changing scales will require
different methods for an empirical study. While it is highly possible to question
aesthetic judgement of architectural structure individually with an empirical study,
analysis of contextual cohesion involves different approaches and variables. Because
when the observation of the whole environment is considered, ethical and aesthetical
judgement also associate with the symbolic meaning attached to the place.
Accordingly, urban design aesthetics theory supports formal aesthetics which observes
the form configurations (i.e., proportion, scale, color, order) with the second
dimension, symbolic aesthetics. This second dimension enables to observe cultural,
imaginative responses to the formal content of environment (Ahmad Nia & Altun,

2016). Therefore, Radford’s (2009) suggestion that aesthetic appreciation happens
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when people relate responsive cohesion in, around and with the place can also be
associated with the perceptual dimension.

2.5 Approaching Responsive Cohesion of Built Environment over Symbolic

Dimension

Apart from the physical and functional appearance of the built environment, the way
it is perceived can also be a subject matter of ethical and aesthetical discussions.
According to Nasar (1994), mediating content variables that enable the observation of
building exteriors do not only contain physical attributes. Besides, the symbolic
meanings associated with the building, which reflects the inner representation of the
person experiencing it, also accompany the aesthetic experience. Symbolic perception,
which is also a part of the aesthetic experience, is formed as a result of the "secondary
and unconscious functions™ of the built environment, as expressed by Knox (1984). In
other words, the symbolic content of the built environment allows people to make
sense of it and give an emotional reaction as a result. Considering that liking or
disliking is also a reflection of feelings (Scut et al., 2011), it would be meaningful to
contemplate the symbolic content of the built environment on the ethical and

aesthetical discussions.

The need for the symbolic dimension in the observation of responsive cohesion is seen
clear in Rapoport’s (1974) argument that the 'symbol structures' of the built
environment direct our perception of the environment and the problems in the
environment, our evaluation of these problems and our search for solutions. In this
regard, a new structure added to the built environment, through its symbolic content
can be a harmonious part of the associational meanings of the environment and reflect
responsive cohesion, or cause discohesion by threatening this integrity. Symbolic
discohesion in this way, appears as an ethical problem, which is caused by imposition
of symbol structures to the built environment that are not responsive to already
harmonious integrity of the environment. In relation to this, Woodward’s (1982),
Knox’s (1984), and Barlas's (2014) ethical discussions about the symbolic integrity of
the environment contain subtexts that are highly related to Fox's (2000) responsive

cohesion theory and symbolic discohesion of the built environment.

Regarding the symbolic content of the built environment, Woodward (1982) argues

that perception of the built environment varies according to the changing values of
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society. The role of human in this changing perceptual and associated world should be
constantly reanalyzed in symbolic language through urban symbol bearers. Although
the symbols that are constantly re-expressed and renewed in changing cultural
environments hold great potential for rich exploration, with modernism, changing
manners of urban design endangered the symbolic harmony of the built environment.
According to Woodward (1982), the main reason of this ethical problem is the
imposition of urban structures that dominate the place, reducing symbols into signals.
Although these structures contribute to the urban image by functioning as landmarks
that direct the observer in the place, they appear as irrelevant elements with the
symbolic urban form. The urban symbols that emerged with this tendency, besides
making the existing symbols meaningless, are also far from becoming a sign. Thinking
about responsive cohesion theory, it is quite possible to interpret that the symbol
structures added to the place with this tendency reflect 'fixed cohesion’ in terms of
imposing their own disrespectful ideas and connotations on the place. In this way,
discohesion of the environment is seen with the domination of the symbol structure,
not because of its incompatible physical attributes, but incompatible symbolic

meanings it reflects.

Table 2.2 : Symbolic dimension of responsive cohesion in different scales.

INTERNAL COHESION CONTEXTUAL COHESION

Responsive Cohesion in the Responsive Cohesion around
Design and with the Design
Individual Urban Structure Urban Structure with Its

Immediate Surroundings and
within the Whole Environment

e Symbol structure is not
imposed alien but coherent part
of whole (responsive to existing
symbols in whole environment)
(Barlas, 2014; Knox, 1984)

Not a single/dominant urban
symbol but the whole urban
form has a symbolic coherence
(Woodward, 1982)

e Urban structure is not
symbol of power/success
but have a meaning for all
(Knox, 1984)

e Symbol structure responsive
to societies values,

Symbolic meanings, and norms
Cohesion (Barlas, 2014)

e No imposition of particular
ideology/movement to the
parts of the environment
(Barlas, 2014; Knox, 1984)

With a similar approach, Knox (1984) draws attention to the changing mode of

production with capitalism. He sees the environment as not just a ‘product of design’
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but also ‘product of capitalism and social and economic dynamics’. Thus, there is a
strong reflection of social, economic, and political relationships on the production and
reproduction of the environment. In this regard, symbolism of the built environment
in the capitalist structuring only serves to reflect the sentiments of particular ideology
or power system by providing a physical focus on symbol structures of the ideology.
Therefore, with the imposition of the symbol structures of the particular ideology,
urban environment only become ‘symbol of power’ and ‘symbol of success’. Yet, he
argues that the meaningful symbolism of the environment strengthens human-built
environment relationships. Unfortunately, urban design dynamics of capitalism
weakens the bonds that people establish with their environment by reflecting its

incompatible symbolism to the already harmonious symbolic form of the environment.

In another prominent discussion parallel to Knox’s (1982) argument, Barlas (2014)
draws attention to forced adaptation or imposition of rational thoughts or movements
to the parts of the cities. Symbol structures added to the place reflecting its fixed and
forced thoughts, according to him, cause deviation in the meaningful form and
symbolism of the built environment. Adapting Jung’s theory of collective
unconsciousness to the built environment, Barlas (2014) asserts that if the imposed
urban symbols do not establish a meaningful relationship with the archetypes of culture
in the collective unconsciousness, they create a tension between the layers of
consciousness. This situation drags society into meaninglessness and thus into a state
of neurosis. The social effects manifest themselves as deviation in emotional meanings
(e.g., distaste, displeasure) and even mob movements, senseless violence, and
crime. To prevent this, symbol structures added to the built environment should be
responsive to societies values, meanings and norms and be a coherent part of the

existing symbolic form.

Emphasized with the discussions of Woodward (1982), Knox (1984) and Barlas
(2014), symbolism of the built environment has a significant effect on how people
relate to the built environment and give an emotional reaction as a result.
Reconsidering Radford’s (2009) statement that aesthetic appreciation happens when
people relate responsive cohesion in, around and with the place, symbolic dimension
also can be considered as an effective part of this experience. With respect to the
discussions, symbolic cohesion of the built environment is secured through symbol

structures that are; responsive to societies values and meanings (Barlas, 2014), not
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symbol of power and success but have a meaning for all (Knox, 1984), not the symbol
of imposed ideology or movement (Barlas, 2014; Knox, 1984), not imposed aliens but
coherent parts of symbolic form (Woodward, 1982; Barlas, 2014) and not dominant in
the place but compatible with a symbolic coherence (Woodward, 1982) (Table 2.2).
These features are thought to have a positive effect on aesthetic experience by
supporting internal and contextual responsive cohesion of the built environment in

symbolic dimension.

2.6 Urban Design Studies on Responsive Cohesion Theory

Thinking about responsive cohesion theory in the context of scientific theories, Fox
(2007) asserts that rigid views about the current dynamics that are not responsive to
new observations constitute ‘bad theories’ and promote discohesion. Afterall, this kind
of theories ignore or underestimate existing thoughts, discussions, and viewpoints.
According to him, the best theories reflect responsive cohesion as they are responsive
to observations in such a way as to provide a coherent account of those observations.
In this way, ‘the best theories’ give a ‘right’ direction to future studies. With the help
of responsive cohesion theory, which makes it possible to make ethical and aesthetic
inquiries in Taksim Square, the study aims to be responsive to previous studies and
provide a coherent integrity with them. Therefore, with the aim of finding the right
method and direction, this chapter analyzes some prominent studies that examine
responsive cohesion in, around and with the built environment and its aesthetic

structures.

2.6.1 Urban design studies about internal responsive cohesion

Examining responsive cohesion at the narrowest scale requires to evaluate the aesthetic
element, in urban extent, the urban structure individually. The form patterns of the
buildings and the relationship between these patterns are thought to give some
prominent clues about internal cohesion of the building as well as its responsiveness
to existing context of the environment and the level of freedom it gives to new designs.
In the selected studies, evaluation of internal cohesion is highly related to contextual
cohesion that assembly of buildings reflect. In other words, an individual building also
contributes to contextual cohesion of its environment. Therefore, streetscape analyses

are included to the chapter respectfully.
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2.6.1.1 Analyses on existing building

One of the important studies on this subject is Radford's (2010) study on Aalto's
ateliers. In this study, Radford (2010) observes the form patterns and form languages
in Aalto's Ateliers and evaluates them in the context of responsive cohesion. Radford
(2010) observes six basic form patterns in Aalto’s ateliers that are; compatible curves
(a sequence of arcs and straight lines), repetitions (a grouping of similar elements),
overlays (a layering of one surface over another surface), offsets (a lateral shifting of
a line), divergences (a fan- like spread of elements) and head and tails (primary
elements and adjoining secondary elements) (Figure 2.1). About these patterns, the
first inquiry of the study arises about how these form patterns respond to each other.
Secondly, Radford (2010) aims to observe how the combination of these patterns

respond to and add value to the physical and non-physical context of the design.
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Figure 2.2 : Observation of six basic patterns in Alajarvi Town Hall (Radford,
2010).
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In the Alajiarvi Town Hall where six patterns are observed all together, Radford (2010)
asserts that form patterns work together to filter daylight through windows, give
dignity and prominence to council room and breakdown the scale of the building to its
natural and built contexts. In this example, responsive cohesion is seen between design
and daylight, which are in mutual benefit as design unit improves the quality of light
and it is aesthetically enhanced by light (Figure 2.2).

Figure 2.3 : Observation of six basic patterns in Aalto’s Summer House (Radford,
2010).

The second building that the study examines is Aalto's summer house and courtyard
in Muuratsalo, which contains all the form patterns (Figure 2.3). Radford argues that
in this example, patterns convey emotional meanings such as shelter, protection,
comfort, and togetherness to the observer. The reason why the design evokes more
than one meaning is explained by the thought that the combination of form features
causes ambiguity. Radford (2010), with this example, highlights the importance of
ambiguity in design, arguing that ambiguity helps to establish a personal responsive

cohesion with the place or building.

Radford's (2010) study provides many clues in terms of examining internal cohesion
of the building formed by the form patterns and their combination. In the study, he
observes responsive cohesion that formal configurations of design reflect in the light
of the discourses and criticisms about Aalto’s ateliers. His inferences support that
appearance of responsive cohesion through the form features of architectural design
can be observed in many ways, and responsive cohesion of building has significant

effects on how people relate to the design.

Another study that examines the internal cohesion of the architectural structure is
Radford and Oksala's (2018) study in five important urban areas of Helsinki. This
study examines the existing buildings and the new buildings added to the built
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environment in the case areas, questioning the quality of responsive cohesion and its
relationship with urban aesthetics. Although each case has its own context, important
examples in the scale of building and built environment have been observed where the

responsive cohesion is evident.

Figure 2.4 : National Museum (on the left) and the Parliament House (on the right)
(Radford & Oksala, 2018).

Two of the important buildings examined in the study are the National Museum and
the House of Parliament located in the Mannerheimintie district. Among them, the
National Museum is a historical building that has the National Romantic — Art
Nouveau style. The building has an asymmetrical form and reflects asymmetrical
responsive cohesion with its different design elements. Its asymmetrical form and the
diversity of form patterns enable building to relate to its neighbors in different forms;

thus, the design is considered responsive to its surroundings (Figure 2.4).

The second building examined in the study, Parliament House which reflects Finnish
Classicism, is located in the same area, near the National Museum. The design of the
building has highly defined rules and a fixed symmetry unlike the National Museum.
Building with its repetitive columns on the facade and the wide stairs at the entrance,
dominates the place, and at the same time demands an axis or square in front of it.
Radford and Oksala (2018) observe ‘fixed cohesion’ in the form features of the
Parliament House and deduce that the building ignores its surroundings and neighbors.
Although it is possible to observe cohesion in terms of reflecting its own time and
being evocative when building is evaluated individually, it limits the design of its

environment and demands new designs to follow the same rules and symmetry.
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Evaluation of the National Museum and Parliament House together is an example of
how the contrasting formal features of design, such as symmetry and asymmetry,
rigidity and flexibility, lead to responsive cohesion and fixed cohesion (expected to
result with discohesion in wider scale) in ethical inquiry. Radford and Oksala (2018)
evaluate responsive cohesion provided by these existing buildings in terms of their
attitudes to the built environment. However, the study does not only examine the

attitudes of design towards the built environment, but also refers to the responsiveness

to the natural environment.

Figure 2.5 : West (on the left) and east (on the right) views of Finlandia Hall
(Radford and Oksala, 2018).

Finlandia Hall, located in the same area as the first two buildings, is shown as a good
example of the harmony of the building's design with the natural environment (Figure
2.5). The building, with its straight angular form on the east side, responds to the water
element next to it. At the same time, the broken profile on the east side responds to
canopies of trees in front of the building. The tendency of the design to have a
responsive attitude towards the natural environment causes natural elements to be

perceived as a part of the design.

2.6.1.2 Analyses on building as a newly added structure

Making an ethical inquiry through the building added or imposed to the built
environment, as in Fox's (2000) example of newly added note to the already
harmonious symphony, is one of the most important issues in responsive cohesion
theory. In this regard, Radford and Oksala's (2018) study in Helsinki is very important
in terms of observing the relationship with the newly added building and already
existing structures in the environment. In the previous chapter, their observations about

how architectural design can be responsive to and direct new designs was conveyed.

25



Besides, the study also examines the responsive cohesion of the building from the
opposite point of view, considering the building as a new design element added or

imposed on the built environment, and analyzes its responsiveness to already existing

formal structure of its neighbors.

Figure 2.6 : 'Kiasma' from the north (on the left), from the east and west sides
(right). The Post office is the brick building seen in the first picture (Radford and
Oksala, 2018).

In this regard, Radford and Oksala (2018) examine the Museum of Contemporary Art,
which was added near the National Museum and the House of Parliament. The design
of the building won the first prize in the design competition with the concept of
‘Kiasma'. The design principle of the building was to serve as an organic sculpture at
the point where the park next to it meets the city and intertwine with the geometry of
the nature and the city. The features of the building, which reflects responsive cohesion
to the formal structure of its neighbors are observed as; creating meaningful contrasts
with the Post Office building right next to it, being in line with the Parliament House,
and being distinctive without dominating the place (Figure 2.6).

Figure 2.7 : Music Centre (on the left) Framing Kiasma (seen behind the Music
Centre) (Radford & Oksala, 2018).
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After Kiasma, Radford and Oksala (2018) analyze the responsive cohesion of new
competition-winning Music Centre Building designed in front of the Kiasma (Figure
2.7). This building is seen to reflect a similar approach with ‘Kiasma’, aiming to
respond to context of its environment, not to compete with other structures and
dominate them. The study observes responsive cohesion that Music Centre’s formal
features reflect as; lining up edges with Finlandia Hall and Parliament Building and

having a crisp form that provide a frame for the curves of Kiasma.

Figure 2.8 : Academic Bookshop (on the front corner), Brick Building (in the
middle), Swedish Theatre (on the other corner) (Radford & Oksala, 2018).

In a different case area, Keskusketu, Radford and Oksala (2018) examine the
Academic Bookshop designed by Alvar Aalto, which was built next to two important
buildings: Swedish Theater in the other corner of the street and the adjacent Saarinen's
Brick Building (Figure 2.8). With the construction of Academic Bookshop next to
these two buildings, it was possible to make important comments about the quality of
the responsive cohesion reflected by the formal features of its design. First, the
Academic Bookshop is exactly the same height as the buildings next to it. In addition,
the tops of the first and third floor windows are designed in line with the adjacent
buildings. Second, white marble was added to the building's windows to create
similarity with the Swedish Theatre's light fagade. Finally, the building's similarity
with the Swedish Theater in terms of color and texture restrains and highlights the
arches of Salinen's brick building in the middle. Likewise, emphasis on the brick
building has aesthetically positive effect on other buildings. As a result, the three
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adjacent buildings reflect an integrated responsive cohesion due to their common
design language, while at the same time preserving their individual identities.

Figure 2.9 : Enzo-Gutseit Building (white Building on the right in the Espanadi
Square (Radford & Oksala, 2018).

While observing the responsive cohesion reflected by the newly added building,
Radford and Oksala's (2018) study also exemplifies the discohesion that the newly
added building may cause. In their examination of the commercial Enzo-Gutseit
building added to the historical Espanadi square, they observe a strong discohesion.
The Enzo-Gutseit building contrasts with the historical texture of the red-brick
Uspenski Cathedral and Norrmen House in the square (Figure 2.9). Although Radford
and Oksala argue that the meaningful contrast in the place supports responsive
cohesion, they find the contrast created by the Enzo-Gutseit building in this area
‘arguable’ and 'uncompromising'. While the contrast is debatable, it can be observed
that the building competes with the cathedral as it has the same weight with it. In this
regard, although the Enso-Gutseit building has a successful design, it does not show
responsive cohesion to the pre-existing context of the square and stands out as an

incompatible element in the place.

2.6.2 Urban design studies about contextual responsive cohesion

Analyzing contextual responsive cohesion in the upper scale, requires making
observations about the whole environment where the building is located. In this regard,
first part of this chapter includes some prominent studies questioning the physical and
functional cohesion of built environment from townscape images. On the other hand,
when contextual cohesion of environment is considered, evaluation of responsive
cohesion quality enables to make observations about symbolic dimension. Although
existing literature on responsive cohesion does not include empirical analyses about
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the symbolic dimension of responsive cohesion, some urban symbolism studies have

important findings, given in the second part.

2.6.2.1 Analyses on street

The study considers streetscape analyzes important in terms of evaluating the
responsive cohesion that the building reflects with its immediate surroundings. Two
studies that are considered important in this context are; Gjerde's (2011) study that
questions aesthetic preferences through six streetscape images, and Gjerde and Vale's
(2022) analysis of three streetscapes in New Zealand. Although these studies do not
analyze the streetscape in the context of responsive cohesion, the results they obtained
support the importance of the building's responsiveness to its immediate environment
and context, and its effects on aesthetic appreciation. In the first study, Gjerde (2011)
questions building characteristics that shape aesthetic appreciation through
photographs of six streetscapes. The locations of the six selected streetscapes are not
specified, and each image shows a different characteristic in terms of the buildings’

assemblage (Figure 2.10).

Table 2.3 : Townscape scores of each scene, rated by Gjerde with respect to the
longitudinal evaluation method of townscape suggested by Reeve et al. (Gjerde, 2011).

Visual  Order Combined Human  Human Maintenance
Interest Order and Scale Activity
Complexity

Scene 1 65 36 101 25 17 13
Scene 2 35 44 79 21 19 15
Scene 3 34 38 72 22 18 13
Scene 4 23 42 65 13 10 24
Scene 5 36 28 64 22 11 25
Scene 6 29 56 85 33 23 20
Max 90 70 160 50 30 30

The aim of the Gjerde’s study was to compare aesthetic value of the selected scenes
with the aesthetic preference of people. To achieve this, he rated all the 6 scenes
according to the parameters of longitudinal evaluation townscape method offered by
Reeve et al. (visual interest, order, combined order and complexity, human scale,
human activity, maintenance) (Table 2.3) and compared these ratings of each scene
with the results of the survey he conducted with 199 people about their aesthetic
preference (Table 2.4). When the pleasantness scores according to survey results, and

the townscape analysis scores of selected variables are compared, findings and
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Gjerde's (2011) interpretations for the 1st and 6th street views are seen to give

important references about responsive cohesion.
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Figure 2.10 : Selected Six Street Views That Have Different Characteristics (Gjerde,
2011).

Table 2.4 : Average pleasantness scores of each scene out of 5 (Table is prepared by
the researcher with respect to survey results of Gjerde’s (2011) study).

Scene 1 Scene 2 Scene 3 Scene 4 Scene 5 Scene 6

Average 2.66 2.55 2.89 2.61 2.40 4.07
Score

The aim of the Gjerde’s study was to compare aesthetic value of the selected scenes
with the aesthetic preference of people. To achieve this, he rated all the 6 scenes
according to the parameters of longitudinal evaluation townscape method offered by

Reeve et al. (visual interest, order, combined order and complexity, human scale,
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human activity, maintenance) (Table 2.3) and compared these ratings of each scene
with the results of the survey he conducted with 199 people about their aesthetic
preference (Table 2.4). When the pleasantness scores according to survey results, and
the townscape analysis scores of selected variables are compared, findings and
Gjerde's (2011) interpretations for the 1st and 6th street views are seen to give

important references about responsive cohesion.
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Figure 2.11 : The 1st streetscape image (average pleasantness score: 2.66 out of 5)
(Gjerde, 2011).
Considering the 1st streetscape, although the order score was below the average in the
townscape analysis, the scene had a higher score in terms of order and complexity
(Figure 2.11). However, this score was not noticed by the survey participants
according to the survey result. The scene received an average score of 2.66 out of 5
and was preferred in the 3rd place in terms of aesthetic appreciation. When the
streetscape is evaluated in the context of responsive cohesion (with respect to
perspectives of Radford and Oksala (2018) in their study in Helsinki, and proposed
framework in the previous chapters of this study), it is possible to see a correlation
between the responsive cohesion quality and the results obtained by Gjerde (2011).
Considering the quality of responsive cohesion, first noticeable feature is the glass-
surfaced, symmetrical building, which is quite large in size and scale in comparison
with its neighbors. Although the building has a dialogue with the brick building right
next to it with its red fagade on the first floors, this rule may not be considered
sufficient as it does not repeat along the entire scene. At the same time, it can be clearly
seen that the assemblage of buildings in the streetscape do not have a common design
language in terms of their scales, materials, styles, form patterns and detail levels.
However, the functional response of the buildings, which Gjerde (2011) also mentions
in his study, is observed with the openings on the lowest floors. This can be considered
positive in terms of the functional dimension of responsive cohesion, yet, may not

affect aesthetic appreciation solely.
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Figure 2.12 : The 6th streetscape image (average pleasantness score: 4.07 out of 5)
(Gjerde, 2011).

According to Gjerde (2011), the reason why this image was not preferred by the
participants despite its high visual interest score can be explained by Berlyne's (1974)
hypothesis that too many stimuli negatively affect the hedonic value. This also
explains the fact that the scene has the highest score in terms of order and complexity
(although its low score in terms of order) but not aesthetically preferred. In other
words, high aesthetic appreciation was not observed due to the complexity of form
patterns and incompatible elements (which also means low quality of responsive
cohesion, or discohesion) observed in the 1st streetscape.

The 6th streetscape image also leads prominent discussions about responsive cohesion
(Figure 2.12). The view appears to be aesthetically pleasurable, having the highest rate
of pleasantness score, 4,07 out of 5. However, Gjerde (2011) emphasizes its low visual
interest score and associates this with the physical appearance of the buildings’
assemblage where all buildings are in similar shapes, heights, and positions but have
different colors; although survey participants didn’t consider these as negative
impacts. The scene also has the highest score of order and takes the second place with
its order and complexity score. As a result of these findings, Gjerde (2011) defines
perceptible order as a key component of a pleasing aesthetic experience. Moreover,
the appearance of the scene, where there are not many stimuli, complex form patterns
or irrelevant elements; is considered as evidence of Berlyne’s (1974) theory about the

hedonic value, as well as Fox’s (2000) theory about responsive cohesion.

Considering the responsive cohesion reflected by the streetscape, the first perceived
feature of the streetscape is that the buildings are exactly the same height. Buildings
have the same style, position, scale and material selection, and the windows on their
fagades provide a linear continuity by referencing each other. Moreover, the functional
communication provided by the openings in the lowest floors is also highly noticeable.

Thus, it is quite possible to conclude that each of the buildings in the streetscape are
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in harmony with each other, do not dominate the environment and their neighbors,
communicate well with each other and reflect formal and functional responsive
cohesion. Confirming this, Gjerde (2011) states in the conclusion of his study that new
developments in the built environment should be such as to encourage the level of
visual stimulation. For this, he argues that the newly added building should support
regular relations with its surroundings, and that buildings that are self-referential and
contrary to their environment are not aesthetically preferred. Thus, mentioned features
of the buildings in the 6th streetscape, together with Gjerde's (2011) findings and
inferences, confirm the thesis that responsive cohesion quality of the built environment
Is a key factor affecting aesthetic judgement of people.

To test the findings of this study, Gjerde conducted another study with his colleague
Vale (2022) in which they measured aesthetic judgement over three streets in New
Zealand. In the study, three streets with similar characteristics of historical texture in
Wellington and Auckland, New Zealand; The College Street, Tyler Street, and
adjacent of Kingston and Wyndham Streets were chosen (Figure 2.13). The reason for
choosing streets with similar characteristics in the study was to examine the effect of
new interventions on aesthetic judgement; and to question how contemporary

architectural design practices can be directed to design a better environment.

In their study, Gjerde and Vale (2022) asked participants to experience the streets
directly, instead of measuring aesthetic appreciation through photographs. To avoid
affecting the aesthetic judgment of the participants by comparing the streets with each
other, each participant was expected to experience a single street and then answer the
study questions. In this way, it was possible to make a separate evaluation for each
street. After visiting the street, the participants were first asked to evaluate each
building on the street on a 5-point Likert scale, and then to express their opinions about
the facade styles, heights, and alignment of the buildings along the street. In the next
step, participants were asked to state the two most important aspects out of selected 9
design features that affect their preference about the buildings. Finally, 2 focus groups
were interviewed among the participants in order to discuss the survey results with

subjective opinions.

According to findings, the highest average aesthetic appreciation score was seen on
Tyler Street. In focus group interviews, this result was seen related to the compatibility

of the new developments on the street with the existing street characteristics and thus
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they were well received. Additionally, 24 of the 33 buildings on Tyler Street received
high ratings of aesthetic appreciation. When the physical properties of the most
preferred buildings were examined, it was observed that their facades were composed
of a traditional texture and the majority of them had discrete window openings and
molithic materials (brick and painted plaster). Thus, it has been concluded that
buildings that reflect the historical characteristics of the street (and therefore respect

the responsive cohesion) are more aesthetically pleasing.
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Figure 2.13 : Line drawings of selected streets (respectively; north and south
elevations of Tyler Street, Kingdom Street and Wyndham Street) (Gjerde and Vale,
2022).

Secondly, in order to determine the factors affecting the aesthetic judgement of the
buildings, the correlation between the aesthetic score of highest rated building and the
two factors (out of 9 selected features) specified by the participants were analyzed
using SPSS statistical software. As a result of the analysis, the design features that
most affect aesthetic judgement were observed as; design above ground level (with
significant correlation), materials above ground level (with highly significant

correlation) and design at ground level (with highly significant correlation). That is,
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although the aesthetic judgement of the participants and the holistic features of the
building were highly correlated, the design on the first floor of the building was the
most influential factor. It is quite possible to associate this with the fact that aesthetic
judgements of the participants were based on their real experiences on human scale,
where they can highly focus on the first-floor features, rather than streetscape images
where they can perceive each floor of the building equally.
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Figure 2.14 : Line drawings of south and north elevations of College Street (Gjerde
and Vale, 2022).

The most important finding of Gjerde and Vale's (2022) study supporting responsive
cohesion theory is about the differentiation between the average scores of the north
and south elevations of College Street (Figure 2.14). While a high preference rate was
observed at the north elevation of the street, with an average score of 3.43 out of 5, the
south elevation was not preferred by the participants. Gjerde and Vale (2022)
considered this difference between the scores of elevations to be related to the height
difference in buildings’ assemblage. While the height difference is low in the north
elevation of the street, which is considered as a positive aspect shaping aesthetic
judgement; in the south elevation, high-rise buildings dominate their neighbors and the
whole street. Although this differentiation is not seen directly effective in the
individual scores of the buildings, it may be possible to observe relationality with the
aesthetic judgement of the whole street. In the light of these findings, Gjerde and Vale
(2022) argued that the aesthetic evaluation of the street is highly affected by
disrespectful and unharmonious relationships of the buildings, especially by dominant
differences of heights. This inference of the study supports that the responsive

cohesion around and with the building (or responsive cohesion reflected by buildings’
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assemblage, with respect to the study) is highly effective aspect shaping aesthetic
judgement.

Figure 2.15 : On the left: College-D, large building seen in the middle of the image,
on the right: Collage-F building in the background, with its much lower adjacent
(Gjerde and Vale, 2022).

The findings obtained at the north and south elevations of College Street lead a deeper
inquiry about the individual aesthetic evaluations of the buildings located in these
elevations. For this purpose, Gjerde and Vale (2022) evaluate buildings that create a
height difference in north elevation (where aesthetic judgement is observed negative),
through two samples of buildings added to the elevation, named as College-D and
College-F (Figure 2.15). Among the samples, College-D is a 9-storey building and is
located adjacent to another 1-floor building. The building was not favored by the
participants and received a low preference score. The reason for this was interpreted
by Gjerde and Vale (2022), supported by the interview with focus groups, as the
building's sudden towering above and showing a blank side wall, thus, disrespecting
its neighbors.

On the other hand, when the other sample, College-F building is examined, the
relationship of the 10-storey building with the adjacent 1-storey building is observed
as a sudden towering, similar to the relationship College-D establishes with its
neighbors. However, College-F was positively judged by the participants and received
a high aesthetic preference score. According to Gjerde and Vale (2022), this result is
interpreted in relation with the functional communication that the building establishes
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with its neighbor on the first floor, the similarity in style with its neighbor due to the
small balconies on the facade of the building, and the relative newness of both
buildings. As a result, although the difference in aesthetic scores between the two
elevations of College Street is associated with the sudden height differences seen in
buildings’ assemblage, the results obtained in the case of tall College- F building with
its much lower adjacent prove that effect of other design features (such as style, facade

patterns and details, functional response) on aesthetic judgement is also evident.

To sum up, although both studies in this chapter do not examine streetscapes in the
context of responsive cohesion theory, they obtain important results proving the effect
of the harmony that the building establishes with its immediate surroundings and the
whole street. The first study (Gjerde, 2011) concludes that the harmonious design
features provided by buildings’ assemblage in the street, such as styles, sizes, materials
and alignments affect aesthetic judgement positively, while complex and incompatible
designs features are negatively received. In the second study, examining different
variables with a different analysis method, but asking similar questions, Gjerde and
Vale (2022) obtain similar results with the first study. Both studies conclude that, when
the street is evaluated; meaningful relationships (that reflect responsive cohesion)
between heights, facade designs and materials of the buildings are the main factors
that positively affect aesthetic judgement. These factors were also suggested as
important parameters while analyzing responsive cohesion of the place or building in

the previous parts of the study (see page 17, Table 2.1).

2.6.2.2 Analyses on townscape

Townscape analyses are seen to lead important discussions about the evaluation of the
built environment holistically in the context of responsive cohesion. The study of
Radford and Oksala (2018) on 5 case areas in Helsinki, which was included in the
previous parts, also gives important references to the scale of responsive cohesion
covering the whole environment, with the building. Their study evaluates the
responsive cohesion quality over the townscape photograph of Central London over
the Millennium Bridge (Figure 2.17).

Radford and Oksala (2018) describe the townscape image of Central London as
“collage of buildings that appear to be individually cohesive” and associate this with

the fact that each of the buildings in the image reflect their own fixed rules. Even
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though the buildings are individually cohesive, there is no harmony seen when they
assembled. Each building has its own rules and demands other buildings to follow
these rules. Radford and Oksala (2018) emphasize that the fixed cohesion of buildings
causes discohesion in the overall scene. Because, although fixed cohesion can be
observed when examining responsive cohesion in the building and with its immediate

surroundings, there is no such cohesion in urban scale.

Figure 2.16 : Townscape image of Central Londorn taken from Millenium Bridge
over River Themes (Radford and Oksala, 2018).

Although the townscape reflects discohesion, it is also possible to observe some
similar features of the buildings. Radford and Oksala (2018) observe three groupings
of buildings with similar design features in the scene (Figure 2.17). The first group
consists of the rectilinear repeating form patterns of the two low buildings in the
middle of the image (blue buildings). The second group is stated as the two tallest
buildings (red buildings) that stand out in the scene. These buildings communicate
with each other with their symmetry and geometry (Radford and Oksala, 2018), as
well as their similar materials, styles, facade features and heights. The third group
(orange building) is defined as the neoclassical building located at the bottom-left
corner of the scene and is thought to reflect highly defined sophisticated rules
individually. The contrast of this building with the two tall buildings in 1st group is
seen noticeable. As a result of the observation of discohesion in townscape, Radford

and Oksala (2018) criticize the lack of attention to the environment and its context in
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the design of buildings and emphasize the importance of responsive cohesion in urban
and architectural design.

Figure 2.17 : The use of white on the buildings' exteriors, taken in San Francisco
(Childs, 2009).

Another study analyzing responsive cohesion that the built environment reflects
holistically is Childs's (2009) study in which he interprets his definition of ‘civic
concinnity’ through townscape images. The definition of 'civic concinnity' made in
this study is remarkably similar to responsive cohesion theory and his observations on
city scale reminds the perspectives of Fox (2000) and Radford (2011). In this regard,

Childs' (2009) interpretations about two townscapes are considered important.

Figure 2.18 : Scene from the Pioneer Square, Portland, where buildings with white
exteriors communicate with each other (Childs, 2009).
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In the first image, the harmony with the white exteriors of a group of buildings in San
Francisco is seen remarkable (Figure 2.18). Reflecting the shared design pattern, the
building group in the scene is associated with ‘the cultural order’ by Childs (2009).
According to him, the relationship established through the exteriors of the buildings
creates a 'sense of order', which is also associated with responsive cohesion in the
aforementioned studies on building and street. In addition, the trees surrounding the
Coit Tower in the upper right corner of the image can be shown as an example of the

positive communication that the monument establishes with its natural environment.

The second image shows three buildings together facing Pioneer Square in Portland
(Figure 2.18). All three buildings in the image reference each other with white
horizontal lines forming the form patterns. Childs (2009) states that this image reflects
cohesion and relates this to the newly designed buildings' respect for the existing form
patterns in the square. At the same time, the fact that one side of the square (also the
other side, which is not visible in the picture) is completely white, provides the framing
of the public space. This can be regarded as an important condition leading responsive

cohesion of the place.

2.6.2.3 Analyses on symbolic appearance

The third approach about the analysis of contextual responsive cohesion appears with
the urban symbolism research. This thesis argues that in order to observe responsive
cohesion of the whole environment with its aesthetic elements, symbolism as a
secondary and unconscious function of the built environment (Knox, 1984) should also
be investigated. However, the symbolic inquiry requires different methods than
physical analyses since the results would not be clear to consider on a rational level.
For this reason, urban symbolism research has been about reading the sub-meanings
and analyzing clues in people’s expressions about the built environment. Rather than
asking people about symbolic meaning of their environment, observing their visual
expressions about their perception has always been a common method in the literature.
Several research about urban symbolism has prominent outcomes in terms of
uncovering the symbolic role of the built environment by using the mental mapping
method. This method is thought to uncover symbolic cohesion of the built environment
in the scale of contextual cohesion. Nas and Sluis (2002, p.131) define mental maps as
‘drawings of informants who are asked to sketch their urban environments and note
the items they consider important’. With this method, they believe the meanings
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attached to the place or the elements can be observed through peoples’ drawings about
their feelings and emotions about their environment (i.e., positive/negative,
safe/unsafe, beautiful/ugly, and so on.). In the study conducted by Schut and his
colleagues (2011), the symbolic content of the Colombo, Sri Lanka is observed
through mental maps drawn by the inhabitants. In the study, 18 participants were asked
to sketch the elements they consider important in the city and their feelings about them.
Three of the examples shown in the study also give information about the responsive

cohesion that the city reflects symbolically.

Figure 2.19 : Mental map showing density of the city and its discohesion with the
nature (Schut et al., 2011).

The mental map shown in Figure 2.19, which is one of the important outputs of the
study of Schut et al. (2011), emphasizes the excessive density of the Colombo city in
user perception. In the drawing, buildings in different sizes represented by squares and
rectangles, which are very close to each other, and human figures stuck between them
are limited within a frame. Thus, it was emphasized that the city forms a closed system
within itself. On the other hand, the sea as a natural element is drawn outside of this
closed system. When the sketch is examined in the context of responsive cohesion, it
is quite clear that the feeling of being stuck, caused by the crowd of the city and the
incompatible relationship that the city establishes with nature can be associated with

discohesion. Considering that natural elements are also a part of the symbolic form; it
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can be said that the relationship between the built and natural environment causes

negative emotions in human perception, reflecting symbolic discohesion.

Figure 2.20 : Mental map of Colombo showing tolerence (Schut et. al., 2011).

The mental map shown in Figure 2.20, which is another output of the study, is thought
to emphasize tolerance as a positive perspective on the city (Schut et. al., 2011). On
the map, religious buildings that appeal to many ethnic groups, the city's
accommodation and business units are drawn together. Each symbol structure occupies
approximately the same space in the drawing, and the area they coexist is delimited by
a line. According to Schut et. al., (2011), what is emphasized by this drawing is that
the symbol structures of the city have a good manner towards each other and create
harmony. Considering that responsive cohesion is seen where urban structures are
responsive to each other and create harmonious integrity together, it is possible to say
that this example shows the responsive cohesion that the city symbolically reflects. At
the same time, the drawing of the symbol structures in the example as coherent parts
of the whole gives reference to Barlas's (2014) views associated with contextual
cohesion. On the other hand, the mental map reflects Woodward's (1982) ethical
discussions in a positive way, as there are not a single and dominant urban symbol, but

all urban form has symbolic coherence.

Although both examples observe the user perception through the whole city and the
combination of symbol structures of the city, the mental mapping method can also be
used to observe the symbolic perception on a particular part of the city. The mental

map shown in Figure 2.21, which is another output of the study, indicates

42



positive/negative emotions about the city center of Colombo. In the map, the large
buildings at the top of the drawing contrast with the small slums right next to it.
Vehicles drawn in front of large buildings draw attention to the traffic problem in the
city center. At the same time, although the buildings in the middle of the drawing
highlight positive feelings about business, economic and educational opportunities, the
small trees drawn right next to them indicate the lack of green space and less natural
advantages in the city center. As a result, it is possible to interpret that although the
city center reflects functional responsive cohesion in the user's perception, discohesion
Is seen due to the negative relationship of built-natural environment, urban traffic and

chaos, and the contrast of urban structures with different heights and volumes.
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Figure 2.21 : Locally structured mental map showing positive/negative emotions
(Schut et. al., 2011).

The study of Schut and his colleagues (2011) observing the symbolic perception in
Colombo through mental maps, supports the questionability of contextual responsive
cohesion with a symbolic dimension. Mental maps as the outputs of the study gives
many references to the discussions of Woodward (1982), Knox (1984) and Barlas
(2014) about symbolic integrity of built environment (see 2.5), and make it possible to
observe the symbolic, physical and functional responsive cohesion and discohesion
formed by the combination of the symbol structures of the city or the part of the city.
Therefore, mental mapping is thought to be a suitable method for questioning the

contextual cohesion formed by the combination of symbol structures in Taksim square.
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2.7 Remarks on the Scope, Method and Outcome

When all the approaches and studies about responsive cohesion of the built
environment are gathered, the observations refer one or more of the scales covering
the building, the building and its immediate surroundings, and the whole environment
with the building. Therefore, the thesis aims to approach these intertwining scales of
internal and external cohesion individually with the mixed scopes and methods of

existing literature.

With respect to the given literature, analyses on internal cohesion requires to approach
urban structure whether it is an already existing structure or an added element to the
built environment. In the studies analyzing internal responsive cohesion, existing
structures in the environment are seen to be questioned according to the level of
freedom they give to the new designs, while the added structures are considered with
the harmony they provide with the already existing structures in their environment
(Radford, 2012; Radford and Oksala, 2018). In this respect, the main approach of
Radford’s (2012) study about selected Aalto Ateliers is considered significant in terms
of his detailed analysis of form patterns of the design elements. Because the form
patterns of the urban structures and how these patterns work together provide an
important information about the internal cohesion that the structure reflects. Moreover,
when the form patterns of each structure in the built environment are analyzed
individually, it is possible to observe the level of harmony they provide with the
communication of their form patterns. However, the study of Radford and Oksala
(2018) considers the attitudes of the structures of the built environment not only
according to their form patterns but also their overall geometries, materials, design
rules, and functions. In their study, Radford and Oksala (2018) analyze each
intervention on the selected case areas of Helsinki individually, in the context of
responsive cohesion. Their study provides important knowledge about the physical and
functional parameters of internal responsive cohesion as well as the previous
discussions about formal, functional and symbolic cohesion, included in the

framework offered in the previous chapters of the thesis (see Table 2.1, Table 2.2)

With respect to the results obtained from the literature and studies included in the

thesis, the first step in the analysis of internal cohesion in Taksim Square is to observe

the existing structures and their form patterns in detail. Similar to Radford and Oksala's

(2018) study in Helsinki, individual buildings in Taksim Square would be examined
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in the historical process as part of the square's context. Then, in order to observe the
interaction of the new interventions with the existing patterns, it is necessary to analyze
the form patterns of the buildings, similar to Radford's (2010) study about Aalto
Ateliers, and to observe the responsive cohesion quality provided by these form
patterns working together. However, questioning the harmony between the form
patterns alone is not sufficient to observe the internal cohesion reflected by the urban
structures. In this context, the parameters in Table 2.1. (see page 17) and Table 2.2
(see page 20) given in the previous chapters are believed to provide an important
framework for questioning the internal cohesion that the structures of the built
environment reflect in physical, functional and symbolic dimensions. Yet, limiting
these observations to the individual experience of the researcher will cause personal
biases to affect the accuracy of the research and limit the research to a single point of
view. Therefore, the evaluation of these parameters by the users of the built
environment will reveal their ethical judgment about the existing or added urban
structure to the environment. With this questioning, it is possible to measure the
internal cohesion reflected by the urban structure individually and observe the
relationship between internal cohesion quality and aesthetic judgment of the urban

structure as a result.

After internal cohesion is evaluated, the next step is to question the contextual cohesion
that buildings reflect. According to the given literature, analysis of responsive
cohesion quality in urban scale requires to observe contextual cohesion considering
the relationships of structure with its neighbors and with the whole environment. In
this context, three main approaches where contextual responsive cohesion can be
observed are; analyzes of street involving the building and its neighbors, analyses of
townscape that cover the built environment holistically, and urban symbolism analyses

that observe the cognitive perception reflected by the whole environment.

Among them, streetscape analyses are thought to provide convenient approach in the
analyses of urban structure with its immediate surroundings since their outcomes are
very related to the parameters of contextual cohesion offered in the Table 2.1 (see page
17). The streetscape analyses of Gjerde (2011), and Gjerde and Vale (2022) mentioned
in the previous chapter obtain considerable results in terms of responsive cohesion
quality of the street as a part of the built environment. Although these two studies

approach similar inquires with different scopes and methods, they are both resulted
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with similar outcomes. In the first study conducted by Gjerde (2011), participants were
asked to indicate their aesthetic preference of 6 streets over the streetscape
photographs. Therefore, the given cases were easily be perceived holistically from the
realistic photographs of each. However, in the second study of Gjerde and Vale (2022),
participants were expected to directly experience the streets in a fixed time and express
their aesthetic preferences accordingly. Although the method of Gjerde and Vale
(2022) can be considered convenient since it is based on real observation, the obtained
results were seemed to be negatively affected by the research method because of the
participants’ tendency to focus on the first-floor design of the buildings in the selected
streets. In fact, two of the three most influential factors that shape the aesthetic
preferences of the streets were detected as; design at ground level and materials at
ground level with high correlation. Thus, for the analysis of contextual responsive
cohesion that provided by the buildings in the street, and the relationships of their form
patterns, the method of the first study conducted by Gjerde (2011) is thought to be
more suitable as it provides holistic perception covering the upper floors of the

buildings in the streets.

According to the results obtained from streetscape analysis of Gjerde (2011), lowest
aesthetic score is seen in the 1st street where there are irrespective buildings in terms
of height, size, material selection and differentiating design language; while the
highest aesthetic score is seen in the 6th streetscape where there is responsive
communication of the buildings provided by their respectful heights, scales, positions,
materials, and form patterns. Similarly, the study of Gjerde and Vale (2022) concludes
that highest aesthetic preference is seen in the buildings reflecting the compatible
facade materials and form features with the historical characteristic of the street.
Moreover, another significant outcome of the study is that sudden significant variation
in the heights of the buildings in the street is resulted with negative aesthetic response,
can be clearly seen from the differentiating aesthetic score of the northern and southern
elevations of Collage Street. Hence, the framework offered for the analysis of
contextual cohesion (see Table 2.1) is extended with respect to the outcomes of
aforementioned studies, aiming to observe compatible height, size and material

relationships of buildings as positive variables on responsive cohesion quality.

The second approach to the analysis of contextual cohesion is seen with the townscape

evaluations of Radford and Oksala (2018). However, their approach is only based on
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a physical examination of townscape photographs, and such an examination doesn’t
enable rational assessments. Besides, although townscape photos allow holistic
evaluation of the parts of the built environment, the quality, viewing angle and location
of the captured photo can be misleading. Therefore, townscape analyses are not seen
as appropriate method for the assessment of contextual cohesion quality in Taksim

Square.

The last approach to contextual cohesion appears with the urban symbolism research,
aiming to uncover the symbolic role of urban structures and the harmony they
constitute together. Similar to the study of Schut et al. (2011), mentioned in the
previous chapter, this thesis aims to uncover the symbolic meanings attached to the
structures of built environment in the case of Taksim Square. To achieve this, mental
mapping method is considered to be a convenient method since it enables to observe
the cognitive perception of people drawing the items they consider important in their

environment and expressing their feelings about these items as well.

The use of the mental mapping method as a symbolic approach in the analysis of
contextual cohesion allows three basic inquiries about the place. Firstly, the evaluation
of mental maps would allow to understand what the combination of symbol structures
contribute holistically to the whole environment. In addition, as Rapoport (1974)
argues, the symbol structures in the environment direct the problems in the
environment, our approach to these problems and our search for solutions. Therefore,
mental maps are considered very important to observe the prominent problems in the
environment and how these problems can be associated with contextual cohesion
quality. In this context, several outputs of Schut et al. (2011) mentioned in the previous
chapter of the thesis show that the city as a whole forms a closed system unrelated to
the natural environment. The sense of stuckness expressed in the example is directly
explained by the discohesive relationship between the buildings in the city and with

nature.

Secondly, mental maps are important to observe how much the urban structures in the
environment respect each other. Notably, in the case area of this thesis, Taksim Square,
there are important symbolic elements such as the Republic Monument symbolizing
the revolution and the republic, AKM building symbolizing modern Turkish society
and architecture, Gezi Park symbolizing resistance of the society, and the Maksem

structure, giving its name to Taksim district and standing as a historical representation
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of the region. Among these urban symbols that evoke different meanings in the place,
it is an important inquiry for this thesis whether the later interventions to the place
contribute to the existing symbolic integrity. It is thought that whether these symbol
structures are drawn in mental maps or not, whether they are drawn large or small, and
personal expressions about these structures highly contribute to the observation of
contextual cohesion in Taksim Square. On the other hand, this inquiry also serves to
question Woodward's (1982) approach on the place, enabling to observe whether urban

symbols dominate each other or not.

Lastly, the fact that urban structures that appeal to different religions and ideologies
coexist in Taksim Square makes the mental mapping method important to understand
whether these structures exist harmoniously in the place, or they reflect symbolic
conflict. The output of Schut et al.’s (2011) study (see Figure 20) shows that urban
symbols reflecting different ideologies can coexist harmoniously in the place.
Searching for a similar inquiry with Schut et al. (2011) on Taksim Square will also
enable to observe Barlas (2014) and Knox's (1984) arguments regarding urban,
included in Table 2.2 (see page 17). Therefore, in addition to analyze symbolic
cohesion in urban scale with the parameters offered in Table 2.2, it is also aimed to
observe the cognitive perceptions of the users with the mental mapping method.
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3. THINKING IN THE CONTEXT: THE CASE OF TAKSIM SQUARE

In the light of precise judgments or fixed rules of the existing studies, it would not be
accurate approach to observe the responsive cohesion of the built environment in the
case of Taksim Square. Although ethical discussions in the literature contain many
clues in terms of questioning the responsive cohesion quality of the environment, such
an inquiry first requires reading the context of the field area where ethical and aesthetic
judgment is considered. Fox (2007) associates the observation of responsive cohesion
with the practice of ‘thinking in context', while Childs (2009) emphasizes the first step
to follow as ‘reading the context’ in the ethical evaluation. Besides, reading the context
of the field area also shape the scope of the judgement, providing field-specific

perspective based on historical process.

In the context of responsive cohesion theory, this thesis analyzes the ever-changing
spatial and symbolic form of Taksim Square, regarding to respond research questions
given in the introduction. The square has been the center of ethical and aesthetic
debates throughout history, facing many important constructions and demolitions with
the changing political and social order. In the square, many structures with the status
of ‘'historical artifact' were destroyed, and many structures were built whose
compatibility with the area could be questioned. The ongoing ethical debates about the
square deal with the changing symbolic and physical form with the continuous
construction and destruction processes, as well as the place of the users in these ever-
changing dynamics. Therefore, thinking in the context of responsive cohesion,
observing, and evaluating the historical changes in the square will not only provide
important information about the current situation of the area, but also allow to question
the relationship between ethical and aesthetic judgment. To that end, this following
parts of this chapter analyses responsive cohesion qualities of the structures and places
of the square; Maksem Building, Hagia Triada Church, Ottoman Artillary Barracks,
Gezi Park, the Republic Monument, Crystal Casino, the Marmara Hotel, AKM
Building and Taksim Mosque.
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3.1 Historical Background and Aesthetic Evaluation in Recent Research

Today, Taksim Square is one of the important public places of Istanbul in terms of its
location and its formal and symbolic form. The square has undergone many
transformations in the historical process. The area where the square is located today
was a cemetery in Ottoman period, then gained a military function with the
construction of Ottoman Barracks. Finally, with the proclamation of Turkish Republic,
the area was reconsidered as a public square adressing to the new secular society. With
the changing social and political powers in the following years, Taksim Square has
faced with the spatial reflection of these changes, being in the center of many
constructions and demolitions (Akpmar&Erkut, 2014) (Figure 3.1). This part of the
thesis deals with the analysis of responsive cohesion quality in the Taksim Square,

through the spatial changes over time.
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Figure 3.1 : Constructed and Demolished Buildings of Taksim Square in history
(Prepared by the author).

In the earlier Ottoman period, the Taksim area consisted of narrow streets and high
stone structures. The area became remarkable when the Galatasary school was built in
the 16th century and the French ambassadors, the Venetian bail, wealthy businessmen
and diplomats settled in the region thereafter (Miiller-Wiener, 2001). In the area where
today's Taksim square is located, there were two important cemeteries. The larger one,
‘the Grand Champs des Morts’, was a non-Muslim’s cemetery; while the smaller one,
‘the Petit Champs des Morts’, was used as a Muslim burial ground (Fatima, 2022). In
the 19th century, these two graveyards were moved to Ferikoy district on the grounds
that they pose a danger to urban health, by the 6th Department (6. Daire) functioning
as the municipal unit of the period. The area left over from the cemeteries began to be

used as 'Taksim Gardens' (Taksim Bahgesi), which was known as the first municipal
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garden. Taksim gardens became a breathing space for the people in and around
Beyoglu in a short time (Birsel, 2015). Besides, the garden was representing the
modernization of the empire, appealing to the upper classes of the society (Ozbek,
2021).

In the beginning of 20th century, distinguished structures in the area were, Taksim
Maksem building, which was built in 1732 by Mahmut 1., the emperor of the Ottoman
Empire at that time; and Ottoman Military Barracks, which was built in 1806 on a part
of the area that emptied from the Muslim cemetery. Very close to the today’s borders
of the square, there were two important structures more; The Hagia Triada Church,
which was built in 1887, and the French Hospital behind the Maksem Building (Erbey,
2017).

3.1.1 Maksem Building

Among the structures built in 20th century, Maksem building is located in the western
side of the square and defines the physical boundary of the square. Giilersoy (1986,
p.7) defines the structure as ‘the most valuable artifactual work within the natural
boundaries of the area’ (Figure 3.1). In addition to being a 'beautiful structure' in the
square, Maksem appears to be a structure associated with the district. The word
'‘Maksem' means ‘'the place where the waters are divided and dispersed to various
places', and the action that defines this process is called 'dividing' (‘taksim etmek’ in
Turkish). Thus, the name of the district, comes from the function of Maksem since its
construction in 18th century (Giilersoy, 1986). Although the building appears to be a
mass that physically defines the Taksim square, the area it is located was not a square
until the 20th century. The purpose of the construction of the Maksem was to meet the
increasing need for water with the increase in population density in the region, to store

the water and to distribute it to the entire northern peninsula (Fatima, 2022).

Figure 3.2 : Maksem Building in 1980, (on the left), Maksem Building and its
adjacent water storage building in 1930 (in the middle) (Giilersoy, 1986), the view of
Maksem and storage building today (on the right) (Url-1).
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Figure 3.3 : Form patterns of Maksem Building, photo of Maksem (Gilersoy, 1986),
(Abstracted by the author).

Physically, the structure is an 8-sided polygon; its roof is in the form of a truncated
cone; and it is perceived as a flattened dome from the inside. It has 4 windows designed
by skipping a facade. Limestone was used on the walls and throughout the building.
There are two miniatures made for birds to drink water on both sides of the window
above the door, and two marble fountains on the right and left sides of the door. Right
next to the building, there is a short but wide extension of Maksem, which was used
as a water storage in the past. This add-on building is 17x90 meters in size and its front

facade directly overlooks Taksim Square (Giilersoy, 1986).
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Figure 3.4 : Form patterns of Water Storage Building, adjacent of Maksem (Source:
Google Earth, abstracted by the author).

While evaluating Maksem and the adjacent water storage building in the context of
responsive cohesion, it should not be forgotten that these are the very first important
structures built in the Taksim Square area. That is, these buildings should be
considered as existing buildings in the place, and the main considerations should be
about how they affect the freedom of future designs. Thinking from Radford's (2010)
perspective, the basic form patterns of Maksem building appear as; truncated cone,
repetitive fractions, parallel lines, cut line on human scale, rectangular frame and

curved openings (Figure 3.3). The diversity in form patterns of Maksem gives a great
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freedom for the design of new buildings. The material selection of the building is
authentic and suitable for its period. It is possible to say that the structure respects its
environment in terms of size and volume, does not aim to dominate the place, and

therefore, supports responsive cohesion.

However, it is not possible to make the same interpretation for its adjacent water
storage building (Figure 3.4). This building is perceived as a closed and impermeable
mass with its short but wide fagade, directly visible from Taksim square. The building's
form patterns are perceived as; a big mass rectangle, repetitive circles with its small
openings, repetitive obtuse triangles in its roof, and cut line in human scale. While
some of these patterns are seen compatible with Maksem building, water storage
building has low potential to relate to new designs. The main reason is that, although
there are small repetitive openings on its fagade, the building shows an almost blank-
side wall to the square. Resembling a closed box, the building limits new designs to
its own fixed rules. As a matter of fact, Taksim Mosque, which was built right behind
the building in 2021, is limited by this mass, and its visual and physical access is

restricted.

3.1.2 Hagia Triada Church

In front of Maksem building, there is the Hagia Triada Church, which is not in physical
contact with, but is partially visible from the square. The church, which was built in
1887 by the Ottoman emperor of the period, Mahmut I, appears to be one of the oldest
structures in the area that still exists today. The church was built in a part of the area
that was emptied by the relocation of the old non-muslim cemetery. Although it is an
artifact from the Christian past of Istanbul, the preservation of the church in the
Ottoman period proves that the use value of the work is more important than its

belonging to a rejected culture (Kuban, 2000).

Physically, masonry building of the church has stained glass windows in neo-classical
and neo-gothic styles; and belltowers in neo-baroque style (Sarlak, 2010, p. 84, cited
in Pulat and Mazlum, dd). The position of the church was designed on east-west
direction, and the front entrance is on Meselik Street on Istiklal Avenue. In other
words, it turns its back on Taksim square as its front facade is not visible from the
square. The single dome and two bell towers can be seen from Taksim square, hidden

behind the short buildings in front of it. In this respect, it is possible to say that the
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relationship between the church and the square is far from reflecting responsive
cohesion. However, the reason for this is not the design of the church, but the lack of

responsiveness given to the position of church in the design of the square.
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Figure 3.5 : Form patterns of the Hagia Triada Church front facade (Source: Url-2,
abstracted by the author).
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Figure 3.6 : Form patterns of Hagia Triada, visible from the Square (Source: Url-3,
abstracted by the author).

Not visible from the square, the form patterns of the front facade of the church are;
parallel lines, equilateral triangle, curved openings and cut-line in human scale (Figure
3.5). These patterns reflect responsive cohesion by establishing a compatible

relationship with the patterns of the Maksem building. However, it may not be possible
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to say this for the part of the church seen from the square. Form patterns visible from
the square appear as; wide and narrow angled curves, half circles and parallel lines
(Figure 3.6). Despite its asymmetrical form and variety of form patterns, it is hard for
the church to establish a relationship with new designs and reflect responsive cohesion
since the first floor of the church was closed by the short buildings in front of it.
Likewise, construction of the small buildings in front of its facade facing Maksem

threatens the meaningful and responsive relationship of these two structures.

3.1.3 Ottoman Artillery Barracks & Gezi Park

One of another important structure that existed in the Taksim area in 20th century was
the Ottoman Artillery Barracks (Figure 3.7). In the 19th century, barracks were the
first elements of urban appearance, usually built outside of residential areas. According
to Kuban (2000), the Barracks were symbolizing a problem of urban vision referring

the last struggles of the crumbling Ottoman empire.
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Figure 3.7 : Ottoman Military Barracks front view (on the left), seen from right (on
the right) (Giilersoy, 1986).

In the area today’s Taksim Square is located, The Ottoman Artillery Barracks was built
in 1806, in the emptied space after the transport of pre-existing non-muslim graveyards
from the region. Positionally, it was a monumental building rising on the right side
from the street opening to Harbiye (Giilersoy, 1986). Reflecting new classical and/or
baroque style, the Barracks were creating contrast with the wooden houses in front of
the slopes and emphasizing the difference between the old and the new. Moreover,
with its extraordinary size, the Barracks were criticized for turning the scale of the
traditional pattern of the environment upside down (Kuban, 2000).

Before the formation of Taksim Square, this structure served military training
exercises and other entertainment organizations. Today's Talimhane district, opposite

the barracks, was an empty area used as a training ground for soldiers in the barracks.
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The Barracks building, which has undergone many physical and functional changes
over time, was demolished in 1940 with the city planner Henri Prost's revitalization
projects for Istanbul, under the leadership of the mayor of the time, Liitfi Kirdar
(Akpmar&Giimts, 2012).

Physically, the barracks was described as a structure in a mixed and unprincipled
architectural style, reflecting the characteristics of its period, being highly ostentatious,
monumental, bearing arabesque motifs, having a highly ornamented facade facing the
pre-existing training ground, and domes on both sides reflecting Indian and Kremlin
architecture (Giilersoy, 1986). Gonciioglu (2014, p.) describes the building with these
words: “The sentence structure of the barracks built in eclectic style, and the
magnificence, aesthetic and monumental architecture of its onion-domed fagade was
remarkable as an ostentatious and monumental structure reflecting the period. In
addition to being a barracks building where the new architectural taste of the period is
reflected, with its functionality, it was built to modernize the army by our officers

trained in Europe and experts brought from the West.”.
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Figure 3.8 : Form patterns of the Ottoman Barracks.

Since the building is not located in the square today, it would not be accurate to make
an assessment based on its physical characteristics. However, when the combination
of old photographs is examined, the striking basic form patterns are perceived as;
curvilinear shapes, repetitive circular openings, cut-line, parallel lines, and irregular
fractions (Figure 3.8). Although the diversity in form patterns has a potential to support
responsive cohesion, this diversity also creates a complex and subtle style in the

building's design. Herein, it would not be wrong to argue that the Barracks structure
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with its complex and striking style, limits the freedom of new design, aiming to attract
more attention than the structures nearby. Moreover, occupying a very large area with
its mass and being self contained, the building invites people into it rather than

demanding a square in front of it.

Although the Barracks did not serve a public use in the years it was built, it hosted
cultural events over time. In addition to its cultural use, the building has been a good
constraint that defines Taksim Square, whose formation began after the demolition of

the barns in front of the Barracks.

Despite having similar form patterns with the water storage building of Maksem across
from the Barracks, the introversion of both buildings made it difficult for them to
establish a meaningful relationship with the square. At the same time, the Barracks
responded to the asymmetrical form and defined architecture of the Hagia Triada
Church with its symmetrical form and mixed and undefined style. Nevertheless, it
would not be meaningful to evaluate the relationship between the demolished Ottoman
Barracks and other important structures nearby in the context of responsive cohesion

theory since it is not possible to observe and perceive the building directly.
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Figure 3.9 : Gezi Park area after the demolition of Ottoman Barracks, Talimhane is

seen behind of the emptied area (on the left), Entrance of the Gezi Park, Talimhane
district is behind (on the right) (Giilersoy, 1986).

The monumental and ostentatious Ottoman Barracks began to lose its function in the
20th century. The main reasons for this were the transfer of military power, decision,
and action units to the capital Ankara after the Turkish War of Independence
(Giilersoy, 1986), and the opening of Talimhane square for development, which was
in functional benefit with the Barracks as it was used to be a training ground for
soldiers (Yildirim & Erdem, 2015). In the 20th century, the building was dilapidated

and not looking pleasent. Between 1923-36, the courtyard of the Barracks was turned
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into a stadium and served Istanbul sports as the "Taksim Stadium" for 18 years.
Unfortunately, with the addition of single-storey automotive and tire agencies on the
facade of the building in the 1920s (Giilersoy, 1986), and ‘parasitic’ building blocks
serving various uses in 1939 (Goncuoglu, 2014), the Barracks lost its aesthetic value.
The building, losing its functional and aesthetic value over time, was demolished in
1940 as part of the city revitalization projects of city planner Henry Prost authorized
by the mayor of the period, Liitfi Kirdar. The demolition of the Ottoman Barracks
caused a lot of criticism. According to Giilersoy (1986), the barracks buildings could
have been preserved and used as a building that meets the needs of today's concert,
exhibition, and conference spaces. Goncuoglu (2014), on the other hand, criticizes
Litfi Kirdar's projects in terms of not having an attitude about preserving the
architectural heritage, although the projects were aimed to revitalize the city with good
intent. However, Akpinar and Giimiis (2012) emphasize the legitimacy of destruction
for a new seculer life scenario within the framework of the conservation approach of

the period in the destruction of the Barracks.

In 1943, to the parcel where the Artillery Barracks located before, 'Inonu Esplanade’
was built, which is known as 'Gezi Park' today (Figure 3.9). The park, called ‘Park
no.2’ in Henry Prost's plans (Fatima, 2022), was built in order to save the old run-
down view of the Taksim area and give it a spacious and clean appearance (Gtilersoy,
1986). After its implementation, the park took its place among the works of Kirdar’s
reconstruction period (Kuban, 2000). Akpinar and Erkut (2014) define the Gezi Park
together with the cultural-recreational valley project of Prost the most comprehensive

planning approach in the Republican history of Istanbul.
Some of the descriptions about Gezi Park are as follows:
“Considering for today, a unique green space for Istanbul.” (Goncuoglu, 2014, p. 28).

“Gezi Park and Taksim Square became the symbol of new society, a new secular and
European society through geometric architecture, sculptures and trees.” (Giinay,

2015, p.1).

In the recent years, some projects proposed to Gezi Park area, the symbol of the secular
society with the proclamation of the Turkish Republic, caused a sensation by the public
society and built environment specialists. The first of these projects was the

construction of the Hilton Hotel by opening a part on the northern side of the park for
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development. This intervention is considered as the reflection of the liberalization
strategies on the urban place, carried out under the leadership of Adnan Menderes,
who was selected as the political leader in 1950 with Democratic Party. Moreover, this
very first intervention caused the construction of many small and large hotels near
Taksim Square in the following years (Okta, 2021). According to Akpinar and Erkut
(2014), construction of Hilton Hotel damaged the continuity and spatial relationship

of the recreational valley in Prost’s plans, provided by the existence of Gezi Park.

The second sensation about the park stemmed from the project of Erdogan, the current
president of the Turkish Republic, to reconstruct the Ottoman Barracks on the Gezi
Park area as a shopping mall and hotel complex in 2013, imposing an ‘essentially
postmodern idea’ on the Taksim Area (Hermansah, 2014). According to Akpinar and
Erkut (2014), the underlying reason of this proposal was the urge of local government
to transform one of the most important Turkey’s public parks to closed private

structure.
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Figure 3.10 : Gezi Park today, Hilton Hotel is seen on the upper right (Source: Url-
4).

Hence, the project received a great response and caused various actions by the public.
Finally, it was suspended as a result of the "Occupy Taksim" actions of public, which
also attracted a lot of attention in the world press. Thus, today, still existing in the
northern edge of the Taksim square and defining its northern boundary, Gezi Park
symbolizes the new secular and European society of the new Turkish Republic
(Giinay, 2015), as well as the society’s power of self-expression and rebellion (Figure
3.10).
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3.1.4 The Republic Monument

During the last periods of the Artillery Barracks’ existence in the square, 15 years
before the opening of Gezi Park, The Republic Monument was built as one of the first
interventions of the new Turkish Republic and led the formation of a public square in
the Taksim area (Fatima, 2022). After the victory of the Turkish War of Independence
and the proclamation of the Turkish Republic in 1923, the monument, which is
described as "the symbol of the republic, a new, powerful and glorious period in

Turkish history" (Gtilersoy, 1986, p.) was opened in 1928.

In the early years of the Turkish Republic, the French architect Henry Prost, who was
employed for planning of Istanbul, proposed a public square in the Taksim area (Bilsel,
2015), where mass gatherings and ceremonies would take place. Because, Atatiirk, the
founder of the Turkish Republic, would meet the masses and the public in official
ceremonies in accordance with the revolutionary and national understanding of the
period, instead of religious ceremonies. In the new public spaces that would allow
these official ceremonies, the monument was a very important indicator (YYaman,
2011). The main symbolic significance of the construction of the monument was that
there were no public ceremonies held in front of a monument during the former
Ottoman Empire period, as this was seen as a western habit. Moreover, paintings and
sculptures of living beings was a forbidden concept due to Islamic principles of
Ottoman Empire. In other words, a monument could be a part of European cities, but
not possibly of Ottoman cities (Giilersoy, 1986). Therefore, with the construction of
the monument, Taksim Square has become one of the most important representations

of the Ottoman-Republican opposition (Yaman, 2011).

The Republic Monument was designed by Pietro Canonica, a very famous architect of
the period, with the assistance of Sabiha Bengiitas, the first Turkish female sculptor,
while the Pedestal and Environmental Plans were carried out by Giulio Mangeri
(Gonctioglu, 2014). The location of the monument was chosen as Taksim since the
Taksim junction was in a fresh and untouched place away from the old city, and the
modern part of the city was living in this area. Although the monument was thought to
be built in Beyazit Square in the first place, there were concerns about the domination
of the mosques, madrasahs and historical buildings located in the area, on the
monument. To prevent this, even if the monument was to be enlarged, it would create

a stylistic incongruity with the historical buildings and cause a strange perspective
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(Giilersoy, 1986). Afterall, these concerns about the location of the monument can be
seen as an effort to prevent physical and symbolic discohesion that the monument

would very likely reflect in another area than Taksim.

The monument was opened in 1928 with a grand ceremony that gathered about 30.000
people. Physically, it is 11 meters high, made of Italian marble, containing human
figures trapped in a large rectangular frame. At first, only Atatiirk's statue was planned
to be placed in the middle of the monument, but its architect Canonica stated that the
monument should also symbolize the War of Independence and the Turkish Republic.
Thus, Atatiirk's pose in Kocatepe was placed on the side of the monument facing the
Harbiye, in a composition that portrays the August 30 victory (Giilersoy, 1986). On
the northern face of the monument, looking at the Ottoman Barracks, there are figures
representing Turkey's Ottoman past. The opposite face looking to the cosmopolitan
Beyoglu, on the other hand, is in a composition symbolizing the modern future of
Istanbul and Turkey, with the statues of Atatiirk and his comrades-in-arms Ismet and
Fevzi pashas. On this side of the monument, two soviet generals also take place in the
composition to represent the close ties of Turkey and Russia, especially during the War

of Independence (Fatima, 2022).
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Figure 3.11 : Form Patterns of the Republic Monument.
Although the monument is a strong symbol bearer, it has been the subject of various

criticisms due to its physical appearance. According to Giilersoy (1986), the
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monument is far from being considered as a symbol of revolution since it does not
have a dynamic style, does not arouse excitement, has a soft composition, resembles
the characteristics of Italian cities with its materials and form, and carries Ottoman
motifs. Although the physical and symbolic contents of the monument are seen
incompatible, not physically but with its existence, it is considered as a representation
of the abandonment of the Ottoman tradition (Erdem, 2015).

When the monument is examined in the context of responsive cohesion, its basic form
patterns are perceived as rectangular shape, circular intersection, and circle from its
environmental plan (Figure 3.11). With its circle under its mass, the monument aims
to be the center of the square and demands new formations to develop according to
this circular pattern. Although it is contradictory to comment on the physical cohesion
that the monument reflects, it bears many symbolic meanings associated with Taksim
Square today. As a matter of fact, after the construction of this structure as a symbol
of the republic and the modern future of Turkey, many buildings took their place in
Taksim Square to represent modern Turkish architecture, although some of them aim

to bear contrasting symbolism.

3.1.5 Crystal Casino

The construction of the Republic Monument is considered as a turning point for the
formation of a public square in Taksim. Together with the monument, the Taksim area
began to be seen as a square symbolizing the Republic, so the newly added buildings
were designed with the concern of adapting to the physical and symbolic content of
the new square. The very first intervention in Taksim Square right after the monument
was the construction of Crystal Casino in 1930s. Although the Casino is not located in
the square today, it was one of the best examples of responsive cohesion due to its
physical, functional, and symbolic relationship with the Republic Monument (Figure
3.12).

Crystal Casino was built at the entrance of Talimhane district, as a 2-storey building
directly facing the Republic Monument. The 2nd floor of the building was consisted
of a big hall used as a casino, and there were few commercial units on the first floor.
Giilersoy (1986, p. 64) describes the building as: “Just after the waters, there is a
beautiful apartment building that looks at the square like a triangular cake... 1920’s

fashion, with marble trim, a pretty handsome building...”. One side of this beautiful

62



Casino building facing the monument was completely covered with glass and was
designed with an inward slope in accordance with the circular pattern demanded by
the monument. Besides, tall concrete columns on the lower floor of the Casino building
were providing an opening at the entrance. These columns were not only responding
to the monument's form patterns as repetitive parallel lines, but also emphasizing the
monument by meeting the 2nd floor at approximately the same height as the
monument. Referring these design features, Evren (n.d) emphasizes the most
characteristic feature of the casino building as the attention paid to the monument in
its design, and states that the Casino building has an appearance that embraces one

side of the monument in this way.
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Figure 3.12 : Crystal Casino (behind) with the Republic Monument (on the front) in
1950’s (Giilersoy, 1986).

Figure 3.13 : Form Patterns of Crystal Casino Building, photo from (Giilersoy,
1986).
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Basic form patterns of the Crystal Casino building were two defined cut lines referring
to the human scale with the finish line of the shops on the first floor, and the Republic
Monument with the finish line of the columns; parallel lines communicating with the
monument in the form of repetitive columns; and the circle from the convex form of
the building that was responsive to the circular plan of the Republic Monument (Figure
3.13). All the form patterns of the building were establishing a positive relationship
with the Republic Monument and its circular plan in the context of responsive
cohesion. Unfortunately, Crystal Casino Building, which was quite compatible with
the existing pattern of the square, was demolished in the 1970s, on the pretext of
widening the Tarlabasi road suggested by the political leader of the period, Adnan
Menderes. However, after the demolition of the building, there was no road widening
work around it, and the vacant area was used as a parking lots and bus stops for years
(Evren, nd).

3.1.6 The Marmara Hotel

The demolition of the Crystal Casino was the starting point of many transformations
in Taksim Square. The Republican identity of Taksim Square with the construction of
the Republic Monument began to be damaged with the changing social, political and
economic dynamics over time. Transition of political power to the Democrat Party in
1950, and the urbanization strategies of the newly selected political leader Adnan
Menderes caused many destructions and constructions in Taksim, as in many other
places (Bilsel, 2015). The main reason was that neoliberal policies and global dreams
of Menderes required motorized cities, wide boulevards, high-rise buildings, and
modern apartments. In order for these dreams to be realized, valuable structures of
historical and cultural heritage had to be destroyed and replaced with new ‘ideal’ or
‘beneficial’ ones. For this reason, Menderes was known as the baron Haussmann of
Istanbul (Kuban, 2000). Taksim Square as one of the most important public spaces of
Istanbul, was surely selected as one of the central areas where this transformation took
place. Another important building that was destroyed after the Crystal Casino in the
square was the Ottoman Bank Building, which used to exist in the area where today's
Marmara Hotel is located (Figure 3.14). This historical building was seen as a beautiful
and stylish building of Istanbul (Giilersoy, 1986), having many original features
reflecting the architectural style of the 19th century (Okta, 2021).
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Figure 3.14 : Pre-existing Ottoman Bank Building, in the location of the Marmara
Hotel today (Giilersoy, 1986).

In 1975, when the Ottoman Bank building was demolished, the Marmara Hotel, which
was seen as a reflection of Menderes's neoliberal policies on the Taksim Square, was
built to attract foreign investors to Istanbul (Okta, 2021). According to Kuban (2000),
such interventions in urban space were completely foreign to Turkish tradition,
creating an image of the city imported from the West and especially America. In
addition, construction of the Marmara Hotel as a structure dictating modernism by

Menderes, broke the principle of preserving the old city silhouette advocated by Prost.

Figure 3.15 : The Marmara Hotel (on the left), with its smaller neighbors (on the
right) (Source: Url-5).
The building was first opened as the Intercontinental Hotel, later changed to the Etap
Hotel, and is standing in the square as the Marmara Hotel today. Similar to the Hilton
Hotel, which was previously built on a part of Gezi Park, The Marmara Hotel also
appears to be very tall and large building. In fact, Giilersoy (1986) describes the
building as: “Etap Hotel rising towards the sky, above us”. Thus, the building is seen
as a structure that changes the perception in the square (Okta, 2021), disrupting the

human scale and damaging the meaningful integrity of the square (Figure 3.15).
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The construction of The Marmara Hotel Building to the square reminds the example
of Fox (2000) about adding a new note to an already harmonious symphony. In this
case, adding a new note (the Marmara Hotel) to the already harmonious symphony
(Taksim Square) disrupts the meaningful unity of symphony, since the newly added
note is not compatible with the existing harmony. Therefore, addition of the Marmara
Hotel building to the square can be shown as the first important intervention that
threatens the responsive cohesion of the square. Physically, the building causes a
serious height difference, having disrespectful attitude towards its neighbors.
Mentioned in the previous chapters of the thesis, streetscape analyzes of Gjerde and
Vale (2022) concludes that the sudden height difference of the buildings on the same
street is resulted with a negative aesthetic judgement. In addition to its height, the
building does not have defined form patterns and is perceived only as a large
rectangular mass. Although the dashed motifs on its facade resemble parallel lines,
they are far from communicating with the form patterns of other buildings in the square
due to the considerable scale difference. Functionally, the hotel building is used for
accommodation, thus, is not accessible for everyone using the square. Moreover, the
building does not benefit the other structures in the square and doesn’t provide
functional communication with them. Symbolically, it threatens the Republican
identity of the square, aiming to attract foreign investors and tourists as a reflection of
political and economic trends of its period. In other words, the building appears as an
imposed alien, a symbol of power, a contrasting symbol bearer with the symbolic form
of the square. Therefore, The Marmara Hotel building can be considered as an urban

element causing discohesion in physical, functional, and symbolic dimensions.

3.1.7 AKM Building

One of the important interventions that acquired currency in the Menderes period was
the construction of the AKM building, which constitutes the eastern border of the
square today. The construction of the building was on the agenda for the first time in
1946 and it was finally built in 1969. The AKM building was first proposed as the
Opera House in Henri Prost's Taksim Square projects. However, after the transmission
of political power to the Democratic Party in 1950, Henri Prost was dismissed, and the
Opera House project was suspended for a long time. The reason for this was that
Menderes, the political leader of the Democratic Party, found the Opera House project

“too luxurious for a city which don't have proper roads or sewer systems” (Okta, 2021).
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Thus, the construction of the building was transferred to foreign companies until 1956,
then it was redesigned by the architect Hayati Tabanlioglu with the function of
"Cultural Center". 20 years after its construction started, the AKM Building was
completed and put into service in 1969 with the name of “Palace of Culture”
(Gonciioglu, 2014). The opening of the Palace of Culture in Taksim Square was
considered as the first internationalist intervention in the square in terms of
functionality. Because, theaters and Opera Houses as the basic components of 19th
century European cities were seen as public uses provide modernization. Besides, the
Opera Palace was thought to offer a main symbolic basis for Taksim square, bearing a
symbol of republican city (Okta, 2021). Unfortunately, 18 months after its opening,
the building was burnt down completely, along with many historical artifacts in it, due
to a fire in the building. The building was repaired for 7 years, and finally reopened
with its new name, Atatlirk Cultural Center (AKM) in 1977 (Figure 3.16).
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Figure 3.16 : View of AKM building in 2008 (Source: Url-6).

The AKM building, as it was re-opened in 1977, was seen as a successful example of
modern Turkish architecture. According to Aksoy (2021), the facade of the building
had an aesthetic beyond the times and a meaningful setup for the foyers. Although its
appearance resembled a large rectangle, it provided a visual communication with the
square with its transparent facade. Besides being a structure that defines the square
with its size (Aksoy, 2021), it also emphasized the human scale in the square with the
long cut line at the end of the ground floor. Moreover, the entrance of the building was
covered with trees and the entrance door was emphasized with a narrow opening. In
this way, despite its large mass, AKM building was prevented from dominating the
square, providing a transition area through the square. Although the AKM Building
was declared 1st degree cultural asset by the Conservation Board (Erbey, 2017), it was
demolished in 2018 with the decision of the central government (Okta, 2021). The
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reason for the demolition was shown as the building's inability to withstand
earthquakes. However, in the reports of the restoration works carried out in 2011, the
demolition of the building was not foreseen, but it was suggested to be strengthened
(Tabanlioglu, 2013). According to Akpinar (2008), the demolition of the AKM
building aimed to destroy an ethnic-cultural existence and modern texture of the
building as an offensive mechanism, using the pretext of 'beautifying’ the square.

The process of the AKM building’s transformation into a cultural monument was not
only related to witnessing history as a representation of modern architecture, but also
to being remembered as a building representing resistance by taking an active role in
the Occupy Gezi protests in 2013 (Aksoy, 2021). The following words of the political
leader Erdogan, who decided to demolish the building few years after the protests,
prove the effect of the symbolic content of the building on its demolition: “During the
Gezi events, we did not forget how that building was turned into a show of strength
for terrorist organizations. Finally, we overcame these problems and did what was

necessary’.

“Doing what was necessary”, The AKM building, an important cultural artifact of
Taksim Square, was demolished in 2018. After its demolition, it was redesigned by
architect Murat Tabanlioglu, the son of the previous AKM building’s architect, Hayati
Tabanlioglu, and opened for use in 2021 with its new design (Figure 38). Although the
new design of the building resembles the previous version, differences with the old
AKM’s design caused many criticisms. The most striking difference in the design of
the new building is the red semicircular addition inside the building, which can be seen
quite clearly from the square. According to Aksoy (2021), this hemisphere in the new
design of the building implied of being an indicator of a superficial relationship with
the Taksim Mosque, which was opened in the same year as the AKM building. The
emphasis on the sphere gives the impression that the dome of the Taksim Mosque is
kept within the AKM building and is under control. However, the addition of the
sphere to the design is an indication that a new project has been made by creating a
radical differentiation with the old design of AKM. In fact, showing the red sphere as
the new representation of AKM, it is aimed to heal the historical wounds of the
building and to create the impression of a new building with this representation
(Aksoy, 2021). Moreover, according to Ozel (2022), the red sphere, which is the main

idea of the building, can not be considered as a meaningful addition since it does not
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touch the interior prism from the front, sides, and above. That is, it stands alone within
a large volume defined by the prism, without relating to other form patterns.

Second criticism about the new design of the building concerns the transparency of its
fagade. The current fagade of the building appears to be much more transparent than
the fagcade of the old AKM Building. With the new fagade, the building aims to show
its inside clearly, to reach everyone, and to dominate the square in this way (Aksoy,
2021). However, according to Ozel (2022), watching the square and being watched is
not possible in the new AKM building. Because those who watch the building from
the square see a lifeless and huge red mass instead of the liveliness inside the building.
Conversely, the situation is worse for those who watch the square inside the building.
Since the red sphere occupies a very large area, the viewing points in the interior design
of the building are squeezed into narrow spaces and do not allow to watch the outside
in this way. Ozel (2022) emphasizes that the design of the old AKM building was far
from this situation, allowing to watch the people in the square, the movement of the

square, natural events such as sunset and snowfall from inside the building.
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Figure 3.17 : New design of AKM Building and its form patterns (Source: Url-7,
abstracted by the author).

Finally, the entrance to the newly designed AKM building is also highly criticized. In
the previous design, there were open foyer areas on the ground floor that were covered
with trees with the aim of providing a transition zone between the square and the
building. However, in the new design, these foyers were transferred to the sides of the
building and the entrance of the building was emphasized by adding steps in front of
it. According to Aksoy (2021), changing the position of the open foyers was done in
order to emphasize the size, width and spaciousness of the building. However, Ozel
(2022) believes that the reason was to increase the visibility of the sphere inside the
building.
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The form patterns of the new AKM building are perceived as; the grid from its fagade,
the rectangular frame forming the shape of the building, and the half circle formed by
the red mass inside the building (Figure 3.17). Among these patterns, the rectangular
frame has thickened compared to the old design to provide more distinctive
appearance. Moreover, although the red half circle inside the building is found in some
of the other important structures in the square, they cannot communicate clearly.
Because the circle of the AKM is quite large and prominent, and with its red color, it
causes a dominance against other structures under the pretext of "being dynamic™. In
fact, when looking at the building, this sphere appears to be almost the only striking
element. Lastly, cut line in the human scale created by the gray line at the entrance of
the old AKM building has almost disappeared in the new design. With the removal of
the open foyers on the ground floor of the old design, the new AKM no longer has a

physical and functional relationship with the human scale of the square.

3.1.8 Taksim Mosque

Opposite of the AKM building, Taksim Mosque was opened in 2021 at the same year
with AKM. The mosque is located right next to the water storage building of Maksem,
hiding behind it. Although construction of the mosque was completed in 2021, it has
been a controversial project since it was first proposed in the 1950s. The mosque was
proposed for the first time during the Menderes government but could not be projected
for years due to social, economic, and political changes. From the year it was proposed,
the project was criticized for pulling back the modernization projects symbolizing the
republic in the square (Okta, 2021). Yaman (2011) interprets the Mosque project as a
rebellion against the semiotic solitude of the Republic Monument in the square. Nadi
(1996), on the other hand, draws attention to the contractionary attitude of the Taksim
Mosque project to the symbols that give the Republic identity to Taksim square, such
as the Republic Monument, Gezi Park, and AKM Building, seeing the project as a tool
that responds to the religious beliefs of the right-wing parties and the expectations of

political power.

The mosque project was suspended due to the overthrow of the DP in the 60s and the
economic crisis in the 70s. In the following years, the mayor of the period re-evaluated
the project and suggested a car park project instead. However, discussions regarding
the realization of the project continued. In the 1980s, the Chief Director of General
Foundations of the time, Stileyman Eytiboglu, stated that the mosque would respond
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positively to a touristic center as Taksim, providing an international identity to Taksim
by attracting the attention of the Islamic world and Arab states (Okta, 2021). In 1983,
the project was rejected by the Municipality of Istanbul, as it was not deemed suitable
for urban planning principles and public interest (Nadi, 1996). In 1994, the current
president of Turkish Republic, Recep Tayyip Erdogan was elected as the mayor of
Istanbul and proposed the mosque project to the agenda again. Erdogan's statement
"We will conquer Istanbul for the 2nd time" and the words of Erbakan, the political
leader of the time, "the mosque will be opened no matter what™ proves the insistence
on the project. At the same time, the right-wing newspaper Akit described Taksim as
a minority paradise, referring to churches and synagogues near Taksim square.
According to the ideology of the newspaper, with the construction of the Mosque, it
would be possible to “protect” Taksim, which was “under the occupation of
minorities” (Biiyiiksarag, 2017). According to Akpinar and Giimiis (2012), the mosque
project from the period of Erdogan’s proposal to the present, is an urge to give Taksim
Square the character of a counter-representation area reflecting the new Ottoman
regime. Erbey (2017), on the other hand, argues that the construction of the Mosque
will led Taksim Square becoming the place of identity-wars as the mosque symbolizes

Islamic power instead of military ceremonies.
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Figure 3.18 : Form Patterns of the Taksim Mosque.

As a result, although the mosque project was accepted under the pressure of political
powers, it was removed from the agenda due to the Byzantine and Ottoman necropolis
remains found in the excavations carried out by the Board for the Conservation for
Cultural Assets in Istanbul in the area proposed for the mosque (Okta, 2021). However,
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despite all the obstacles and criticisms to the mosque, the construction of the mosque
started in 2017 as a result of ongoing political pressure, with the decision of today's

political leader Erdogan.

Physically, the most remarkable feature of the mosque is that it appears to be hidden
behind the Maksem building, which is located right in front of the mosque. Therefore,
the physical access of the mosque entrance has restricted as well as the visual
accessibility. Although the Maksem structure was not damaged during its construction,
the location choice of the Mosque can be seen as a disrespectful attitude towards the
Maksem building. Because the Mosque attracts attention with its gigantic size and the
functional focus it creates, against Maksem's short size, and reduces Maksem's
perceptibility in this way. Similar to its attitude towards Maksem, the mosque aims to
gain superiority over the Republic Monument which it has visual contact. While
looking across from the mosque, the monument can barely be perceived compared to
the huge scale of the mosque. Before the Republic Monument was built, Beyazit
district was suggested as the location in the first place. However, this idea was
abandoned because of the thought that the monument would be suppressed by the
historical monuments located nearby. Unfortunately, it is clearly seen that there was
no concern about the compatibility of the Mosque with the other structures not just in
the location selection but also in the design process. Consequently, the mosque is
located in Taksim Square as a structure that reflects its own ideology and dictates its

own fixed rules in terms of physical, functional and symbolic aspects (Figure 3.18).

To sum up, the addition of the Taksim Mosque and AKM building to the Taksim
square is considered as a continuity of the changing physical and symbolic structure
of the square according to the changing dynamics over the years. Morphological
changes, new interventions and demolished structures of the square between 1905 and
2021 are shown in Figure 3.19. These interventions, which are highly criticized today,
constitutes the focuses of this thesis. The physical, functional, and symbolic features
of the Taksim Mosque and the redesigned AKM building, which are observed as
incompatible elements with Taksim Square, are thought to have negative effects on
the responsive cohesion quality of the square. Therefore, it is considered meaningful
to question the relationality of ethical and aesthetic judgments that these urban

structures cause.
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- Urban Structure I:l Pedestian Area
- Green Area I:I Built Area

1 Maksem - Water Storage Building

2 French Cultural Center 3 Hagia Triada Church
4 Ottoman Barracks 5 Republic Monument
6 Crystal Casino

7] Ottoman Bank Building 8 Gezi Park

9 The Marmara Hotel 10 AKM Building (O1d)
11 AKM Building (New) 12 Taksim Mosque

2021

Figure 3.19 : Transformation of Taksim Square from 1905 to 2022 (lllustrated by
the author using 1905 GOAD Map, 1945 City Map, 1970-1982-2002-2013-2021
Satellite Images).
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3.1.9 Remarks on recent research

This part of the study gathers recent research findings and claims about Taksim Square
that obtained from pioneering studies, newspapers, articles and so on. In this regard,
the main claims of these studies provide a better understanding of the existing
structures or places as well as demolished structures or places of the square in history
(Table 3.1). In the light of the recent discussions, that would not be wrong to assert
that Taksim Square has a characteristic of a political image, especially during the last
century. The square gains this political characteristic by hosting a lot of structures and
places symbolizing important breakthroughs in history such as modernization of the
Ottoman Empire (i.e., the Ottoman Artillery Barracks); the modern and secular social
structure of the republic (i.e., Gezi Park, the Republic Monument, AKM Building);
liberal political strategies and globalization (i.e., the Marmara Hotel); and populist
conservative ideologies against the republican identity of the square (i.e., Taksim
Mosque).

Among aforementioned structures and places, the most recent interventions to the
square, Taksim Mosque and the new design of AKM Building face with a lot of
criticism regarding their discohesive attitudes to the physical, functional and symbolic
patterns of other structures and the Taksim Square. Being one of the first interventions
of modernism, bearing the symbol of republican city (Okta, nd), being a monumental
building that defines the square with its size (Aksoy, 2021), the new design of the
AKM Building mainly criticized because of its disharmonious form patterns and lack
of responsiveness given to the old design (Aksoy, 2021; Ozel, 2022). Taksim Mosque,
on the other hand, stands out with its contractionary attitude towards the symbol
structures giving republic identity to the square (Nadi, 1996), aiming to pull back the
modernization projects symbolizing the republic (Okta, 2021). The mosque, with its
gigantic size and scale, is considered as a rebellion against the semiotic solitude of the
Republic Monument (Yaman, 2011). Thus, it is highly possible to approach
construction of Taksim Mosque and AKM Building as ethical fallacies in many
dimensions. Therefore, these two structures are considered as suitable cases for the
main objectives of this thesis. Covering the most recent interventions, Table 3.1 shows
the main claims and criticisms about the existing an demolished structures of Taksim

Square.
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Table 3.1 : Main claims of recent research about the existing and demolished

structures/places in Taksim Square.

Structure/Place of Current Research/ Main Claim
Reference Status Author
Bilsel, 2015 Was a breathing space for people in and
i Demolished around Beyoglu
Taksim Gardens
Place i . .
Ozbek, 2021 Was a representation of modernization of the
Ottoman Empire
o Gives its name to Taksim Square
Maksem Buildin Existing Giilersoy, 1986
9 Structure ? Is the most valuable artifactual work within
the natural boundaries of the area
Hagia Triada Church Existing Kuban, 2000 Use value of the church is more important
Structure than its belonging to a rejected culture
Contained  mixed and  unprincipled
architectural style; reflects characteristics of
) its period; is highly  ostentatious,
Giilersoy, 1986 monumantal; bears arabesque motifs; has
highly ornomental facade; reflects Indian and
Kremlin architecture with its domes on both
sides.
Symbolized the last struggles of the
crumbling Ottoman Empire
1 Demolished . .
Ottoman Artilery Barracks Emphasized the difference between old and
Structure Kuban, 2000

new creating a contrast with the wooden
houses in front of the slopes

Turned the scale of the traditional pattern of
the environment with its extraordinary size

Gonciioglu, 2014

Supported modernization of the Ottoman
army with its functionality

Was a magnificant, aesthetic monumental
structure reflecting the period

Giilersoy, 1986

Was built to save the old run-down view of
the Taksim area and give it a specious and
clean appearence

Gezi Park Existing Place | Gonciioglu, 2014 |5 3 unjque green space for Istanbul
Giinay, 2015 Is a symbol of new secular and European
’ society through geometric architecture,
sculptures and trees.
. Existing Is the reflection of liberalization strategies on
Hilton Hotel Structure Okta, 2021 urban place, leading the construction of many

Gezi Park

small and large hotels near Taksim Square

Reconstruction

Project of | Unimplemented . - .
Hermansah, 2014 1s an imposition of an essentialy postmodern
Ottoman Project idea on the Taksim Square
Barracks
Existing Akpmar&Erkut, An urge to transform Turkey’s public space
Structure 2014 from public parks to closed private structure
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Table 3.1 (continued): Main claims of recent research about the existing and
demolished structures/places in Taksim Square.

The Republic Monument

Existing
Structure

Gilersoy, 1986

Is a symbol of republic; a new, powerful and
glorious period in Turkish history

Is far from being considered as a symbol of
revolution since it doesn't have a dynamic
style, doesn't arouse excitement; has a soft
composition; resembles the characteristics of
Italian cities with its material and form,
carries Ottooman motifs

Yaman, 2011

Made Taksim Square become one of the most
important representations of the Ottoman-
Republican opposition.

Erdem, 2015

Is considered as a representation of the
abandonment of the Ottoman tradition, not
physically but with its existence

Cyristal Casino

Demolished
Structure

Gilersoy, 1986

Was a pretty handsome apartment building
with 1920's fashion, marble trim

Evren, nd

Had an apperance that embraces one side of
the monument

Most striking feature in its design was the
attention paid to the Rebublic Monument

The Ottoman Bank
Building

Demolished
Structure

Giilersoy, 1986

Was a beautiful and stylish building of
Istanbul

Okta, nd

Had very original features reflecting the
architectural style of 19th century

The Marmara Hotel

Existing
Structure

Kuban, 2000

Was completely foreign to Turkey tradition,
creating an image of the city imported from
the West and America

Was a structure dictating modernism by
Menderes government

Broke the principles of preserving the old city
silhouette advocated by Prost

Okta, nd

Was a structure changing the perception in
the square.

Was built to attract foreign investors to
Istanbul

AKM
Building

First
Appearence as
Opera House

Second
Appearence as
AKM

Demolished
Structure

Okta, nd

Was one of the first internationalist
interventions in the square in terms of
functionalist interventions of modernism

Offered a main symbolic basis for Taksim
Square, bearing the symbol of republican city

Aksoy, 2021

The facade of the building had an aesthetic
beyond the times and a meaningful setup for
the foyers

Was defining the square with its size

Was a monument not only by witnessing the
history as a representation of modern
architecture but also by being remembered as
a building representing resistance taking
active role in Occupy Gezi Protests in 2013
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Table 3.1 (continued): Main claims of recent research about the existing and
demolished structures/places in Taksim Square.

The red hemisphere: an indicator of a
superficial relationship with the Taksim
Mosque

The red hemisphere: an indicator of 'new
project’, 'new design’

The red hemisphere: an unsuccesful urge to
Aksoy, 2021 heal the historical wounds

Aims to show its inside clearly, to reach
everyone and to dominate the square with its
transperent facade

Last

Existing Changing the position of the foyers was done

Appearenc Structure (New in order to emphasize the size, width and
e New Intervention) speciousness of the building

Design The red hemisphere: does not touch the

interior prism from the front, sides and above,
stands alone within a large volume

Watching the square and being watched is not

B possible in the new design
Ozel, 2022

Emphasis is on the red mass instead of
liveliness inside the building

Changing the position of the foyers was done
in order to increase the visibility of the red
hemisphere inside the building

Had a contradictionary attitude with the
symbol structures that give republic identity
to Taksim Square (i.e., Gezi Park, Republic

Nadi, 1996 Monument, AKM Building)

Was a tool responding to the religious beliefs

Existing : X -
. of the right-winged parties and the
Taksim Mosque Structure (New expectations of political power

Intervention)
Is a rebellion against the semiotic solitude of

Yaman, 2011 yhe Renublic Monument

Aims to pull back the modernization projects

Okta, nd symbolizing the republic in the square

3.2 Method of the Study

The case area of the study is Taksim Square, where there were many transformations
throughout the history and changes in the physical, functional ad symbolic pattern.
Previous part of thesis suggests that recent interventions on the square have damaged
the responsive quality of the square both in internal and contextual scales. Among
these interventions, AKM building, and Taksim Mosque come to the fore with their
disrespectful attitudes towards the existing structures of the square as well as the
overall physical, functional and symbolic context of the square. Therefore, this thesis
aims to investigate the internal and contextual cohesion quality reflected by these two

structures and its relationship with their aesthetic value. In this way, it is thought to be
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quite meaningful to observe the responsive cohesion quality of Taksim Square over

these new interventions.

3.2.1 Data collection

Respecting the existing literature and the studies about responsive cohesion theory, the
structure of the study contains mixed methodology including qualitative and
quantitative methods since responsive cohesion theory gives references to multiple
scales and can be examined in multiple dimensions. In the analysis of literature of
responsive cohesion theory, none of the studies were found to address all the scales
and dimensions of responsive cohesion. Thus, this thesis addresses the methods of
each study in the different stages of the analysis. Therefore, analysis of responsive
cohesion is carried on two main stages. In the first stage, online questionnaire method
is found suitable to measure internal cohesion quality offered by AKM building and
Taksim Mosque and contextual cohesion offered by the two streetscapes including
these structures separately.

s B '»‘\ il .'/,' 7"1‘1’
- \K‘?" e
Figure 3.20 : Sections of the building photographs (Taksim Mosque on the left,
AKM Building on the right).
In the questionnaire, the parameters of responsive cohesion and the aesthetical
judgement of participants are questioned through the photographs of selected buildings
and their streetscapes since they allow participants to evaluate buildings and streets
holistically. In the streetscape analysis of Gjerde and Vale (2022), which was included

in the previous parts of the study (see chapter 2.6.1), it is asked participants to directly
experience the selected streets and then express their aesthetic judgements. However,
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their method is resulted with the first-floor functions and design features of the
buildings to affect the aesthetic judgment more significant than other parameters.
However, the analysis of responsive cohesion requires the holistic perception of the
form patterns in the first and upper floors of the buildings, and the way they are
assembled in the street. Therefore, it is thought that the photographs of the buildings
and streetscapes reflecting realistic views and perspectives, prepared in the digital

image environment enables holistic evaluation.

Figure 3.21 : Sections of streetscape photographs (streetscape including Taksim
Mosque on the left, streetscape including AKM on the right).

In architectural scale analyses, questionnaire includes two photographs of AKM taken
in the morning and evening, and one photograph of Taksim Mosque taken in the
daylight. The evening view of the AKM building is included to the questionnaire since
its daytime photograph does not reflect the design patterns inside the building (i.e., red
hemisphere) although the building has a transparent fagade. Yet, design elements such
as the red circular emphasis and foyer areas inside the building can be easily perceived
in the night view. The photographs of night view of AKM and day view of Taksim
Mosque were selected from the existing photos of the buildings reflecting their real
appearances. The day view of the AKM building was created by the researcher by
combining the photographs taken from 3 different points in front of the building at 10
am (Figure 3.20). These three photographs were merged in digital image environment

and distorted to create an accurate perspective.
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Table 3.2 : Comparative table of questionnaire, framework and coding in the
analysis of internal cohesion.

monumental character of Taksim

INTERNAL COHESION CODING
AKM Taksim
QUESTIONNAIRE FRAMEWORK Building Mosque
I think that the design of the building is suitable  Design responsive to age/culture A-ETL TM-ET1
for the period and culture in which it was built ~ (Watkin, 1977)
::aflefrsjll(l tf(\jf;ttacijlis(;gn of the building has been A-ET? TM-ET2
. Y o . Carefully detailed design (Taylor,
| think that the details in the design of the 2000)
building create harmony within the whole A-ET3 TM-ET3
desian
| th_lnk the building has the appropriate Use of appropriate style (Watkin, A-ET4 TM-ET4
architectural style. 1977)
. - - Use of appropriate  material
ilstgmI;othl‘:iigg(;ol:'sietso;gﬁtg:ltilfa:nsthlee* building supporting  architectural ~ style A-ET5 TM-ET5
pprop tyle. (Ruskin, 1849; Watkin, 1977)
S o Use of assymetrical forms and
Icotmhlr;lgte:t Slsmrr;g:ttri ;2?;0:2? building has a  patterns (Radford&Oksala, 2018) A-ET6 TM-ET6
pletely sy ' Use of appropriate form (Ruskin,
| think that the form patterns of the building are
> compatible with each other and with the whole Communication of form patterns
o design (gridal pattern, semi circle, rectangular (Radford, 2010) P A-ET7 TM-ET7
@ frame regarding AKM,; triangular form, parallel '
% lines, dome pattern regarding Taksim Mosque)
3 I think it is right that the design reflects highly ~ No highly defined rules and patterns A-ET8 TM-ETS
5 defined rules and patterns (Radford&Oksala, 2018)
o I think that the repetitive layers and rules in ~ No repetition of layers
> . . J -
T design are meaningful. (Radford&Oksala, 2018) A TM-ET9
I think that the form of the building is Use of harmonious forms with
harmonious with nature/place nature (Radford&Oksala, 2018) A-ET10 Ji!-ET10
I think that the building has appropriate height ~ Appropriate height and scale : )
and scale. (Gjerde, 2011; Gjerde&Vale, 2022) AET-11 TM-ET11
I think that design generates meaningful Design  generates  meaningful ) )
contrasts. contrasts (Radford&Oksala, 2018) A-ET12 TM-ET12
I think that the red circle emphasis in the middle A-ET13
of the building is in harmony with whole design.
| think that the transparent facade of the . e
building is compatible with the whole design. Field Specific (AKM) A-ET14
I think that design of the entrance of the building AET15
is compatible with the whole design.
| thlpk that thg entrance o_f the building is A-ET16 TM-ET13
physically and visually accesible. Field-Specific (AKM and Taksim
i i ilding i Mosque
I think that the location of the building is que) AETL7  TMETL4
appropriate.
-
<z
205
On . _— - - Design contains appropriate ) )
5 % I think that the building has appropriate function function (Radford, 2010) A-ET18 TM-ET15
z O
S50
[T
| thlnk that the blemg is compatible with Symbpl structure  responsive  to A-ET19 TM-ET16
> societies values, meanings and norms. societies values, meanings, norms
o | think that the building symbolically reflectsa No  imposition of  particular
] compatible ideology/movement with the ideology/movement to the parts of ~A-ET20 TM-ET17
% context of place. the environment (Barlas. 2014:
o I think that the building has compatible Urban structure is not symbol of
% meanings addressing the whole society rather  power/success but have meaning for ~ A-ET21 TM-ET18
8 than being a symbol of power/success. all (Knox, 1984)
=
> . s .
n | think that the building contribute to the Field Specific A-ET22 TM-ET19
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Urban scale analyses in the questionnaire include two different streetscape views
prepared by the researcher. The first streetscape includes AKM building in Tak-1 Zafer
Street and the buildings nearby AKM, located in the part of Mete Street. The second
streetscape includes buildings located in the part of Cumhuriyet Street; Taksim
Mosque, Republic Monument, Maksem and water storage buildings, as well as Hagia
Triada Church and the beginning of Istiklal Street that can be seen from the part of
Siraselviler Street (Figure 3.21). All the buildings in the streetscapes were
photographed directly across them, between 11-12 am to provide equal influence from
the sunlight. Afterwards, the captured photos were merged in digital image
environment and distorted to create an accurate perspective, alignment and size

relationships of the buildings.

The questionnaire was carried out with 111 randomly selected people. The sample size
was ensured to include different age and occupational groups at similar ratios. First
part of the questionnaire aims to provide demographic information of the participants
(i. e., ages, occupations) and their relationship with Taksim Square (i. e. frequency of
visiting, change in the frequency over last 1 year, the structures they know/directly

observed in Taksim Square).

In the second and third parts, it is aimed to observe the internal and contextual cohesion
quality reflected by AKM building and the streetscape including the building. In this
regard, in the second part, the participants were first asked to examine the day and
evening views of the AKM building included in the questionnaire and rate their
aesthetic judgement in 5-Point Likert scale. Afterwards, in order to measure the
responsive cohesion quality reflected by the AKM building, the parameters of internal
responsive cohesion offered in the previous chapters of the thesis were asked to be
evaluated separately in 5-Point Likert scale (Table 3.2, Table 3.3). Finally, the
participants were asked to indicate three of the physical, functional, or symbolic
features of the building they believe significantly affect their aesthetical judgement. In
the third part, participants were asked to examine streetscape image containing AKM
building and rate their aesthetic judgement on 5-Point Likert Scale. Similar with the
analysis of individual building, following questions were about the evaluation of
contextual cohesion parameters in 5 Points Likert Scale, and three features that

significantly affect their aesthetic judgements (Table 3.4).
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Table 3.3 : Comparative table of questionnaire, framework and coding in the
analysis of contextual cohesion.

ANALYSIS OF CONTEXTUAL COHESION CODING
AKM- TAKSIM
QUESTIONNAIRE FRAMEWORK STREET MOSQUE-
STREET
| think that there is one or more No dominance of design structure
zzr:nc;ure physically dominating the (Radford&Oksala, 2018) SA-ET1 STM-ET1
| think that the buildings in the
scene have harmonious textures Use of similar design patterns in the frame SAET2 STM-ET2
. . . (i.e., color, material) (Childs, 2009)
| think that the b_mldlngs in the SA-ET-3 STM-ET3
scene have harmonious colors
| think the assembly of buildings in  Design generates meaningful contrasts with
z the scene generate meaninful its surroundings and within the whole SA-ET4 STM-ET4
% contrasts. environment (Radford&Oksala, 2018)
L
% I think that the buildings in the Use of compatible form with its
5] scene have compatible forms and  surroundings and environment(Radford, SA-ET5 STM-ET5
3:] form patterns. 2010; Radford&Oksala, 2018)
UQ) Use of compatible materials in the
Z | 1 think that the buildings in the ;gg%scape iierde, 20MEgSlerdeV 2l
e scene have compatible use of . - AN SA-ET6 STM-ET6
. Use of compatible materials with its
materials : . -
surroundings and environment (Watkin,
1977; Radford&Oksala, 2018)
| think that the buildings on the Compatible height and sizes in the
scene have compatible height and  streetscape (Gjerde, 2011;Gjerde& Vale, SA-ET7 STM-ET7
size relationships. 2022)
| think that the Taksim Mosque and
the Maksem Building in front of it STM-ET8
have meaningful relationship
| think that the Taksim Mosque Field-Specific (Taksim Mosque)
and the Republic Monument in
front of it have meaningful STSEL®
relationship
. S Design generates functional diversity
0 | think that buildings in the scene s - ) )
I z | creates functional diversity. within the environment (Radford&Oksala, SA-ET8 STM-ET10
Z 0 2018)
O n
CT Building is in functional response with its
O . - .
% 8 ;rtg'i';kf;ﬁ% ﬂ;?';%sé?lstse scene surroundings and the existing functions in SA-ET9 STM-ET11
w P ' the environment (Radford&Oksala, 2018)
% Symbol structure is not imposed alien but
5 I think that the bunldl_ngs in the co_he_rent part of V\_/hole (responsnve to SA-ET10 STM-ET12
w scene creates symbolic coherence. existing symbols in the environment)
% (Barlas, 2014;Knox, 1984)
O
)
3 I think that there is one or more Not a single/dominant urban symbol but the
g structure dominating the scene whole urban form has symbolic coherence SA-ET11 STM-ET13
>
2]

symbolically

(Woodward, 1982)

Similarly, fourth and fifth parts of the questionnaire aims to observe internal and

contextual cohesion quality reflected by Taksim Mosque and the streetscape

containing it. These parts of the questionnaire are structured with the same questions

asked in the second and third parts analyzing responsive cohesion quality of AKM

building. However, among the questions about the parameters of responsive cohesion

quality of AKM and Taksim Mosque, few questions differ by field-specific

observations. The questions addressing the internal and contextual cohesion AKM
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building, and Taksim Mosque are given with their relationship with the offered
framework in Table 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4. The parameters of responsive cohesion quality in
both internal and contextual scales are coded distinctively for AKM and Taksim

Mosque for convenience of evaluation.

The last stage of the study aims to support the questionnaire with the mental mapping
method that enables holistic evaluation of the Taksim Square, with the presence of
AKM building and Taksim Mosque. In this regard, as in urban symbolism study of
Schut et. al. (2011) included in the previous parts of the study, the participants were
asked to sketch the items they consider important in Taksim Square, indicating their
feelings or personal evaluations as well. This part of the study was kept optional,
resulting with 14 people between 111 questionnaire respondents to participate.
Although there is no sample size determined for the mental mapping method, the study
of Schut et al. (2011) was interpreted on 18 mental maps. Therefore, the number of
mental maps drawn within the scope of the thesis is considered sufficient for

evaluation of the participant’s cognitive perception.

3.2.2 Data analysis and interpretation

Evaluation of the findings obtained from the questionnaire requires to use more than
one quantitative methods. In this regard, the data obtained from architectural and urban
scales of two cases were analyzed using SPSS statistics software to observe correlation
between aesthetic appreciation, internal and contextual cohesion scores of each. In the
analysis of the data, Spearman’s Rho Correlation Coefficient (SRCC) was used to
observe the relationhip between the variables. Spearman’s Rho Correlation is a
statistical procedure measuring the correlation between variables on ordinal scale (i.e,
Likert-scale data) that provide monolithic but not necessarily linear distribution
(Schober et al., 2018). Spearmans correlation determines the significance of the
hypothesis (p) as well as the strenght (r) and direction of the monolithic relationship.
The correlation coefficient value is indicated with r, and quantified with a number
varying between -1 and +1. Herein, while correlation coefficient value of -1 means
there is a perfect negative correlation, +1 means a perfect positive correlation.
Correlation coefficient value of 0, on the other hand, means that there is no correlation
between variables. The strenght of the relationship between variables increases from r

value of 0 to +1, as well as from 0 to -1 (Akoglu, 2018). In addition, the second stage
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analysis between the architectural and urban scale comparisons were done using

Paired-Sample t-test.

In addition to quantitative analysis of obtained data, the last part of the questionairre
requires qualitative analyses and interpretations. Thus, the mental maps of participants
were evaluated according to parameters such as drawing frequency of each structure,
as well as the size and position relationships of the buildings/items in the drawings.

3.3 Results and Evaluations

This part of the thesis evaluates the results of the questionnaire conducted with 111
participants. Evaluations include demographic structure, architectural (internal) and
urban (scale) judgements and association between different scales.

3.3.1 Demographic structure and place involvement

In the first part of the questionnaire, participants were asked to indicate their age and
occupation regarding their demographic information. Questions of gender and
educational level were not included to the questionnaire since such information are
seen unrelated to the scope of the inquiry. In terms of age groups, 35% of the
participants are between the ages of 18-25 (39 people); 43% are between the ages of
26-45 (48 people) and 22% are between the ages of 41-65 (24 people) (Figure 3.22).
Although there were 3 survey participants over the age of 65, they were not included
in the survey results since the number was considered insufficient for a rational

evaluation.

u41-65 = 26-40 18-25

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Figure 3.22 : Distribution of age groups.

In terms of occupation, the participants were classified into 4 groups as built
environment specialists (i.e., academics, architects, city planners, civil engineers,
building technicians); other occupations (i.e., health, education, public and private
sectors, unemployed and so on); students of built environment related departments

(i.e., architecture, city and regional planning, civil engineering, landscape
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architecture); and students of other departments (i.e., engineering, politics, economy
and so on). Among the participants, %33 are built environment specialist (37 people);
%37 have other occupation (42 people); %19 are students of built environment related
departments (21 people); and %10 are students of other departments (11 people)
(Figure 3.23). The balanced distribution of age and occupational groups of participants
allows rational observation of the tendencies according to demographic status.

Figure 3.23 : Distrubiton of occupation groups.

Further questions of the first part of the questionnaire aim to observe participants’
relationship with Taksim Square. In this context, the participants were first asked how
long they have been using the square. As observed from the results, 14% of the
participants have been using the square for 0-2 years; 20% for 2-5 years; 16% for 5-
10 years; and 50% for more than 10 years (Figure 3.23). Since the majority of the
participants have been using the square for more than 2 years, questionnaire is believed
to demonstrate clear results regarding the effects of new interventions on the place.
However, this information alone was not considered sufficient, and the participants
were also asked how often they use the square. Consequently, among the 111
participants, very few of them use the square every few years (%8), while moderate
number of them use the square 1-2 times a year (%17), 3-5 times a year (%25) or 1-2
times a month (%26). The most frequent usage is seen with the %24 of the participants;
%13 of the participants using the square 1-2 times a week while %11 visiting the
square 3-5 times a week (Figure 3.24). The fact that about half of the participants

regularly use the square every month supports the consistency of the survey results.

100%
80%
60%

40%

20%
0%

0-2years m2-5years w5-10years wmMore than 10 years

Figure 3.24 : Distribution of how long the participants have been using Taksim
Square.
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Figure 3.25 : Distribution of how frequently the participants use Taksim Square.

One of the main aims of this part of the questionnaire is to observe change of visiting
frequency after the interventions held in last 1 year. To obtain this information,
participants were asked to rate the change in their visiting frequency of the square for
the last 1 year on a 5-point Likert Scale. Almost half of the participants (43%) indicated
that there was no change in their frequency of visiting Taksim Square. Among the
other participants observing a change in their visiting frequency, 41% of all
participants indicated moderate or considerable decrease while 11% indicated
moderate or considerable increase (Figure 3.26). Although there is no change of
visiting frequency in most of the participants, compulsory visiting conditions such as
accommodation or working places located nearby the square are thought to increase
this ratio. Thus, it is highly possible to infer that most of the participants visit the square

less often in the last 1 year because they are negatively affected by latest interventions.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Considerable Decrease = Moderate Decrease
= No Change = Moderate Increase
m Considerable Increase

Figure 3.26 : Distribution of change of frequency.

Lastly, regarding the level of place involvement, participants were asked which of the
places/structures in the square they know and which ones they saw or experienced
directly. These questions aim to demonstrate which structures in the square has lower
perceptibility. As a result, the most known and perceived place appears to be the Gezi
Park (%97). Since the recognition and perception ratios of Gezi Park are exactly the
same, it can be deduced that the place can be perceived clearly, not being dominated
by other structures of the square. On the other hand, the lowest recognition ratio (%30)
is observed in Maksem and its adjacent Water Storage Building. In fact, %77 of the

survey participants don’t know the structure at all, while %7 of the participants
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indicated that they know the structure but didn’t directly see it (Figure 3.27). Despite
being one of the oldest structures in the square, constituting the physical boundary of
the square and giving its name to the Taksim district, the Maksem building appears to
be barely known, and far from being perceived as well. This outcome of the
questionnaire supports the argument defended in the previous parts of the thesis (see
chapters 3.1.1 and 3.1.7) that Taksim Mosque reduces the perceptibility of the Maksem
Structure, strongly dominating it. In its current form, it is quite possible to perceive the

Water Storage extension of the Maksem as the wall of the Taksim Mosque.

Figure 3.27 : Recognition and perception ratios of the structures in Taksim Square.

Another dominant difference between recognition and perception ratios was observed
in Hagia Triada Church and the Marmara Hotel. Although both structures are known
by 83% of the participants, only 57% of the participants directly experienced them
(Figure 3.27). Among these structures, Hagia Triada Church is one of the oldest
structures located nearby the Taksim Square. However, positionally turning its back
to the square, suppressed by the adjacent commercial buildings to it, dominated by the
enormous scale of Taksim Mosque and being one of the many churches located nearby,
Hagia Triada Church is one of the structures that are barely perceived in the square.
The Marmara Hotel, on the other hand, despite its enormous scale and height, allows

to be confused with many other hotel buildings located in the district.

3.3.2 Internal (architectural) cohesion in Taksim Mosque and AKM

This part of the thesis observes the relationality between aesthetic judgement and
internal cohesion quality in the cases of Taksim Mosque and AKM Building

3.3.2.1 Internal parameters of responsive cohesion

This part of the thesis observes the relationship between the internal responsive
cohesion parameters and aesthetic appreciation. In this regard, addressing the

architectural scale analysis of AKM Building and Taksim Mosque, participants were
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asked to observe images of these structures included in the questionnairy and make an
ethical and aesthetical evaluation of each on a 5-Point Likert scale. Regarding the
ethical evaluation, internal responsive cohesion parameters offered in the previous
chapters of the thesis (see Table 3.2) were evaluated separately by the participants to
reveal internal responsive cohesion quality of the AKM Building and Taksim Mosque.
In the analysis of obtained data, the mean scores of each ethical parameters were
evaluated according to the relationship they establish with aesthetic appreciation of the

buildings.

Table 3.4 : Reliability statistics of ethical scales of internal responsive cohesion

quality.
Construct Case No. Of Items Alpha (o)
Internal Responsive AKM Building 22 955
Cohesion Quality Taksim Mosque 19 .962

In the first step, to provide convenient comparison between the overall scores of ethical
parameters in architectural scale, construct reliability was assesed using Cronbach’s
Alpha. The results revealed that ethical scale parameters in internal responsive
cohesion analysis with 22 items in the case of AKM Building (o =.955) and with 19
items in the case of Taksim Mosque (a0 =.962) were found reliable. Moreover,
observation of higher alpha value in the case of Taksim Mosque indicated that ethical
considerations about the mosque are more collective than the case of AKM Building
(Table 3.4).

Secondly, a comparative table was created with Spearmans Coefficiant Correlation
analysis to question the relationship between each internal responsive cohesion
parameter and aesthetic appreciation. As a result, a significant correlation is observed
between each of the internal cohesion parameters and aesthetic judgement in both case
areas (Table 3.6, Table 3.7).

In the correlation analysis, although the 6th (absolute symmetry) and 8th (highly
defined rules and patterns) parameters of each case (A-ET6, A-ET8 regarding the
AKM Building; TM-ET6 and TM-ET8 regarding the Taksim Mosque) are inversely
associated with responsive cohesion quality, their scores were not reversed considering
that the participants' disapproval of these parameters from an ethical point of view
might negatively affect the aesthetic judgment. For example, when a significant
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correlation is observed between the A-ET6 (absolute symmetry) and aesthetic
judgement, participants finding complete symmetry right are expected to have high
aesthetic appreciation while those who do not find it right are expected to have low
aesthetic appreciation. Both situations show a positive correlation between ethical

judgment and aesthetic judgment.

Table 3.5 : Comperative table of Spearman Correlation Coefficients in the analysis
of internal responsive cohesion parameters.

INTERNAL COHESION CODING
PARAMETERS OF INTERNAL COHESION AKM I\-;g};(sgll.ll\fi
Responsiveness to age/culture A-ET1 TM-ET1
Careful detailing A-ET2 TM-ET2
Harmonious details within the whole A-ET3 TM-ET3
Appropriate style A-ET4 TM-ET4
Appropriate material supporting architectural style A-ET5 TM-ET5
Use of symmetrical form A-ET6 TM-ET6
5 Communication of form patterns A-ET7 TM-ET7
@ Highly defined rules and patterns A-ET8 TM-ET8
§ Repetition of layers A-ET9 TM-ET9
é Harmonious form with nature A-ET10 TM-ET10
% Appropriate height and scale A-ET11 TM-ET11
Generation of meaningful contrasts A-ET12 TM-ET12
Harmony of red circular emphasis A-ET13
Transparent fagade A-ET14
Design of the building’s entrance A-ET15
Physical and visual accesibility of building’s entrance A-ET16 TM-ET13
Location selection A-ET17 TM-ET14
4
33
5 @ Appropriate function A-ET18 TM-ET15
=8
L
o Responsiveness to societies values, meanings and norms A-ET19 TM-ET16
8 é No imposition of particular ideology/movement A-ET20 TM-ET17
g g Not being symbol of power/sucess A-ET21 TM-ET18
? Contribution to the monumental character of Taksim AET22 TM-ET19

**p<0.001, 0.3<r<0.5  **p<0.001, 0.5<r<0.7 **p<01001, 0.7<r<0.9
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In the case of AKM Building, although all of the internal cohesion parameters are
significantly correlated with aesthetic appreciation, some of them come to the fore
having higher correlation coefficient values (rspearman). Regarding the physical
dimension of internal cohesion, A-ET2 (careful detailing), A-ET4 (appropriate
architectural style), A-ET5 (appropriate material supporting architectural style), A-
ET7 (communication of form patterns), A-ET8 (highly defined rules), A-ET9
(repetition of layers) and AET-10 (harmonious form with nature/place) is emphasized
between all parameters. On the other hand, in terms of symbolic cohesion, the
parameter of A-ET22 (contribution of the monumental character) is emphasized by
establishing stronger relationship with the aesthetic judgement of AKM Building
(Table 3.5).

In the case of Taksim Mosque, similar with the results obtained from AKM Building,
physical and symbolic parameters are emphasized between all aspects of internal
responsive cohesion. Although all of the physical internal cohesion parameters receive
high correlation coefficient values, parameters of TM-ET2 (careful detailing), TM-
ET3 (harmonious details with nature/place) and TM-ET4 (appropriate architectural
style) come to the fore establishing strongest relationship with aesthetic appreciation.
Moreover, regarding symbolic internal cohesion, TM-ET19 (contribution to the

monumental character) is emphasized among the all parameters (Table 3.5).

In the light of the findings obtained from the analysis of internal responsive cohesion,
all of the parameters proposed within the scope of the thesis are observed to be in a
significant relationship with aesthetic appreciation in both cases. However, when the
cases of AKM Building and Taksim Mosque is compared, it is observed that the
correlation between internal cohesion quality parameters and aesthetic appreciation is

more evident in the case of Taksim Mosque.

Among the physical responsive cohesion parameters, careful detailing of design (A-
ET2, TM-ET2), use of appropriate style (A-ET4, TM-ET4), use of appropriate
material supporting the architectural style (A-ET5, TM-ET5), harmony of the form
patterns (A-ET7, TM-ET7) and use of harmonious forms with nature/place (A-ET10,
TM-ET10) are emphasized with higher correlation coefficient values in both cases.
Moreover, higher correlation coefficient is observed between highly defined rules (A-
ET8, TM-ET8), repetition of layers in design (A-ET9, TM-ET9) and aesthetic

appreciation.
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Table 3.6 : Descriptive statistics and Spearman Correlations between variables in the case of AKM Building.

Variables n Mean StD AA A-ET1 A-ET2 A-ET3 A-ET4 A-ET5 A-ET6 A-ET7 A-ET8 A-ET9 A-ET10 A-ET11 A-ET12 A-ET13 A-ET14 A-ET15 A-ET16 A-ET17 A-ET18 A-ET19 A-ET20 A-ET21 A-ET22
ﬁbﬁgégfizt:e“c 111 3.97 0.899 - A81**  643**  497** 624** .609** .474** 644** 562** 555**  556** 412*%* 371** 483** A410*%* 466** .381** .382*%* .283** 495** A12** 464** 499**
A-ETL: Responsivenessto 1117 341 1,001 - BB5**  ATT**  BAQR*  ABQ**X  276%% 523k 420%*  A24*%  AQ0**  507**  455%*  580**  419%*  356%%  335%%  306%*  308%%  A57**  BOGRX  48Qxk  GQ7R*
age /culture
A-ET2: Careful detailing 111 344  1.084 - B08**  G58**  BEgF*  A87**  BO0**  563*F*  G10%*  505**  431**  ABL**  BO7RX  479%%  468**  503**  4B3r*  AGA%*x  BI3R% AQ3F*  AT3F*  450**
A-ET3: Harmonious defails ;1) 3,47 ggg - 700%*%  570%*  377%%  §34**  530%*  G7IR* 4BQ%k 406 410%%  307**  306%*  405%F  384%%  360%*  403%*  521%F  4G2*F%  400**  .448**
within the whole
A-ET4: Appropriate style 111 3.42 1.083 - B21**  ABT**  B34%*  5O4**  629**  GE7*x 562**  443** 462%* 523** 528** A492%* A468** .392%* 543%* 492%* 428%* A76%*
A-ETS: Appropriate material 111  3.63  0.972 - ATS** GA4**  BEGR*  BOGRR A20%%  ABTR*  A12%%  430%%  446%%  490%*  397**  353%%  305%*  42@%%  338%*x  433%%  430%
A-ET6: Symmetrical form 111 314 1.212 - AT2%*  B13**  469%*  486%* 393**  249%* .399** \256%* 373** .305%* .333%* 143 .306** .226* A97** .302%*
A-ET7: Communication of 1,1 5,1 474 - BLO**  G71** 55O ABQR*  AI2%*  BQOX%  ABA**  BIE*k  357*%  330%%  37xk  GEERR A03%%  AQTR* AB4**
form patterns
A-ET8: Highly defined 111 326 1101 - 730%%  B535%  B0A%k  3gO%*  B50%%  ABG%x 3074k A7 AATR  D8TR*  43D%*  4OB%% 53k 430%*
rules/patterns
A-ETO: Repetition of layers 111 341  1.003 - AQT*% BITRR A7QR% BRL**  BAARX  AGBRX 53Dk ABQR*  377**  BGO*X  5DO**  410%%  BAQ**
A-ET10: Harmonious forms 44, 5 g3 1 gg - 528%%  4B2%*  58O**  A05**  523%%  427%%  3G1**  334%%  BEGF*  BIRk  BI7RX  GAL*
with nature /place
A-ET1L: Appropriate height 1, 3,5 1 108 - 433%%  B5O0%* ADgE* ABGE* 327H%  3BQR 307 420%  A38%%  AGO*F  44O**
and scale
A-ET12: Generation of 111 305 1074 ; ABgER A35%% AQ3%%  33e*%  218%  315%%  343%x  AQ7R 370%%  319%*
meaningful contrasts
A-ET13:Harmonyofred 117 313  1.105 - ABS*X AQQF% A00%*  AOI* 268%%  A23%%  428%%  B31%*  380%*
circle emphasis
A-ET14: Transparent fagade 141 389 103 ; B3L**  4BERF 4B1Re AG0*  A4G2F%  429%%  236% 428
of the building
A-ET1S: Designofentrance 119 349 1 0gg ; 57 410%%  BOTHx  ABA™*  A44%x  B3TR 7%
of the building
A-ET16: Physical-visual 111 362 1.071 - B54%k  4g3%k  ABGE%  334%x  3ogwx  35Gw
accessibility of the entrance
A-ET17: Location selection 111 3.69 1.182 - B4T** .620** 446>+ .328** 585**
A-ET18: Appropriate 111 375  1.049 - B17**  BIS¥*  34g%*  301x*
function
A-ET19: Responsiveness to 111 34 1146 - 620** 457** 756%*
societies meanings : ‘ . . .
A-ET20: Imposition of 111 3.25 1.202 ) 5g5** 657%*
particular ideology ' ' ' '
A-ET21: Not being symbol 117 305 1.239 - 492%*

of power/success

A-ET22: Contribution to the

111 3.39 1.315 -
monumental character

*p<.001 **p<.001 05>r>0.3, p<.001  0.7>r>0.5, p<.001 | 0.95r>0.7, p<.001
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Table 3.7 : Descriptive statistics and Spearman Correlations between variables in the case of Taksim Mosque.

. T™- ™- T™M- TM- TM- TM- TM-  TM- T™- T™- T™- T™- T™- T™- T™- T™- T™- T™-
Variables n Mean  StD AA  TM-ETL TM-ET2 g ET4 ETS5 ET6 ET7 ET8 ET9 ET10 ET11 ET12 ET13 ET14 ET15 ET16 ET17 ET18 ET19

TM-AA: Aesthetic Pleasure 111 251 1341 - 669%  710%*  714%*  730%*  p42*x  BEI*x  BEG*  G24%*  GBA**  GQ3**  G74**  B30**  E2l*x  308%*  GI8%*  B06%*  ATI**  627**  6OQ**

lgg;ciﬁtzrfesr’ons've”ess © 111 2853 1327 - 2R GTR* G20%* BEGR*  A20%%  AQ2**  5g2Rx  BBR*  GO0%*  66A%*  631%%  638%%  ADA*F  STTR*  GT5R* BE2R%  G31%  G02**

TM-ET2: Careful detailing 111 259 1216 ; 782%%  773%%  730%*  606**  693**  710%*  TEI**  GEQ**  G48**  G06**  607**  .340%*  606** 555+  353%%  5gOFF  §13%*

TM-ET3: Harmonious details ), 252 1278 - 802%%  75Q%*  BEGXx GGG GGI**  704%*  GES**  G53**  B7Q%*  583%%  334%%  GOGR*  5EOX*  335%%  GI7Rx  §30x*

within the whole

TM-ET4: Appropriate style 111 25 119 ; TO4%x  BT2xx BBLR* T21%%  TAQR*  G82%*  G29%*  BAQ¥x  BOG%x  ADGwx  BQAX*  B73%%  33Q%%  5Q7** G35k

;’;’ie'fgf ADiggRgiate 111 288 1219 ; 623%%  G6B2FF  BBAR*  729%x  BEEWk  BADRX  430%%  BOGR*  2Q4%k  BJQek  Bogkk 30wk ATA%  BEGE

TM-ET6: Symmetrical form 111 296 13 - B50%*  T24%x  T12%x  AT2%x  Bl4*x  AQG*x  A38*x  BI0%*  ABA**  AT2%* 280%*  AG2**  5O5**

TM-ET7: Communicationof ;7 505 9516 ; B48** BTG B35¥%  BlA*  BIG%*  408**  240%%  AQI**  300%%  33g%%  3Q7A%  AGO**

form patterns

TM-ET8: Highly defined 111 267 1253 - 857*%  BI2**  BEA**  B77**  ATE**  A28**  BAT**  GG¥x 373k E37Rx  G7Qex

rules/patterns

TM-ETO: Repetition of layers 111 279  1.237 - BEG**  B27%*  BAI**  AQ5®*  340%*  5G1%*  57g%k 400 498  5g0**

TM-ET10: Harmanious 111 212 1.263 ; 788%%  679%%  8O0**  A438*%  60B**  624%%  G0A**  780%%  789%*

forms with nature /place

TM-ET11: Appropriate 111 223 127 - 630%%  B25%* AT §03**  BEE**  BEETE  772%%  707%*

height and scale

TM-ET12: Generation of 111 241 1.156 - B76%%  349%%  AG**  BAA*x  B3gEx BTk AQgex

meaningful contrasts

TM-ET13: Physical-visual 1) 515 4306 ; 493%%  BET**  T12%%  G26**  B3QEK  737H*

accessibility of the entrance

TM-ET14: Location selection 111 255  1.353 ; BE5**  AB2**  AQT**  A4Q2%*% 357

TM-ET15: Appropriate 111 261  1.329 ; 694%*  BAsxx  p5l*x 5ok

function

TM-ET16: Responsivenessto 269 134 - 626%*  668**  630%*

socleties meanings

TM-ET17: Imposition of 111 249  1.341 - B15**  499**

particular ideology

TM-ET18: Not being symbol 202 1.236 - 739%*

of power/success

TM-ET19: Contribution to

the monumental character 111 2.13 1.287 i

*p<.001 **p<.001 _ 0.5>r>0.3, p<.001 |0.7>r>0.5, p<.001 |0.95r>0.7, p<.001
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However, significant and positive relationship between these parameters and aesthetic
appreciation indicates a bilateral relationship. That is, when highly defined rules and
repetition of layers in design are considered ethically right, aesthetic judgement tend
to be positive or higher. On the contrary, consideration of these situations wrong leads
aesthetic judgement to be lower. As a result, the relationship between internal
responsive cohesion quality and aesthetic appreciation can only be explained when the

judgements of these parameters are negative (Table 3.5).

In terms of symbolic responsive cohesion, contribution of the building to the
monumental character of Taksim (A-ET22, TM-ET19) is considered more evident
with higher correlation coefficient values in both cases. However, while AKM
Building received mean value of 3.37 out of 5 from this parameter, Taksim Mosque
had 2.12 out of 5. That is, the contribution to the monumental character of Taksim is
welcomed positively in the case of AKM Building where there is higher aesthetic
appreciation (3.97 out of 5). On the contrary, in the case of Taksim Mosque, the low
contribution of the building to the monumental character of Taksim is resulted with

more evident relationship with lower aesthetic appreciation (2.51 out of 5) (Table 3.5).

3.3.2.2 Physical, functional and symbolic aspects of internal responsive cohesion

In the second step of the internal responsive cohesion analysis, parameters of physical,
functional, and symbolic aspects were averaged to compare the evidence of each
dimension in AKM Building and Taksim Mosque. Afterwards, relationship between
the average scores of each dimension and aesthetic appreciation was analyzed using
SRCC. As a result, all of the parameters are significantly correlated with aesthetic
appreciation in both case areas while the strength of the relationships differ (Table
3.8).

In both of the case areas, the strongest relationship is observed between the physical
aspect of internal responsive cohesion and aesthetic appreciation. However, this
relationship is seen more evident in the case of Taksim Square (rspearman=.793,
p=.000). On the other hand, functional aspect of internal cohesion is observed to
establish the weakest relationship with aesthetic appreciation in both cases, although
it is more evident in the case of Taksim Mosque than the case of AKM Building.
Considering that the striking parameters of internal responsive cohesion are related

with the physical and symbolic aspects (see previous chapter), it would not be wrong
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to conclude that these aspects are more effective on aesthetic appreciation of individual
structure (Table 3.8).

Table 3.8 : Comparative table of descriptive statistics and Spearman Correlations of
aesthetic appreciation and physical, functional, symbolic aspects of internal
responsive cohesion.

AKM Building

Variables n Mean StD 1 2 3 4
1. Aesthet_lc 111 3.97 0.79 } 691**  283**  5pE**
Appreciation
2. Physical 111 3.39 0.79 - 4T T761%*
Cohesion
3. Functional P
Cohesion s 104 - o
4. Syrpglic 11 327 102 .
Cohesion

Taksim Mosque

Variables n Mean StD 1 2 3 4
L. Aesthetic 111 251 134 - | 798%%  618%* 6O1**
Pleasure
2. Physical 11 257 0.99 - TLT** 796%*
Cohesion
3. Functional 111 261 1.32 - 729**
Cohesion
4. Symbolic 11 233 1.09 .
Cohesion

*p<.01 **p<.001 r<0.5, p<.001 0.7>r>0.5, p<.001  [0.9>r>0.7, p<.001

In parallel with the findings of the previous chapters, a stronger relationship between
the aspects of internal responsive cohesion and aesthetic appreciation is observed in
the case of Taksim Mosque. Moreover, correlation between the physical, functional,
and symbolic aspects of internal responsive cohesion is appeared to be higher in
Taksim Mosque than the AKM Building as well. Considering the low aesthetic
appreciation score of Taksim Mosque (2.51 out of 5), it would be possible to infer that
physical, functional and symbolic aspects of internal responsive cohesion establish a
stronger relationship with aesthetic appreciation when there is a negative ethical or

aesthetical judgement about individual structure.

3.3.2.3 Aesthetic judgement and internal responsive cohesion quality

As a final stage analysis of internal responsive cohesion, questionnaire answers to all
the parameters were averaged and internal responsive cohesion scores of AKM

Building and Taksim Mosque were determined accordingly. Afterwards, overall
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internal responsive cohesion scores were analyzed according to the level of
relationship they establish with the aesthetic appreciation of each case, ensuring a

monolithic relationship between variables (scatterplot is given in the appendices).

Table 3.9 : Comperative table of descriptive statistics and Spearman Correlations of
variables in the cases of AKM Building and Taksim Mosque.

Cases Variables n Mean StD 1 2

AKM 1. Aesthetic Appreciation 111 3.97 0.79 - J19**
Building 2.Responsive Cohesion Quality 111 337 072 -
Taksim 1. Aesthetic Appreciation 111 251 1.34 - .198**
Mosque 2.Responsive Cohesion Quality 111 252  0.97 -

*p<.001 **p<.001

As a consequence, AKM Building received an average aesthetic appreciation score of
3.97 out of 5. When the internal responsive cohesion quality parameters are averaged,
the responsive cohesion quality score of AKM Building was observed as 3.37. On the
other hand, Taksim Mosque received an average aesthetic appreciation score of 2.51,
and internal responsive cohesion quality score of 2.52 out of 5. Therefore, ethical and
aesthetical judgement against AKM Building appears to be much more positive than
the Taksim Mosque (Table 3.9).

Findings reveals that the holistic model proposed for the internal responsive cohesion
establishes a significant relationship with aesthetic appreciation in both AKM Building
and Taksim Mosque cases. Regarding the correlation between the overall scores of
aesthetic appreciation and internal responsive cohesion quality, the case of Taksim
Mosque comes to the fore with higher correlation coefficient value (rspearman=.798,
p=.000) (Table 3.9), as the internal cohesion analyses given in the previous chapters.
Therefore, as it is clear from the previous findings of all parameters and aspects of the
internal cohesion, and findings of the overall scores in this chapter, it is possible to
conclude that the relationship between ethical and aesthetical judgement is stronger
when there is a low internal responsive cohesion quality or negative aesthetic

judgement in architectural scale.

3.3.3 Contextual (urban) cohesion in Taksim Mosque and AKM

This part of the thesis observes the relationality between aesthetic judgement and

contextual cohesion quality in the cases of Taksim Mosque and AKM Building
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3.3.3.1 Contextual parameters of responsive cohesion

To inquire aesthetic appreciation and contextual responsive cohesion reflected by the
streetscapes of AKM Building and Taksim Mosque, the urban scale analysis is based
on the participants’ evaluations of contextual responsive cohesion parameters offered
in the previous chapters of the study (see Table 3.2), and aesthetic evaluations of the

two streetscapes on 5-Point Likert scale.

To that end, firstly, construct reliability was assesed using Cronbach’s Alpha. The
results revealed that ethical scale parameters of contextual responsive cohesion
analysis with 11 items in the streetscapes of AKM Building (a =.842) and with 13
items in the streetscape of Taksim Mosque (o =.894) were found reliable. Reliability
results are summarized in Table 3.10. Moreover, hisgher alpha value in the case of
streetscape of Taksim Mosque revealed that ethical judgements towards the mosque

are more collective.

Table 3.10 : Reliability statistics contextual responsive cohesion quality.

Construct Case No. Of Items Alpha (o)

Streetscape of 11 .842

Contextual Responsive AKM Building

Cohesion Qualit
Q y Streetscape of 13 894

Taksim Mosque

Secondly, data obtained from the questionnaire was analyzed averaging the scores of
each contextual responsive cohesion parameter. Afterwards, the relationship between
each parameter and aesthetic appreciation was observed with the help of SRRC
analysis in the cases of AKM Building and Taksim Mosque.Comparative tables of
SRCC of both cases indicate a significant relationship between aesthetic appreciation
and contextual cohesion parameters except from physical (SA-ET1, STM-ET1) and
symbolic (SA-ET11, STM-ET13) dominance of the design structure. However, among
these parameters, physical dominance of the structure (SA-ET1, STM-ET1) is
observed to be in a significantly correlated with aesthetic appreciation in the
streetscape of Taksim Mosque (rspearman=.312, p=.000), while there is no significant
relationship between the variables in the case of streetscape of AKM Building
(rspearman=.134, p>.05) (Table 3.10 and 3.11).
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Table 3.11 : Descriptive statistics and Spearman’s Correlations between variables in the streetscape of AKM Building.

Varisbles © Mean o SA” SA- SA- SA- SA- SA- SA-  SA-  SA-  SA-  SA-  SA-
AA ETL ET2 ET3 ET4 ET5 ET6 ET7 ET8 ET9 ETI0 ETI1
i’?{;ﬁeﬁgaﬁgf‘thet'c 111 238 1096 - 134 575% 601** .463** 558%* A% 304%* ABD** 5QO**  531** - 017
SA-ET1: Physical
dominance of design 111 243 1196 - .009 115 .071 .029 076 118 -.001 -.056 -.006  .398**
tructure
tse'itis Compatible 111 268 1236 L BBTR* A27%%  BQA**  B71%*  §30%* 5Q7** 55Gxx  5Ey%x  _105
fﬁ;ﬁfz Compatible 111 243 1180 . BAl** G87**  788%  5I5%*  BAgRX  503%*  661%*  -.047
;ﬁaﬂ]‘éfﬁe&eﬁrﬁg of 111 249 1182 S A02%% 449F*  398%*  ABA**  351%*  392%% (021
SAETS:Compatible 441 261 1222 - 663 25%% G31%* 5Q0**  5QO**  -117
;’;{t‘e‘i;?;compa“b'e 111 248 1.159 . BOI**  399%% 518%*  490%* - 049
ﬁﬁéﬁggn%"s?‘zﬁit'b'e 111 288 1263 . BAg** 539 A25%*  -165
iﬁe'gg Functional 111 263 1243 L B76%*  G71I* - 297%*
fgpg:i Functional 111 243 1117 - B02% -202%
A-ET10: Symbolic 111 250 1.151 - -.152
coherence
A-ET11: Symbolic
dominance of design 111 2.63 1.286 -

structure

*p<.001 **p<001  p<.05

0.5>r>0.3, p**<.001 | 0.7>r>0.5, p**<.001

0.9>r>0.7, p**<.001
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Table 3.12

: Descriptive statistics and Spearman’s Correlations between variables in the streetscape of Taksim Mosque.

Variables . Mean  StD STM- STM- STM- STM- STM- STM- STM- STM- STM- STM- STM- STM- STM- STM-
AA ET1 ET2 ET3 ET4 ET5 ET6 ET7 ET8 ET9 ET10 ET11 ET12 ET13

STM-AA:Aesthetic 111 504 1110 - 312%%  676%%  415%%  500%*  679%*%  B60**  6LI**  B6O** 693 402%* 46T 634 152
Appreciation
STM-ET1: Physical
dominance of design 111 2.19 1.250 - .391%* .227* .183 .305%*% . 268**  321** .196* .278** -.059 .139 .285**  506**
structure
STM-ET2:

. 111 185 0.955 - 573** .586** T13** L5754 .678** .556** .615** .280** ATT** .565** 249%*
Compatible textures
STM'ET3 - *k *k Kk *k *k Kk Kk *k Kk
Compatible colours 111 209 1.075 .662 .637 .633 .592 527 518 433 .546 .655 .080
STM-ET4:
Generation of 111 207 1.101 - J752*%*  630**  575**  581** .505** .383**  5p2**  B3T** .075
meaningful contrasts
STM-ETS: 111 195 0999 - 65 750%F 13 634%%  ASGRC  GAORF 7Bk 147
Compatible form
STM-ET6: _ *% Kk Kk *k K K%
Compatible materials 111 214 1.606 761 555 555 474 .633 .652 .066
STM-ET7:
Compatible heights 111 196 1.044 - .646** .584** 440%* .638** .640** 110
and sizes
STM-ETS:
Relationship with the 111 2.13  1.137 - .666** 541** .651** 123** .036
Maksem Structure
STM-ET9:
Relationship with the 111 197 1.194 - A483** .533** .678** 104
Republic Monument
STMETIO: 441 266 1331 ; 582%*  5Q2%  _296
Functional diversity
STM-ET1L: 11 222 1155 - T70%*  -064
Functional response
STM-ET12: Symbolic 111 206 1.064 ) 1099
coherence
STM-ET13: Symbolic
dominance of design 111 24 1.39 -

structure

*p<.001 **p<.001

p<.05 0.5>r>0.3, p**<.001 0.7>r>0.5, p**<.001

0.95r>0.7, p**<.001
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Table 3.13 : Comperative table of Spearman Correlation Coefficients in the analysis
of contextual responsive cohesion parameters.

CONTEXTUAL COHESION CODING
PARAMETERS OF CONTEXTUAL COHESION AKM-STREET TAKSIM
MOSQUE-STREET
Physical dominance of design structure SA-ET1 STM-ET1
Compatible textures SA-ET2 STM-ET2
& | Compatible colours SA-ET3 STM-ET3
7}
'iJ Generation of meaningful contrasts SA-ET4 STM-ET4
o]
© | Compatible forms SA-ET5 STM-ET5
<
% Compatible materials SA-ET6 STM-ET6
>
T Compatible height and sizes SA-ET7 STM-ET7
Harmonious relationship with the Maksem Structure STM-ET8
Harmonious relationship with the Republic Monument STM-ET9
-
<Z’: % Functional diversity SA-ET8 STM-ET10
O n
5 I
% 8 Functional response SA-ET9 STM-ET11
Lo
®) % Symbolic coherence SA-ET10 STM-ET12
-
28
E 5 Symbolic dominance of design structure SA-ET11 STM-ET13
n O

**p=0.000, 0.3<r<0.5  **p=0.000, 0.5<r<0.7 ¥*p=0,000, 0.7<r<09 p>0.5

To provide a broader approach about the physical and symbolic dominance of
structure, answers given to the last question of the questionnaire that 3 factors that
shapes the participants’ aesthetic appreciation is observed. As a result, some of the
participants were seen to be positively affected by the presence of physically or
symbolically dominant element in the streetscape. Although there is no significant
dominance in terms of height and sizes in the streetscape of AKM Building, it is
possible to say that the building attracts more attention both symbolically and
physically. Considering the high aesthetic appreciation score of AKM Building, it
would not be wrong to assume that the physical and symbolic dominance of the
building was not negatively received since it is aesthetically appreciated. On the
contrary, in the case of streetscape containing Taksim Mosque, physical dominance of
the mosque was negatively received due to the negative aesthetic response against the

building. In brief, there is no significant negative relationship between aesthetic
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appreciation and the precence of physically dominant structure in the streetscape, when
the dominant element is aesthetically pleased.

Among other parameters that are observed to be significantly correlated with aesthetic
appreciation, SA-ET2 (compatible textures), SA-ET3 (compatible colours), SA-ET5
(compatible forms), SA-ET9 (functional response) and SA-ET10 (symbolic
coherence) is emphasized in the case of streetscape containing AKM Building. These
parameters refer all of the aspects of contextual responsive cohesion. In the streetscape
of Taksim Mosque, on the other hand, parameters of symbolic and physical contextual
cohesion have stronger relationship with aesthetic appreciation. Physically, STM-ET2
(compatible textures), STM-ET5 (compatible forms), STM-6 (compatible materials),
STM-ET7 (compatible heights and sizes), STM-ET8 (relationship with Maksem
Structure), and STM-ET9 (relationship with the Republic Monument) are emphasized
while symbolically STM-ET12 (symbolic coherence) establishes a stronger
relationship with aesthetic appreciation in the streetscape of Taksim Mosque (Table
3.12).

In brief, findings obtained from the contextual responsive cohesion analysis indicates
positive and significant relationship between aesthetic appreciation and all of the
proposed parameters except from symbolic and physical dominance of an element in
the streetscapes of AKM Building and Taksim Mosque. Among the physical
parameters, compatible textures (SA-ET2, TM-ET2) and forms (SA-ET5, TM-ET5)
are emphasized in the physical contextual cohesion parameters having stronger
relationship with aesthetic appreciation in both cases. Moreover, among the symbolic
parameters, more powerful relationship is observed between the symbolic coherence
(SA-ET10, TM-ET12) and aesthetic appreciation (Table 3.12).

3.3.3.2 Physical, functional and symbolic aspects of contextual responsive

cohesion

Further analysis is done to observe the evidence of physical, functional and symbolic
aspects of contextual cohesion on aesthetic appreciation. To that end, parameters of
each aspect was averaged and their relationship with aesthetic appreciation was
analyzed using SRCC. As a result, all of the parameters are significantly correlated
with aesthetic appreciation both in the streetscapes of AKM Building and Taksim
Mosque (Table 3.14).
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Table 3.14 : Comparative Table of Descriptive Statistics and Spearman Correlations
of Aesthetic Appreciation and Physical, Functional, Symbolic Aspects of Contextual
Responsive Cohesion.

AKM Building

Variables n Mean StD 1 2 3 4
L. Aesthetic 111 238 079 - 622%% 573%* 316%*
Appreciation
2. Physical 111 257 084 - B8T*  359%*
Cohesion
3. Functional 111 253 1.08 - 221*
Cohesion
4. Symbolic 11 257 177 -
Cohesion

Taksim Mosque

Variables n Mean StD 1 2 3 4
1. AesHigh 111 204 1.11 S B9ARE  ATTR 44T
Appreciation
2. Physical 111 2.04 0.81 - 637*%  5ET**
Cohesion
3. Functigfg 111 244 111 . 28
Cohesion
4. Symbolic 111 223 086 -
Cohesion

*p<.01**p<.001  0.5>r>0.3, *p<.001 |0.75r>0.5, **p<.001 [0/95707)**p<1001

In both of the case areas, physical dimension of contextual cohesion is observed to be
the striking aspect. However, the strength of the relationship between physical aspect
and aesthetic appreciation is slightly greater in the case of Taksim Mosque than AKM
Building. Moreover, unlike the findings of internal responsive cohesion analysis,
functional aspect of contextual cohesion is more emphasized than the symbolic aspect
in both of the case areas. Herein, it would not be wrong to associate this with the
insignificant correlation between the symbolic dominance of design structure and

aesthetic appreciation.

When the comperative table is observed, the correlation between the variables are seen
to be stronger in the case of Taksim Mosque. Altought this finding may support the
argument that the the relationship between ethical and aesthetical judgement is
stronger when the judgements are negative, evidence of the argument is not clear since

the correlation coefficient values slightly differ in two streetscapes.
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3.3.3.3 Aesthetic judgement and contextual responsive cohesion quality

To make a holistic comparison in the urban scale analyses of two case areas,
questionnaire answers regarding contextual responsive cohesion parameters and
aesthetic appreciations were averaged. Afterwards, relationship between the mean
values of variables were analyzed for both streetscapes containing AKM Building and
Taksim Mosque using SRCC. In consequence, streetscape of AKM Building received
aesthetic appreciation score of 2.98 and contextual responsive cohesion score of 2.56
out of 5. Streetscape of Taksim Mosque, on the other hand, received 2.04 of aesthetic
appreciation score while having 2.12 out of 5 in terms of contextual responsive
cohesion quality. Although the overall aesthetic appreciation and contextual
responsive cohesion scores are low in both cases, the streetscape of AKM Building is
aesthetically and ethically more appreciated than the streetscape of Taksim Mosque
(Table 3.15).

Table 3.15 : Comperative Table of Descriptive Statistics and Spearman Correlations
of Variables in the Cases of AKM Building and Taksim Mosque.

Cases Variables n Mean StD 1 2
Streetscape 1. Aesthetic Appreciation 111 298 109 -  .654**

of AKM 2 Responsive Cohesion
Building Quality

Streetscape 1. Aesthetic Appreciation 111 204 111 -  .691**

of Taksim 2 Responsive Cohesion
Mosque  Quality

*p<.001 **p<.001

111 256 0.75 -

111 212 0.75 -

Regarding the level of relationship established between ethical and aesthetical
judgements in urban scale, the holistic model of contextual responsive cohesion is
significantly correlated with aesthetic judgement in both streetscapes. However,
contextual responsive cohesion establishes a stronger relationship with aesthetic
appreciation in the case of streetscape including Taksim Mosque (rspearman=.691,
p=.000) than the case of AKM Building (rspearman=.654, p=.000). Hence, considering
the lower aesthetic appreciation score of Taksim Mosque, urban scale analyses reveals
that the relationship between ethical and aesthetical judgements are stronger when
there is a negative response, in parallel with the findings of architectural scale analyses
(Table 3.15).
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3.3.4 Comparative assessment between architectural (internal) and urban

(contextual) scales

Addressing the second research question given in the introduction part, this part of the
thesis observes the association between the aesthetical and ethical judgements about
individual structures and judgements about sum of the individual structures
(streetscape as urban environment). With this aim, findings obtained from internal and
contextual scale analyses of the AKM Building and Taksim Mosque were gathered

and deeper analysis is done using SRCC.

Table 3.16 : Comperative Table of Descriptive Statistics and Spearman Correlations
between Aesthetic Judgements of Architectural and Urban Scales of Case Areas

Cases Variables n Mean StD 1 2
L Aesthetic Judgementof 1y 397 g9 . 4ogex
AKM Individual Building
Buildin i
9 2. Aesthetic Judgement of 111 238 1.09 i
Streetscape
1. Aesthetic Judgement of 111 251 134 i 610%*

Taksim Individual Building

Mosque 2. Aesthetic Judgement of

Streetscape 111 204 111 -

*p<.001 **p<.001

Firstly, when the association between aesthetical judgement against individual
structures and their streetscapes were analyzed, a significant correration was observed
between the variables both in the case of AKM Building (rspearman=.408, p=.000) and
Taksim Mosque (rspearman=.610, p=.000). Therefore, it is possible to assert that
aesthetic judgements of individual structures are in relation with aesthetical
considerations of the structures when they are considered with their immediate
surroundings. Herein, an important point to emphasize is that mean values of aesthetic
judgements against individual structures tend to be higher than aesthetic judgements
of their streetscapes in both case areas. In other words, even the individual structure is
aesthetically pleased, aesthetic discontent may occur as a result of discohesive attitute

of the structure to its immediate environment (Table 3.16).

Moreover, even both case areas showed significant correlation between architectural
and urban scale aesthetic judgements, the correlation coefficiant value observed to be

considerably higher in the case of Taksim Mosque, where there is aesthetical
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discontent. Therefore, in parallel with the suggestions of previous chapter analyses, it
would not be wrong to assert that aesthetic discontent against the structure is resulted

with higher association between architectural and urban scale aesthetic judgements.

Table 3.17 : Comperative Table of Descriptive Statistics and Spearman Correlations
between Ethical Judgements of Architectural and Urban Scales of Case Areas

Cases Variables n Mean StD 1 2
o et sz o9 - e

AKM 9

Building

2. Ethical Judgement of

Streetscape 111 256 0.75 ]

1. Ethical Judgement of

Individual Building LG 25147 g 6617

Taksim

Mosque 5 Ethical Judgement of

Streetscape 111 212 075 -

*p<.001 **p<.001

Secondly, when the association between ethical judgements (responsive cohesion
qualities) of individual structures and their streetscapes was analyzed, the results of
SRCC analysis revealed that there is a significant correlation between variables both
in the case of AKM Building (rspearman=.486, p=.000) and Taksim Mosque
(rspearman=.661, p=.000). In other words, similar with the aesthetic considerations,
ethical judgements of individual structures (internal responsive cohesion) are also
reflected in the ethical judgements of their streetscapes (contextual responsive
cohesion) and vice versa. In addition, as in aesthetic judgement, higher mean values
of ethical judgements against individual structures than their streetscapes in both cases
indicate that ethical discontent is more evident when the sum of the structures are
considered (Table 3.17).

An outstanding result of this part of the study is that, Taksim Mosque, as an ethically
and aesthetically displeased structure, showed more evident relationship between
architectural and urban scale judgements, both in ethical and aesthetical ways. The
case of AKM Building, on the other hand, revealed that although there is a positive
ethical and aesthetic judgments against an individual structure, discohesive attitute of
the individual structure to its immediate environment is resulted with ethical and

aesthetical displeasure regarding the whole environment it is the part of.
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3.3.5 Contextual cohesion in mental maps of Taksim Square

This part of the thesis provides a holistic approach on contextual responsive cohesion
of Taksim Square (whole environment) with its new intervensions, AKM Building and
Taksim Mosque (individual structures). In this regard, participants were asked to draw
mental maps of the structures and items they consider important on the square, and
include their personal judgements about them as well. Among 14 mental maps
collected, drawing frequencies of the structures located in Taksim Square are shown
in Figure 3.28.

14 13 13 12 13

12

10 3

8

6 4

4 3

2

0
Maksem  Hagia Taksim Republic Gezi Park the AKM
Structure  Triada  Mosque Monument Marmara Building

Church Hotel

Figure 3.28 : Drawing Frequencies of Structures/Places in Taksim Square in Mental
Maps.
The most frequently drawn structures and places on mental maps were observed as
AKM Building, the Republic Monument, Taksim Mosque (13 times each), and Gezi
Park (12 times). On the contrary, Maksem Structure (4 times) and Hagia Triada
Church (3 times) appeared in very few drawings, as they were not perceived
sufficiently or considered important. Herein, it is possible to relate this with one of the
main claims of the study that these two symbol structures are physically and

symbolically dominated by the other structures in the Taksim Square (Figure 3.28).

Among the collected mental maps, four of them were selected reflecting the contextual
responsive cohesion of the square and cohesive/discohesive attitudes of the new
interventions (AKM Building and Taksim Mosque) towards other structures and the
whole square, in parallel with the main claims of the thesis. For example, mental map
shown in Figure 3.29 includes almost all elements, structures and places in the Taksim
Square. The overall mental map consists of the circular form patterns provided by
AKM Building, Taksim Mosque, Hagia Triada Church and the Republic Monument.
Among the drawn elements, the emphasizing feature is the relationship between the

Hagia Triada Church and Taksim Mosque. It is clearly seen that the Hagia Triada
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Church is hiding behind the commercial units right next to it, drawn quite small
according to the huge scale of the Taksim Mosque right across the church. On the
other hand, Maksem Structure and the Republic Monument were located in the middle
of the drawing facing together, as they are the center of the square. Another striking
feature is that the Mete street where AKM Building and the historical buildings nearby
are located, is described as ‘calm and pleasent street in contrast with the square’.
However, AKM Building is drawn as a discohesive element that is not a part of the

street.

Dolmuslar, Vakiflar vs.

Figure 3.29 : Mental Map of Taksim Square Including all the Structures and Their
Relationships.

Similarly, mental map shown in Figure 3.30 emphasizes almost all of the elements in
the square. Taksim Mosque is described as ‘extremely big mosque’ and drawn as it is
the first perceived element, dominating the whole square. The mental map doesn’t
include Hagia Triada Church at all, supporting the argument that the church is
dominated by the huge scale and symbolic content of the mosque. The Republic
Monument with its circular form pattern, on the other hand, is drawn in the middle of
the square, not relating to any other element. The Monument and ‘meaningless small
masses’ are drawn as floating items in the empty area framed by fragmented structures.
The presence of AKM Building in the mental map is physically no different than its
neighbours, only appearing as a border of the empty area of the square.
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Figure 3.31 : Mental Map of Taksim Square Emphasizing the Police Barriers as
Discohesive Elements.

The mental map in Figure 3.31 reflects a clear example about discohesion created by
the police barriers althought they are not permanent structures in the square. Drawing
emphasizes that physical access to the symbol structures and places such as Gezi Park
and Taksim Mosque is blocked by the existence of police barriers and cars. AKM
Building, on the other hand, is delimited by a line and perceived as unaccesible

structure even thought there is no pollice barriers or blocking elements in front of it.
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Figure 3.32 : Mental Map Emphasizing the Republic Monument.

Lastly, mental map shown in 3.32 emphasizes the circular form pattern of the Republic
Monument, which is drawn very big right in the middle of the square, but not relating
to the form patterns of any other structure or item in the square. Althought the
Monument is drawn as the first perceived element in the mental map, it is delimited
by a discrete line symbolising the pollice barriers. Similarly, Taksim Mosque, Maksem
Structure and Gezi Park are blocked by the police barriers and physical access to them
are interrupted as well.

When the collected mental maps are evaluated together in terms of configuration
between the structures and the open spaces, three main features of the square appears
as: sense of emptiness and dysfunction, disproportionate size and scale relationship of
the masses and pollice barriers as discohesive elements blocking the physical
accessibility to the symbol structures and places. Among the mental maps, the sense
of emptiness is emphasized in 10 of the drawings, disproportinate sizes of structures
are emphasized in 7 of the drawings, and 6 of the mental maps put emphasis on the

pollice barriers.
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4. CONCLUSION

This thesis adopts a critical perspective to the fragmented approach of architecture and
urban design practices that are resulted with ethical and aesthetical discontent of
discohesive urban environments. The term ‘discohesion’ here, although cannot be
determined in definite boundaries, represents the unconnected and uncollaborated sum
of the parts of the built environment. ‘Responsively cohesive environment’, on the
other hand, refers the cohesion created by meaningful and responsive relationships
between the parts of the built environment. The main approach is first presented by
‘responsive cohesion theory’ put forward by Fox (2000). In the context of responsive
cohesion theory, the research presents an ethical framework as a tool to analyze
responsive cohesion capacity of aesthetic content of the built environment covering
different scales and aspects. In accordance with the main claims of responsive
cohesion theory, an ethical framework covers physical, functional and symbolic
aspects addressing the internal cohesion (responsive cohesion reflected by individual
structures), and contextual cohesion (responsive cohesion reflected by sum of the
individual structures). The proposed framework targets the relationship between the
responsive cohesion, which constitutes the basis of ethical judgement, and aesthetic
judgement. The main motivation of the research relies on Radford’s (2012) argument
that people aesthetically pleased when they relate responsive cohesion in, around and

with the structure or place.

To respond abovementioned contextual framework and motivations, this study
approaches the subject asking two main research questions: (1) what is the relationship
between responsive cohesion quality (ethical judgement) and aesthetic judgement of
the built environment; and, (2) to what extent can judgements about individual
structures (parts of the built environment) be associated with the judgements about the
whole environment. To successfully fulfill the main objectives and answer these two
research questions, the case area is selected as Taksim Square, where there is constant
process of demolition and construction in parallel with the changing social and

political dynamics. To provide a comprehensive approach related with the main claims
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of responsive cohesion theory, the research focuses on the most recent interventions
on Taksim Square, AKM Building and Taksim Mosque, and questions the level of
compatibility of these new interventions to the context of other structures and the

whole square.

In that sense, the first part of the Chapter 3 revisits the historical background and main
claims of recent research regarding the context of Taksim Square. To that end,
demolished and existing structures of the square are observed according to the main
ethical and aesthetical criticisms in existing literature, and evaluated according to the
level of compatibility (responsive cohesion quality) established with the context of the
square. In the following parts of Chapter 3, the framework offered for the analysis of
responsive cohesion is applied in the cases of AKM Building and Taksim Mosque, by
conducting a questionnaire with 111 people. The results indicate important claims
responding to the first research question with the analysis of internal and contextual
responsive cohesion in architectural and urban scales; and to the second research
question with the comparison between architectural (internal) and urban (contextual)

scales.

4.1 Judgements about Individual Structures

To provide information about the internal responsive cohesion quality and aesthetic
judgement about the individual structures, the ethical framework was applied on AKM
Building and Taksim Mosque. Within the scope of the architectural scale analysis of
ethical framework, parameters of internal responsive cohesion are structured
addressing the physical, functional and symbolic aspects. Among them, physical
aspect of internal cohesion includes parameters of: responsiveness to age/culture,
careful detailing, harmonious details of design, appropriate architectural style,
appropriate material supporting the architectural style, (no) use of symmetrical form,
communication between form patterns, (no) highly defined rules in design, (no)
repetition of layers, harmonious design with nature/place, appropriate height and scale,
and generation of meaningful contrasts. The physical parameters were elaborated in
accordance with the main claims of recent research on Taksim Square, to provide a
coherent account with them. Consequently, following parameters were added to the
framework as: harmony of red circular emphasis, transparent facade and design of

building’s entrance regarding AKM Building; physical-visual accessibility of
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building’s entrance and location selection regarding both cases. Functionally, two
structures were questioned whether they consist of appropriate functions or not. Lastly,
symbolic aspects include the parameters of: responsiveness to societies values and
meanings, (no) imposition of particular ideology/movement, (not) being a symbol of

power/success and contribution to the monumental character of Taksim.

As a result of the internal cohesion analyses, all of the parameters of internal
responsive cohesion establish a significant and strong relationship with aesthetic
judgement. Among the aspects of internal responsive cohesion, physical cohesion is
observed to establish the strongest relationship with aesthetic appreciation in both of
the cases. Moreover, when the research is elaborated with the relationship between
overall internal cohesion quality and aesthetic appreciation, the study reached one of
the most important findings. The fact that the relationship between internal cohesion
quality and aesthetic appreciation is stronger in the case of Taksim Mosque, where
there are negative ethical and aesthetical response, leads to the argument that ethical
and aesthetical judgements establish a stronger relationship when there is lower
responsive cohesion quality or negative aesthetic judgement in architectural
scale. In other words, the case of Taksim Mosque revealed the relationship
between the judgements of ‘wrong’ and ‘ugly’ is stronger than the relationship

between ‘right’ and ‘beautiful’.

4.2 Judgements about Sum of the Individual Structures

In the analysis of contextual cohesion, the ethical framework was applied on the
streetscapes containing AKM Building and Taksim Mosque separately. The
framework was structured according to the physical, functional and symbolic aspects
of contextual responsive cohesion provided by the extensive literature review and
recent criticisms about compatibility of the two structures with their surroundings.
Among the aspects, physical cohesion is analyzed with the proposed parameters of:
(no) physical dominance of design structure, compatible textures, compatible colours,
generation of meaningful contrasts, compatible forms, compatible materials,
compatible heights and scales, as well as field-specific variables regarding the Taksim
Mosque: harmonious relationship with Maksem Structure and the Republic

Monument. Functional contextual cohesion was analyzed with the parameters of:
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functional response and functional diversity. Symbolic scale parameters, on the other
hand, includes: symbolic coherence and symbolic dominance of design structure.

As a result of contextual responsive cohesion analysis, all of the parameters of
contextual responsive cohesion except from physical and symbolic dominance of
design structure established a significant and strong relationship with aesthetic
judgement. In terms of physical dominance, although a significant correlation with
aesthetic appreciation is observed in the case of Taksim Mosque, the case of AKM
Building indicated no correlation between variables. Considering the high aesthetic
appreciation score of AKM Building, this finding lead to the argument that physical
dominance of the design structure is associated with aesthetic judgement only if
there is a negative ethical or aesthetic response. On the other hand, symbolic
dominance of the design structure is not observed to be in relation with aesthetic

judgement in both cases.

The findings indicate very similar results with the analysis of internal responsive
cohesion in terms of striking aspects and main claims about overall relationship
between ethical and aesthetical judgements. As in the internal cohesion analysis,
physical cohesion is emphasized between the aspects of contextual cohesion. In
addition, when the correlation between overall ethical and aesthetical judgements were
observed, the case of Taksim Mosque, where there is a negative ethical and aesthetical
response, indicated stronger relationship between contextual responsive cohesion
quality and aesthetic judgement. In other words, an urban scale analyses of
responsive cohesion revealed that the relationship between ethical and aesthetical
judgements are more evident when there is negative aesthetic response, as in

architectural scale.

Providing a broader approach on the contextual cohesion quality over the
configurations between the structures and places in the whole square, collected mental
maps revealed some important results. Firstly, two of the oldest structures in the
square, Maksem Structure and Hagia Triada Church appeared only few of the
drawings. Therefore, these two structures were thought to be in danger of dissapearing
in the perception of public under the physical and symbolic dominance of the new
intervetions. Secondly, three discohesive features of the square were emphasized in
most of the drawings as: sense of emptiness and dysfunction, disproportionate size and

scale relationships of the urban structures and pollice barriers as discohesive elements
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blocking the physical and visual accessibility to the symbol structures and places. This
outcome leads to the argument that discohesion is not only resulted with the
configuration between urban structures, but also with the relationship between

open spaces and masses, and the blocking elements such as police barriers.

4.3 Association Between Architectural (Internal) and Urban (Contextual) Scales

When the results obtained from architectural analyses were compared to the results of
urban scale analyses, the study reached one of the most important outcomes that the
ethical and aesthetical judgements towards individual structures tend to be more
positive than the judgements towards the sum of the individual structures. In
particular, urban scale judgements towards the streetscape of AKM Building showed
that ethical and aesthetical displeasure can be resulted from discohesive relationships
with the environment, even the building individually is pleased. The case of Taksim
Mosque, on the other hand, revealed that the association between architectural and
urban scale judgements, both in ethical and aesthetical ways, is more evident

when there is ethical and aesthetical discontent.

These findings of the study leads to reconsider Fox’s (2000) argument that in design,
achieving contextual cohesion is more important than achieving it internally, although
the aim should be achieving both. In addition to being more important, the study
reveals that achieving contextual cohesion in design is more difficult than achieving it
internally since it requires to comprise all of the existing structures of the place in
design process. Therefore, with its main arguments about the ethics and aesthetics of
the built environment, the thesis shed light on the future urban design and urban
planning implications as well as further studies on responsive cohesion of the built

environment.

4.4 Implications for Urban Design and Further Studies: Towards Responsively

Cohesive Environments

The fundamental potential of the framework offered for the analysis of responsive
cohesion is to lead the design of urban structures and places providing o coherent
relationship with the existing physical, functional, and symbolic patterns of the

environment they are the part of. Since the analyses consist of an extensive approach
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about the aspects and scales of responsive cohesion, it would not be wrong to argue
that the model proposal of the research provides an efficient framework for the ethical
evaluation of the architectural and urban design implications that are also reflected to
the aesthetic judgement of the public. Herein, together with the main claims of the
thesis, the framework paves the way for approaching newly added structures to the
urban environment as new notes added to the already coherent symphony, being aware
of they can contribute or alter the existing responsive cohesion, in parallel with the
Fox’s (2000) approach. However, in the case of Taksim Square, the research faced
with a major constraint caused by the conflicted symbolic and political characteristics
of the place. In this regard, the individual structures of the square was not considered
as new notes added to‘already harmonious symphony’ but to unharmonious and
incomprehensibe one. The research, on the other hand, well minimized this constraint
since it responds to the historical process, ethical and aesthetical considerations of past
and present dynamics; and enables to consider negative ethical attitudes to the place

as the most associated agent with aesthetic displeasure.

In this regard, the thesis supports several claims of recent research about the individual
structures of AKM Building and Taksim Mosque. Regarding the AKM Building, in
parallel with the claims of Aksoy (2021) and Ozel (2022), several physical features of
the building such as newly added red hemisphere, transparent fagade and design of its
entrance cause ethical considerations about the structure, and also reflected in
aesthetical judgement of people. However, considering that the building is commonly
found aesthetically pleasing, it is not possible to infer that ethical considerations about

these features tend to be negative.

Regarding the Taksim Mosque, on the other hand, supporting the arguments of Nadi
(1996) and Yaman (2021), the thesis proves that the the physical relationship
established with Maksem Structure and the Republic Monument is significantly
associated with aesthetic judgement of the structure in urban scale. Considering the
negative ethical and aesthetical response to Taksim Mosque, it would not be wrong to
infer that disrespectful attitude of the mosque to the pyhsical and symbolic patterns of

its neighbours is reflected in aesthetic judgement of people.

Another constraint was caused by changing ethical judgements of people holding
different political perspectives and worldviews. In this point, it would be meaningful

to revisit the ethics theory, and remember that the definition of the ‘right’ can not be
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defined in definite boundaries. However, responding this constraint, the method of the
study offers a comprehensive perspective since correlation analysis enables to question
the association between negative ethical and aesthetical judgements as well as positive
judgements. In other words, positive or negative judgements caused by definite
political opinions also contributed the study, revealing the strength of the relationship
between ethics and aesthetics in different manners. In this regard, one of the striking
ethical parameters was observed as contribution of the structure to the monumental
characher of Taksim Square. In the case of ethically and aesthetically displeased
Taksim Mosque, even the common view about the structure implies a relationship
between low contribution to the monumental character of square and negative aesthetic
response, considerable number of participants finding the structure beautiful thought
that the structure has a real contribution to the square. Therefore, even the definitons
of ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ differs according to the changing perspectives, this thesis
suggests that the relationship between ‘right’ and ‘beautiful’, or ‘wrong’ and

‘ugly’ remains the same.

To conclude, the thesis with its main claims, supports Radford’s (2010) argument that
the responsively cohesive environment reflects connection and collaboration.
Regarding this argument, the buildings appear as the elements sustaining context and
connection, not just as the objects. Herein, design of the urban structures as well as
design of the urban environment requires to make connections between people and
places, movement and urban form, nature and built fabric. The role of urban designer
in the making of ethically ‘right’ and aesthetically ‘beautiful’ environments, on the
other hand, is to pull things together (individual structures) into a coherent whole (the
responsively cohesive environment) to its many contexts (internal and contextual
cohesion) (Radford, 2010). For the future architecture and urban design implications,
the thesis supports and proves the argument of Childs’ (2009), suggesting that the first
step to follow in the urban design process is reading the context of the whole
environment with its individual structures. That requires to analyze the existing formal,
functional and symbolic patterns of the environment and provide respectful urban
interventions to the existing pattern of the environment. Regarding this step, the
structure of further research about ethics and aesthetics of built environment also
requires to be shaped acoording to the physical, functional and symbolic analyses of

the individual structures of the case area. The second step to follow, on the other hand,

115



appears with the need of framing and reframing the context and defining what
aspects matter and how they matter. The thesis makes a significant contribution to this
second step by providing a comprehensive ethical framework for future architecture
and urban design implications. Lastly, to contribute to the responsive cohesion of
the new designs, individual structures need to be responsive to the existing pattern of
the environment and create a coherent account with it. In this way, future designs can
follow the path opened by already harmonious relationship between the parts of the

environment, and have a freedom to contibute to it.
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APPENDIX A

Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: AKM-AES

5.0 0 OGO G OB

® @0 o

Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: SAKM-AES

o ®oo

0 ow omo

40 o ° OO M EWOOOKO @ VOt O »
w
@ <
% E 3 @ooo O OoE@ Oo® 00 O
P <
< )
<
) 9 =9 7 © Fal O @0 COWID CONDO CImD o °
25
o OQDOmC ©®O® @O O 00
20 (] o ©c © oo !! 12 : é ‘1 (b)
T T T T T T T
3 2 1 0 1 2 3 (a)
Scatterplot Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: TC-AES Dependent Variable: STC-AES
5+ oco0o @ o o 5 @ O
4 © ao 000 ©O0W®A0 O 41 00 CO®O O
«
] w
<.3< o o O @@ OW WO AWoOo O 33—- @ ap © ® 00 o
)
= @
. 0 cLOmO OO O @ B3| O @ OTIDAWOD OO @
1 @OOEDO OWOWOW © O O L | O 0D EEN0ooO® O 0 M o
T T T T

Figure A.1 : Scatterplot Between Variables: (a) Internal Cohesion Parameters in
AKM Building. (b) Contextual Cohesion Parameters in AKM Building. (c)
Internal Cohesion Parameters in Taksim Mosque. (d) Contextual Cohesion
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APPENDIX B

Table B.1 : Mean Values of Questionnaire Answers Regarding Internal Cohesion of

AKM Building.
Internal Responsive Cohesion - AKM Building
Aspect Parameter Mean Value
Physical A-ET1: Responsiveness to age/culture 341
Physical A-ET-2: Careful detailing 3.44
Physical A-ET3: Harmonious details 3.46
Physical A-ET4: Appropriate style 3.42
Physical A-ET5: Appropriate material 3.63
Physical A-ET6: Use of symmetrical form 3.14
Physical A-ET7: Communication between form patterns 341
Physical A-ET8: Highly defined rules and patterns 3.26
Physical A-ET9: Repetition of layers 341
Physical A-ET10: Harmonious forms with nature 2.67
Physical A-ET11: Appropriate height and scale 3.42
Physical A-ET12: Generation of meaningful contrasts 3.04
Physical A-ET13: Harmony of red circular pattern 3.12
Physical A-ET14: Transparent fagade 3.89
Physical A-ET15: Design of building's entrance 3.48
Physical A-ET16: Physical and visual accesibility of the entrance 3.62
Physical A-ET17: Location selection 3.69
Functional A-ET18: Appropriate function 3.74
Symbolic  A-ET19: Responsiveness to societies values and meanings 3.39
Symbolic  A-ET20: No imposition of particular ideology/movement 3.25
Symbolic  A-ET21: Not being a symbol of power/success 3.04
Symbolic  A-ET22: Contribution to the monumental character of Taksim 3.38

Table B.2 : Mean Values of Questionnaire Answers Regarding Contextual Cohesion
of AKM Building.

Contextual Responsive Cohesion - AKM Building

Aspect Parameter Mean Value
Physical SA-ET1: Physical dominance of design structure 2.43
Physical SA-ET-2: Compatible textures 2.68
Physical SA-ET3: Compatible colours 2.43
Physical SA-ET4: Generation of meaningful contrasts 2.48
Physical SA-ET5: Compatible forms 2.61
Physical SA-ET6: Compatible materials 2.47
Physical SA-ET7: Compatible height and sizes 2.88
Functional SA-ET8: Functional diversity 2.63
Functional SA-ET9: Functional response 2.43
Symbolic SA-ET10: Symbolic coherence 2.51
Symbolic SA-ET11: Symbolic dominance of design structure 2.63

125



Table B.3 : Mean Values of Questionnaire Answers Regarding Internal Cohesion of
Taksim Mosque.

Internal Responsive Cohesion - Taksim Mosque

Aspect Parameter Mean Value
Physical TM-ET1: Responsiveness to age/culture 2.53
Physical TM-ET-2: Careful detailing 2.59
Physical TM-ET3: Harmonious details 2.52
Physical TM-ET4: Appropriate style 251
Physical TM-ET5: Appropriate material 2.88
Physical TM-ET6: Use of symmetrical form 2.96
Physical TM-ET7: Communication between form patterns 3.04
Physical TM-ET8: Highly defined rules and patterns 2.66
Physical TM-ET9: Repetition of layers 2.79
Physical TM-ET10: Harmonious forms with nature 211
Physical TM-ET11: Appropriate height and scale 2.22
Physical TM-ET12: Generation of meaningful contrasts 241
Physical TM-ET13: Physical and visual accesibility of the entrance 211
Physical TM-ET14: Location selection 2.54
Functional TM-ET15: Appropriate function 261
Symbolic  TM-ET16: Responsiveness to societies values and meanings 2.69
Symbolic ~ TM-ET17: No imposition of particular ideology/movement 2.48
Symbolic  TM-ET18: Not being a symbol of power/success 2.01
Symbolic  TM-ET19: Contribution to the monumental character of Taksim 2.12

Table B.4 : Mean Values of Questionnaire Answers Regarding Contextual Cohesion
of Taksim Mosque.

Contextual Responsive Cohesion - Taksim Mosque

Aspect Parameter Mean Value
Physical STM-ET1: Physical dominance of design structure 2.18
Physical STM-ET-2: Compatible textures 1.84
Physical STM-ET3: Compatible colours 2.09
Physical STM-ET4: Generation of meaningful contrasts 2.07
Physical STM-ET5: Compatible forms 1.94
Physical STM-ET6: Compatible materials 2.13
Physical STM-ET7: Compatible height and sizes 1.96
Physical STM-ET8: Relationship with Maksem Structure 2.12
Physical STM-ET9: Relationship with Republic Monument 1.97
Functional STM-ET10: Functional diversity 2.65
Functional STM-ET11: Functional response 2.21
Symbolic STM-ET12: Symbolic coherence 2.06
Symbolic STM-ET13: Symbolic dominance of design structure 2.39
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Table B.5 : Mean Values of Questionnaire Answers Regarding the Aspects of
Internal Cohesion of AKM Building.

Internal Responsive Cohesion - AKM Building

Aspect Mean Value
Physical 3.38
Functional 3.74
Symbolic 3.26

Table B.6 : Mean Values of Questionnaire Answers Regarding the Aspects of
Contextual Cohesion of AKM Building.

Contextual Responsive Cohesion - AKM Building

Aspect Mean Value
Physical 2.56
Functional 2.53
Symbolic 2.57

Table B.7 : Mean Values of Questionnaire Answers Regarding the Aspects of
Internal Cohesion of Taksim Mosque.

Internal Responsive Cohesion - Taksim Mosque

Aspect Mean Value
Physical 2.56
Functional 2.61
Symbolic 2.32

Table B.8 : Mean Values of Questionnaire Answers Regarding the Aspects of
Contextual Cohesion of Taksim Mosque.

Contextual Responsive Cohesion - Taksim Mosque

Aspect Mean Value
Physical 2.03
Functional 2.43
Symbolic 2.22
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APPENDIX C

Figure C.1 : Day View of AKM Building.

Figure C.2 : Night View of AKM Building.

Figure C.3 : Streetscape of AKM Building.
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Figure C.5 : Streetscape of Taksim Mosque.
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