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ABSTRACT

Today, migration mobility is experienced intensely all over the world. As refugees seek asylum in their countries
of origin, the process of integration begins spontaneously, and urban parks, which are the most important part of
the public space and provide the unity of the city dwellers, play an active role in this process. "How does the use
of urban parks change with the unpredictable number of refugees all over the world and especially in Turkey and
how does this situation find expression in Ankara?" is the starting point of the study, while "the fact that refugees
are under difficult socio-cultural and economic conditions has led to the use of urban parks and negatively affected
the use of parks by local people" is the hypothesis of the study. Within the scope of the study, Ulubey Sehit Omer
Karaosmanoglu Park, located in Altindag district of Ankara, which is one of the countries hosting the highest
number of refugees in the world and has the highest Syrian population in Ankara, was selected as the sample area
and the park usage tendencies of both refugees and local people, how they feel about using the park together and
whether the park contributes to the adaptation process were examined through a face-to-face survey. According to
the survey data; it has been determined that there is not a full harmonization between the refugees using Ulubey
Sehit Omer Karaosmanoglu Park and the local people and refugee women have more difficulties in harmonization
than refugee men. With this study, solution suggestions are presented to local governments at the point of planning
and design of urban parks in countries hosting refugees.
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Miiltecilerin Kente Uyum Siirecinde Kent Parklarinin Rolii ve
Islevleri: Ulubey Sehit Omer Karaosmanoglu Park Ornegi

Oz
Glinimiizde, go¢ hareketliligi tiim diinyada yogun bigimde yasanmaktadir. Miiltecilerin, menge iilkelere siginmasi
ile entegrasyon siireci kendiliginden baslamakta, kamusal alanin en dnemli pargast olan, kentlinin birlikteligini
saglayan kent parklar1 bu siirecte etkin bir rol oynamaktadir. “Bugiine kadar tiim diinyada ve 6zellikle Tiirkiye’de
miilteci sayisinin 6ngdriilmez rakamlara ulagsmasi ile kent parklarinin kullanimi nasil degismekte ve Ankara’da bu
durum nasil ifade bulmaktadir?” ¢aligmanin ¢ikis noktasi olurken, “miiltecilerin zorlu sosyo kiiltiirel ve ekonomik
kosullar altinda olmasi, kent parki kullanimina ydneltmis, yerel halkin park kullanimini olumsuz yonde
etkilemistir” ¢alismanin hipotezini olusturmaktadir. Caligma kapsaminda, diinyada en fazla miilteciye ev sahipligi
yapan iilkelerin en basinda yer alan, bununla birlikte Ankara’nin Suriyeli niifusu en yiiksek olan Altindag ilgesinde
bulunan Ulubey Sehit Omer Karaosmanoglu Park’1 rneklem alami olarak secilerek, hem miiltecilerin hem de yerel
halkin park kullanim egilimleri, park: birlikte kullanimina iliskin ne hissettikleri ve uyum stirecinde parkin bir

Gelig: 01/08/2023, Diizeltme: 10/09/2023, Kabul: 29/03/2024
1594


https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8231-6903
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9631-1406
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6074-0906

katkisinin bulunup bulunmadi8 yiiz yiize anket calismasi ile incelenmistir. Anket verilerine gore; Ulubey Sehit
Omer Karaosmanoglu Parki’m kullanan miilteciler ile yerel halk arasinda tam anlamiyla bir uyumun
saglanamadigl ve miilteci kadinlarin miilteci erkeklere goére uyum konusun da daha cok giicliik cektigi
saptanmistir. Bu ¢aligma ile miiltecilere ev sahipligi yapan iilkelerde bulunan kent parklarinin planlanma ve
tasarim noktasinda yerel yonetimlere ¢6ziim Onerileri sunulmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kent parki, Miilteci, Kente uyum, Ulubey Sehit Omer Karaosmanoglu Park:

. INTRODUCTION

The real emergence of cities began with the Industrial Revolution. While the number of people living in
cities in the 1900s was only 5-10% of the world's population, this rate increased to 50% in 2001 and is
assumed to reach 2/3 of the entire population in 2025 [1]. Similar developments to those in the world
are observed in Turkey. Especially after the 1950s, migration to cities accelerated. While the rate of
people living in cities was 25% in 1950, this rate increased to 67.9% in 2022 [2]. As a result of rapid
urbanization, a number of problems arise in cities. Among these, irregular construction comes first.
Therefore, it is becoming increasingly difficult to create livable, sustainable, high-quality urban
habitats/spaces in a certain order or plan. The change and development in settlements along with rapid
urbanization has increased the population density, and this development process has led to the change
of the ecological order and the deterioration of the balance between functional areas and nature. For this
reason, the importance of city parks in urban areas has increased even more.

Urban parks are public spaces that symbolize urban culture, are seen as an expression of social change,
and have a dynamic character as a result of political decisions. In addition to that, urban parks reflect
the society and social behaviors of the society to which they belong, meeting the social needs of the
society. From past to present, urban parks assume multiple functions like ecological, recreational, land
organization, economy, health, aesthetics, education and socio-cultural functions [3]. At the same time,
these parks are described as spaces where people from diverse classes, origins, and cultures can come
together, create an environment of communication, share common experiences and build social cohesion
[4]. Weber [5] describes urban parks as a place where refugees meet. Urban parks, where this
relationship is best established, constitute the quality of both the social and physical environment [6]. In
this context, it is important how the wants and needs of refugees are met and how these spaces are
designed [6]. In addition to the many functions they have carried from the 21st century to the present
day, urban parks have assumed a new mission that can be called "being a shelter", which can be
evaluated in the context of social inclusion for many refugees. According to the United Nations Refugee
Agency (UNCHR), which is one of the leading international aid organizations and transmits statistical
data worldwide, there are 108.4 million forcibly displaced people worldwide as of the end of 2022. This
is more than double the 42.7 million people forcibly displaced a decade ago and the highest number
since World War Il. Today, 35.3 million refugees, 62.5 million forcibly displaced persons from their
countries of origin and residence, and 5.4 million asylum seekers are registered worldwide [7]. Turkey,
which is at the top of the list according to the country’s immigration data, hosts 3.6 million refugees [7].

Low et al. [8] emphasize that design methods and techniques in urban open green spaces, which have
changed and are changing over time, cause access restrictions in public spaces, and that this restriction
sometimes leads to problems such as social segregation or spatial segregation. Socio-spatial changes
and transformations caused by migration increase these discriminations and segregations. However, as
people transfer their identity and culture to different environments, loss of belonging may arise over
time [9]. Place attachment causes the formation of emotional bonds depending on the depth of cultural,
social and individual relationships that change throughout life. Shumaker and Taylor (1983) define place
attachment as a positive emotional bond or relationship between individuals and the environment they
live in [39]. On the other hand, the clustering tendency, which develops due to human action, is found
in the majority of refugees [10]. In particular, refugees' insufficient opportunities for choice and the
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conditions brought about by different social capital cause refugees to break away from the city as a
whole and tend to cluster. At this point, what needs to be addressed is the coexistence of physical and
social structures. Jane Jacobs, by introducing the policy of "spontaneous diversity” [11], aims to turn
the diversity of public spaces into productive diversity [12].

While urban parks are a mirror of urban culture, the relationship between culture and urban parks is
mutually reinforcing phenomenon. Urban culture is the process of formation of material or spiritual
values produced by people living in the city by finding a common denominator [40]. The main thing is
that a memory about the city is formed, and the cultural outputs produced become meaningful through
people [40]. Urbanization, on the other hand, is largely accompanied by social change, but essentially
the cultural change experienced by individuals in urban societies, and as a result, the society as a whole
has an urban culture [40]. According to Erdonmez and Aki [13], this relationship is a product of social
encounters and emerges depending on social formations. As the relationship between culture and public
space strengthens, people adapt to the behaviors and values of different groups and begin to share public
life [12]. In this respect, urban parks are important spaces for revealing both cultural and personal
diversity. Changes in urban culture also affect the use of urban parks and people’s perception [14]. One
of the best examples of this is the "Chumleigh Gardens" in Burgess Park, London. In these gardens are
used plants that are culturally associated with refugees, and in this context, refugees establish a direct
relationship depending on the experiences they have lived in these areas [15]. In addition, "Garden 6-
B" in New York, United States of America, is an urban open green space that reflects the cultural
diversity of refugees and is mostly shaped by Polish immigrants [15]. By helping to reflect each culture,
the garden both strengthens communication and helps to increase social diversity. In this context, it is
important to evaluate the interaction between refugees and urban parks.

II. INTERACTION AND COHESION BETWEEN URBAN
PARKS AND REFUGEES

Urban parks play an important role in ensuring social peace and harmony, bringing together people from
different social structures and cultures. According to Rishbeth et al. [16], public spaces conduce to reveal
refugees’ political claims and determine their citizenship regimes. Similarly, for Thompson [17], urban
parks are places where refugees and locals coexist and integrate with natural life. Social structures are
described as practices that can reproduce, change and adapt depending on collective experiences [18].
According to Giirkas [18], these practices are a form of placemaking and are shaped by both mental and
bodily relations that build on old habits and communicate with new places. This is because, after
displacement, refugees engage in a process of recognition-employment and practices of placemaking
emerge. Placemaking practices show how the relationships or ties and behavioral networks developed
in a new environment are shaped [18]. In establishing these behavioral networks, perception comes to
the fore. For example, according to a study conducted in Austria, it was found that refugees have a
symbol in the places where they live, and that they use the urban open green spaces around them in ways
very different from those designed by planners [19]. Urban parks are physical spaces that reflect the
identity of people, strengthen the urban space, and enable people to establish a relationship with history
and culture [12]. Spatial and social formations coexist in urban parks, which determines the interaction
between people of different social structures. Ulrich [20] emphasizes that in studies conducted on urban
parks, people with different social structures and cultures mostly prefer natural or natural-looking areas.
In particular, users' perceptions of aesthetics and safety, the spatial qualities of urban parks, their
experiences, symbolic interactions and cultural background determine these choices [6].

Certain spatial characteristics of urban parks such as their form, texture, and plants have a great influence
on refugees' preferences and behaviors in using the space. Thus, while refugees communicate with the
space, they both create sense of place and shape their daily life routines with the physical environment
[22]. For example, the "Maximilian City Park™, located in the city center of Brussels, close to the
immigration office, serves as a shelter for refugees (Figure 1). For this reason, many of its functions are
used by refugee groups outside of their characteristics. The fountain located in the park serves as a
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shower for the refugees, while the children's playground with its wide filet has become a bed for refugee
children. The fence, which was also used as a boundary element in the parks, has become an element
where refugees hang their clothes or use it as a shelf [29]. Thus, while the park was a green spot in the
city until a few years ago, it has become a shelter for many refugees as a result of the migration
phenomenon. In addition, refugees give importance to the natural appearance of urban parks.

Figure 1. Maximilian City Park, Brussels [22].

In studies conducted in the U.S.A., the fact that houses close to urban parks are more valuable and
preferable for refugees and that refugees living in places where there are no urban open green areas do
not like these areas express the significance of natural landscapes for refugees [6]. Zube and Pitt [26]
found that Yugoslavs prefer natural landscapes more. However, it has been observed that the water scene
is also important for refugees, and they use urban parks close to the water more [29] (Figure 2). For
example, "Lincoln Park" in Chicago was found to be preferred by refugees because it is close to the lake
and has lots of pools [29]. In addition, it has been stated that refugees have a multi-sensory experience
in the "Park of Nations" located on the edge of the Tagus River in Lisbon, where they spend time away
from the built environment [30].

Figure 2. Park of Nations, Lisbon Expo 98 [29].

According to Ozgiiner [6], refugees attach more importance to places with symbolic and cultural
meaning due to their different social structures. Refugees' values, religious beliefs and rules affect their
spatial perceptions. Urban parks are also spaces that shape the daily lifestyles of users. In this respect,
the fact that refugees maintain the values of their lifestyles and have symbols of their own culture. This
leads refugees to feel connected to and adapt to their places of origin. Also, according to Temel and
Kahraman [33], this process in which refugees try to perceive public spaces can be described as a process
in which they carry their habits and daily life routines to the areas they migrate to and want to create a
habitual social space or gain a place. Thus, cultural integration is created. One of the best examples of
this is the "National Historical Park™ in Philadelphia. In a study by Low et al [8], it was found that the
reason why refugees use the urban park is the presence of symbols of their own culture. Furthermore,
according to a study by Mazumdar and Mazumdar [34], refugees grow plants of their own culture in the
areas they live and use. In this way, a sense of belonging is developed, and cultural diversity is created
(Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Some symbolic elements used by immigrants in their gardens [34].

When the studies on the behavioral patterns of refugees are examined, it is seen that recreational
activities and usage preferences created in urban open green spaces greatly affect the behavioral patterns
of refugees, in this context social integration is provided [21]. Herein, where refugees belong and how
they should behave towards other groups in the social structure emerges [22]. In this context, it seems
that some regional studies have been carried out. For example, the city of Sheffield in the UK became
the first "City of Sanctuary" for asylum seekers and refugees in 2007 with the support of the city council.
The "Viewfinder Project" was realized in the city of Sheffield, in the UK and Germany to comprehend
the personal ideas and reactions of refugees in nature and to facilitate adaptation with the urbanites of
that region [16]. Within this scope, both educational opportunities and social activities were organized
for refugees in urban parks. Refugees have stepped into their geography by participating in language
courses, running, walking and cycling groups, sports events, gardening projects, outdoor organizations,
picnics and excursions, and meditation. Such organizations were able to support not only the language
and physical needs of refugees but also their mental health. Refugees felt most comfortable in activities
such as football matches, gardening and photography and learned new things depending on these
activities. For refugees, seeing a growing seed was a motivation to connect to life [16].

In addition, some implementation projects have also been carried out to help refugees interact with each
other. "Superkilen Public Park", designed in the Norrebbo district of Copenhagen, is considered as an
urban marketplace that helps the social participation of refugees by including different recreational
activities, allowing local groups and refugees to spend time together [24] (Figure 4). Superkilen, a park
mostly used by immigrants from Switzerland, Belgium, Morocco, Indonesia, Romania and Morocco, is
a meeting point and includes various playgrounds and equipment that define the refugees' own cultures
[24]. In addition, three different zones have been identified within the park and designs have been made
for the cultural and sports activities of refugees, thus aiming to provide a three-dimensional experience
[24].

Figure 4. Black Market Area-Meeting points of immigrants, Superkilen Public Park [24].

Gobster [25] conducted a study on "Lincoln Park™ in Chicago and found that refugees generally use the
urban park for walking, picnicking and barbecuing, while Latino groups prefer this park for barbecuing
and Black refugees for socializing (Figure 5). These studies on the recreational relations of refugees in
urban parks show that refugees shape their behavior according to their cultural structures, wants and
needs.
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Figure 5. Recreational activities held in Lincoln Park [25].

At the same time, urban parks improve refugees' social interactions with other people through
recreational activities. Seeland et al. [26], in their study on the social interaction between Swedish people
and refugee students in Zurich, it was determined that refugees made friends more easily in urban parks
and that urban parks improved the communication environment. Moreover, refugees' easy access to
urban parks is also a substantial factor affecting their behavior. Especially close transportation distances
and the observance of universal design principles change the use of urban parks. For example,
"Superkilen Public Park™ connects the surrounding neighborhoods on the east-west axis to ensure easy
accessibility of refugees to the park, and aims to make it easier for refugees to reach the area.

When looked at the usage patterns of urban parks, the issue of personal safety also comes to the fore.
The issue of security becomes important in shaping the feelings and thoughts of refugees, the spatial
guality and environmental conditions of urban parks affect the sense of security, and this situation
reveals the fear of crime [31]. According to some research, urban parks sometimes create social
segregation in societies that include groups with different socio-cultural backgrounds, thus the usage
patterns of urban parks vary. Park users feel uncomfortable due to this situation and the recreational
experiences of users decrease [25]. In a study conducted in the UK, it was observed that the issue of
personal safety restricts the use of parks and sometimes poses a threat to people. For example, Superkilen
Public Park is one of the designs that draw attention to the personal safety of refugees and has some
decisions regarding this issue. To ensure the safety of refugees in the urban park, an open view was
created, and large plants and shrubs were not included [32]. Plants such as thuja and shrubs were
arranged correctly, and seating elements were mostly placed in the central part of the park [32]. Thus,
the creation of enclosed spaces was prevented (Figure 6).
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Figure 6. The design of Superkilen Public Park [32].

As seen in the examples analyzed, urban parks are seen as places that aim to sustain refugees' friends
and family relationships, build strong social and emotional bonds, reflect their religious beliefs,
traditions and cultures, and evoke memories. On the other hand, Turkey has been experiencing a high
level of migration since 2011 with the "open door" policy it has adopted, resulting in changes in
economic, social and cultural life. Multicultural life, which is a natural consequence of migration
movements, brings new interactions (communication, acceptance, adaptation, etc.) between the newly
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migrated population and the city and its people, and the solution of the problems arising in this context
is of great importance [35].

Emphasizing the value of city parks, one of the most important parts of public spaces, for both cities and
individuals; examining parks as one of the public spaces that refugees frequently use in the city; Drawing
attention to parks as one of the places where the foundations of social unity and the interaction of
individuals occur are the starting points of this study. The importance of city parks in the world and in
Turkey has increased with migration mobility, their role has changed, and they have become important
public spaces where social unity takes place. It is thought that forced migration movements negatively
affect the use of city parks by both refugees and local people living in the host country. In this context,
the general problems of the research are the dramatic increase in the number of refugees in the world
and in Turkey, the inability of refugees to easily adapt to the country and social life in which they take
refuge, and the local people's inability to easily accept language, culture and lifestyle differences as well
as economic reasons. In this context, the aim of the study is to determine the use of city parks by
refugees, who attract attention in the world and in our country with their intense migration movements,
and the features of the city parks, as well as the existing functions they have added or lost. The hypothesis
of the research is stated as "the fact that refugees are under difficult economic conditions causes refugees
to shelter in city parks and interact with other people in city parks, while this negatively affects the park
usage habits of local people.” Within the scope of the relevant hypothesis, "How does this situation find
expression in the Ulubey Sehit Omer Karaosmanoglu Park located in Ankara, the capital of Turkey,
during the adaptation process?" and “What kind of harmony is achieved between both groups using the
park?” constitute the questions of the research. The scope of the research is the political decisions of the
countries, their approaches to refugee movements, the services they offer, and most importantly, how
the harmony between local people and refugees can be achieved, and what kind of activities and projects
should be developed in city parks, which are one of the grounds where this harmony can be established
most easily.

1. MATERIAL VE METHODS

In this study, Ulubey Sehit Omer Karaosmanoglu Park located in Altindag district of Ankara is
examined. The park, which is located close to the center of Ankara, has changed its user profile and has
become a park where many refugees, especially Syrians, spend a lot of time. In order to determine the
opinions of park users, a face-to-face survey was conducted with 103 people who constituted the
material of the study, statistical analyzes were made and original findings were obtained.
The participants to whom the survey was applied were determined as refugees and local people living
in Ulubey District, and the sample size was determined according to 2022 population data. According
to 2022 data received from TUIK, the total population of Altindag consists of 413,994 people (208,653
men, 205,341 women), and the total population of Ulubey District in 2022 consists of 4544 people
(2,336 men, 2,208 women). Based on this, in the survey study to be conducted in the sample area, the
population size (N) in the sample group including "refugees and local people” was determined as 4544
people, and the number of participants was calculated using the following formula [38]:

Formula: n=(N.t2.p.q) / (d2.(N-1)+t2.p.q)
N: Population size (number of universe units)
n: Sample size (number of individuals to be sampled)
p: Probability of the event of interest occurring
g: 1-p (or the probability of not seeing the event of interest)
d: sampling error rate
t:95% confidence level (z test value 1.96)
ta,sd: Critical value of t table according to degrees of freedom at a significance level

N=(4544*1,962%0,5*0,5)/(0,12*4544+1,96*0,5*0,5)
n=94,05
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In the study, the total number of individuals (n) to be sampled was determined to be at least 94.05
(refugees and local people), approximately 94 people. In the study, the margin of error was taken as 0.1
(10%) and the reliability was taken as 95%. In the study, p and g values (0.5) were taken as equal to
each other. Sample sizes to be drawn from different universe sizes were calculated. In the calculations
made according to the formula, it was found that at least 94 surveys were sufficient. However, in order
to increase the validity and reliability of the survey, it was decided to direct the survey questions
randomly and face to face to "103 people™ who could be reached in the field. In the survey conducted in
Ulubey Sehit Omer Karaosmanoglu Park, which constitutes the sample area of the research, it was
observed that the number of refugees using the area was more than the local population, and it was
decided that refugees would be the predominant factor in determining the participants who were
surveyed.

The prepared questionnaire form consists of 31 questions in total, including optional and open-ended
guestions. In the first part of the questionnaire form, there are 10 questions about the profiles and
demographic structures of park users. The other 21 questions in the other part of the questionnaire form
are questions about the interaction and adaptation of both groups using the park; local people and
refugees with each other in order to achieve the purpose of the study. The survey was conducted at
different time intervals on weekdays (46%) and weekends (54%), including September and December.
The survey was decided to be carried out at specified time intervals and did not require repetition in this
respect. Each survey lasted approximately 15 minutes. The survey data were evaluated using IBM SPSS
(Statistical Package Program for Social Sciences) 23.0 package program. While evaluating the study
data, frequency distribution (number, percentage) was given for categorical variables. Chi-square test
was used to examine the relationship between categorical variables. With the answers given between
the questions; p<0.05 value was accepted for significance.

A. FIELD OF STUDY

Ulubey Sehit Omer Karaosmanoglu Park is located in Altindag district in the northwest of Ankara.
Altindag district is located close to Ankara's major urban centers and Ulus, Sthhiye, Cebeci and Siteler
districts, which are generally densely populated and frequented by people to meet their needs (Figure
7). The Altindag district of Ankara, which today serves 26 neighborhoods, has a total area of 157.47
km?, a total population of 413,994 people and includes a significant part of the historical city center of
Ankara [47].

KARAOSMANOGU PARK
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Figure 7. Location of the Ulubey Sehit Omer Karaosmanoglu Park [48].
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Three neighborhoods in Altindag district; Alemdag, Onder and Ulubey neighborhoods are the
neighborhoods with the highest refugee population in Ankara [41].Especially in the Alemdag and
Ulubey neighborhoods, where Syrians have taken up residence, approximately 62.8% of the population
is Syrian. This neighborhood is referred to as the 'Aleppo of Ankara'. There are several reasons for the
dense refugee population in these neighborhoods. The physical location of the region is linked to the job
opportunities created by the industrial area and its urban and economic level [42].The fact that refugees
go to their relatives who migrated before them and the desire to be together with relatives also makes
the region a center of attraction [43]. According to the Grand National Assembly of Turkey (TBMM)
Migration and Harmonization Report; around 9-10 thousand Syrians lived in the Ulubey neighborhood
until June 2017 [44]. In order to survive, more than 80% of this population works in various businesses
in the Siteler region, which is very close to their neighborhood. These numbers exceed the number of
the local population. The number of Syrian shopkeepers has increased, especially in the neighborhoods,
and workplaces with Arabic signs have appeared on the streets. Here, Syrians make up two-thirds of the
local population [45].

Ulubey Sehit Omer Karaosmanoglu Park is one of the 28 park projects implemented by Altindag
Municipality to green Altindag. The park was built on an area of 23,000 m2 and was opened to visitors
in 2013 after its construction was completed in about three months by demolishing the slums in the area
[46]. Ulubey Sehit Omer Karaosmanoglu Park is intended to be functional in terms of aesthetics and
health. There is approximately 8000 m2 of green space within the park area. In the park area, 1 children's
playground (900 m2) is located in the center of the main axis, while 1 each of 9 sets of outdoor exercise
elements (100 m2 and 200 m2) and various urban equipment elements are located in the entrance areas
of the park. The security unit located in the eastern part of the project has not yet been realized. There
is a jogging track (375 m) and a recreation area (1300 m2) along the park boundary In the vegetative
landscaping project of the park, 43 coniferous trees (Picea excelsa, Picea pungen 'glauca’ and Cupressus
arizonica 'glauca"), 185 leafy trees (Betula alba, Tilia tomentosa, Platanus orientalis, Prunus cerasifera
'pissardii nigra’, Robinia pseudoacacia ‘'umbraculifera’) and 4697 shrubs and vines (Juniperus sabina,
Euonymus 'old gold', Berberis thunbergii 'atropurpurea nana', Berberis thunbergii 'red rocket', Rosa
spp, Lavandula officinalis, Ampelopsis quinquefolia and seasonal flowers) was used [36]. There is 1
place of worship right next to the park area, and a commercial building, cafe and restaurant located right
across it (Figure 8).

v 2 > \ ) 2 o\

Figure 8. Master Plan of Ulubey Sehit Omer Karaosmanoglu Park [36].

V. FINDINGS

A survey was conducted in Ulubey Sehit Omer Karaosmanoglu Park with 103 people to determine the
opinions of people who use the park. The graphs shown below shows the questions at the beginning of
the questionnaire related to the profile and demographic characteristics of the park users.
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People who use the park are 76 male and 27 are female (Figure 9). 60 park users are married and 43 are
single (Figure 10). Looking at the age range of males and females using the park, the most common age
group is between 10 and 24 years old (Figure 11).

Age 65+ 7
L I, ‘ I
Figure 9. Gender of the Figure 10. Marital status of the Figure 11. Age of the park
park users. park users. users.

While 62 park users have children, 41 have no children (Figure 12). Considering the educational level
of park users, the number of people with secondary education is higher than the number of people with
other educational levels (Figure 13). When we look at the working life of people who use the park; 34
people are unemployed, 10 people are retired, 4 people are students, 1 person is a housewife, while the
rest of the people stated that they can find a job (Figure 14). Furthermore, when we look at the income
status of people who use the park; the number of people working below the minimum wage is 53, the
number of people earning minimum wage is 22, the number of people working between 3 thousand TL
and 5 thousand TL is 26, and the number of people who earn between 5000 TL and maximum 8000 TL

Figure 12. Child status of the park users. Figure 13. Education level of the park users.

Graduate; 2

Civil servant; 1 _ Housewife; 1

Student; 4 7 | |—

Figure 14. Occupations of the park users.
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When we look at the data on the identities of all respondents, locals and refugees, and their lives in
Ankara, 82 people using the park have a different nationality, while 21 people are locals. The refugees
using the park came from various cities in Syria. Accordingly, 43 people in total Syrian refugees; come
from Halep, Rakka, Sam and Idlib (Figure 15). 43 park users have lived in Ankara for more than 6 years
(Figure 16).

idlib; 2 Cankiri; 1 Osmaniye; 1 Kirikkale; 1 Sivas; 1

Libnan; 3

Figure 15. Identities of the park users. Figure 16. Length of stay in Ankara of
the park users.

The highest number of people using the park is 46, residing in Ulubey Neighborhood. The second
neighborhood following this figure is Onder Neighborhood (Figure 17).

Yenimahalle W 1
Ulubey Neighborhood I 46
Siteler N 4
Ornek Neighborhood W 2
Onder Neighborhood IEEEEEEGEGEGGGGGNGNGNGG 20
Mamak N 4
Kecioren W 1
Gliltepe Neighborhood I 2
Dogantepe Neighborhood I 7
Carsibasi Neighborhood W 1
Battalgazi Neighborhood I 6
Bagpinar Neighborhood M 5
Alemdag Neighborhood I 4

Figure 17. Information on where the park users reside.

When we look at the data on park use of the people who use the park, 37 people come to the park with
their families, while 30 people prefer to come to the park with their friends. Most of the people who
come to the park (84 people) prefer to walk. 11 people use public transportation, 7 people come by
bicycle and 1 person comes by car. 38 people stated that they spend time in the park at all times of the
day. 9 people prefer to use the park in the morning, 35 people prefer to use the park at noon, 9 people
prefer to use the park in the evening and 10 people prefer to use the park at night. Users mostly use the
park for recreation (47 people), followed by 23 people who mostly use the children's playground. The
main reasons why people come to the park are shown in the figure below (Figure 18). 19 people use
this park because it is the closest park to their home. This figure is followed by reasons such as sitting,
watching the environment, finding friends, playing with their children and getting fresh air. While 42
park users stated that they observed other people in the park, 39 stated that they met other people and
became friends, 23 stated that they felt under pressure while using the park (Figure 19).
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Towalking my dog [ 2
Visiting relatives [ 3
For hiking/sports NN 3
To be allowed to use thispark |GG 5
Since there are both immigrants and local people NN o
To get fresh air, to be in a green natural environment with trees [N 9
Since I'm bored at home I 13
To play with my children G 13
Since 1 was able to find so many friends who emigrated like us.  [INNRNEEGEEGEEEN 13
To sit and watch the surroundings NN 14
It's the closest park to my house I 19

Figure 18. Reasons why people come to the park.

None of thisis possible | feel under pressure - 23
The opportunity to meet other people and
. 39
become friends
e Oppomuniw o obsenveether Deople _ “

Figure 19. Things to do while spending time in the park.

The answers to the questions about satisfaction with using the park, sociability and whether the park
contributed to the adaptation process are shown in the figures below. 93 people out of 103 people who
use the park are happy to use the park, while 10 people are not satisfied with using the park. 4 people
who are not satisfied with using the park do not find the park safe, 3 people stated that they are
uncomfortable with the fact that Syrians use the park more. 8 of the refugees who use the park state that
they meet their Syrian friends here and spend time together, 3 of them want their children to mingle with
other children by asking their own children to the park, 5 of them state that they go out to look for a job
so that they can meet others and even find a job, 2 of them state that they often come to the park to learn
Turkish better (Figure 20). Among the most desired activities while using park, 35 people stated that
there should be picnic areas, 27 people stated that there should be a concert area, 8 people stated that
there should be open air theatres, 8 people stated that there should be restaurants and cafes, and 10
people stated that there should be celebrations and exhibitions (Figure 21).

I chat with everyone in the park, ask for ajob  [INEG_GE 1
I met someone in the park, he said I could open a shop, and after talking to him, | started my own business. |GGG 1
I'm trying to teach my wife Turkish, | want her to talk to people in the park |GG 1
Sometimes | read books and meet with my student friends from Ankara  [IREEE 1
I'm sitting with my friends, looking fora job  |INEG_z<GG_G_ 1
I make future plans with my friends  |RNEEEEE 1
My friends live here, | try to come often IS 1
Spending time with locals, improving our Turkish GG 2
I met people from Ankara, even repaired their furniture  [INEG_G_GGE 1
Children play together, mingle with others I 3
All my Syrian friends are here, we spend time together I 8

Figure 20. Contribution to acclimatization in Ankara through the eyes of refugees.
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Exhibitions
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Celebrations
7

Restaurants and
cafes
8%

Open air theaters
8%

Figure 21. Desired place/activities in the park refugees.

Data on the future plans of the people who use the park, whether they are happy to live together with
other individuals, and their sense of belonging to the place are shown in the figures below. Of the 103
people who used the park, 75 of them migrated from another country and 3 of them migrated from
another city. The main reason why refugees come to Turkey and Ankara is the war conditions. 33 people
stated that they came to Turkey to escape from the war, 27 people stated that they came to Turkey to
live in better conditions and to find a job in Ankara. 2 people stated that the camp conditions are bad, 6
people stated that their relatives live here, 8 people stated that they want to stay here temporarily and go
to other countries; Germany, France, Belgium etc. (Figure 22).

Camp conditions are so bad . 2

Living with my relatives - 6
| am here temporarily | want to go to another country - 8
Finding a job and living in better living conditions _ 27
To live in a safe country away from the war conditions _ 35

Figure 22. Reason for coming to Turkey and Ankara / refugees.

25 of the refugees applied for Turkish citizenship and 53 did not apply. While 16 of the refugees want
to return to their own countries, 62 people want to return. Among the local people who use the park, 5
people state that they do not find the park safe anymore, 1 person states that refugees do not use the park
cleanly, 2 people state that it is easy for them to go to their countries during the holidays and come back
here again and that the war is over, 1 person states that refugees have a negative impact on our economy
and 1 person states that they only use the park early in the morning and are afraid. The responses to the
question of where do you feel you belong to are as follows: 17 people who no longer feel they belong
to any city, and 49 people who feel they are from Ankara (Figure 23).
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| don't feel like | belong to any city 17
Afgan
Yozgat

Sivas
Liibnan
Kirsehir
Kayseri

idlib
Cankin
istanbul
Sam 3
Rakka 1
Halep 20
Ankara 49

e e

[3¥]

Figure 23. Data on park users' Sense of Belonging.

The chi-square test was used in the survey data to obtain meaningful data. According to survey data;
there is a statistically significant relationship (p<0.05) between the gender of the people visiting the park
and their civilization and child status, the status of using the park alone, the people who come to the
park together, which functions they use the most in the park and the desire to use the park with other
people. According to the survey data, the rate of women who are married and have children, the rate of
using the park with at least one person, the rate of feeling lonely while using the park and the rate of
expressing that there are picnic areas in the park are higher than the rate of male individuals using the
park. On the other hand, the rate of single male park users who use the park alone, the rate of having a
working life, the rate of visiting the park alone, the rate of using the park with friends, the rate of using
the park more as a recreation area, and the rate of wanting to communicate and meet other people in the
park are higher than female users. Among the female refugees using the park, 70.4% do not want to
communicate and interact with other individuals using the park and 66.7% stated that the park did not
contribute to their acclimatization process in Ankara.

Another data shows that there is a significant relationship between going to the park as a single person
and expressing the facilities and functions that should be in the park and age (p<0.05). 57.1% of park
users over 45 years of age visit the park as a single person. Again, the rate of park users aged 45 and
over (35.7%) expressing that the functions in the park are inadequate is higher than the rate of park users
aged 10-24 (9.3%). Also, there is a statistically significant relationship between the education level of
the park users and other variables (p<0.05). The rate of use of the café-restaurant in the north of the park
and the mosque adjacent to the park by the people with high school and above education level (31%) is
higher than the people with primary education (8.1%). In addition, there is a statistically significant
relationship between the frequency of park use and the economic status of park users (p<0.05). The rate
of park users who do not have any income and who work below the minimum wage rate, coming to the
park more than one day a week (58.5%) is higher than the rate of people earning 3000 TL and above
(25%) coming to the park a few days a week.

Table 1 shows the data on the use of the park with each other and the satisfaction of the local people and
refugees who participated in the survey study. The rate of refugees (90.8%) who are happy and satisfied
with using the park with local people is higher than the rate of local people (88.2%) who use the park
with male and female refugees (Table 1).
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Table 1. Percentage (%) distribution of respondents’ (refugees and locals) satisfaction with using the park with
each other (Number of Participants (N)=103)

Refugee Local People/Residents

Satisfied to use the Dissatisfied Satisfied to use Dissatisfied with

park with using the the park using the park
park
N % N % N % N %
Satisfaction with using 69 90,8 1 50 15 88,2 0 0,0
the park with
new migrants/ locals 7 9,2 1 50 2 11,8 8 100

According to another survey data; there is a statistically significant correlation between the length of
stay in Ankara, being from Ankara and being satisfied with using the park with new refugees (p<0.05).
89% of non-Ankara residents are satisfied with using the park with locals. The rate of satisfaction of
people from Ankara with using the park with refugees who recently migrated to the city is 57.1%. Also,
there is a statistically significant relationship between satisfaction with the park and length of stay in
Ankara (p < 0.05). Park users who have lived in Ankara for 3 years or less (100%) are more likely to be
satisfied with the park than park users who have lived in Ankara for 6 years or more (81.4%).

V. CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

This research reveals that urban parks, which are the focal points of the city, are the most suitable
grounds for carrying out recreational activities. Recreational areas are extremely important in terms of
maintaining public and social relations, the formation of a sense of belonging that develops through
relationships with society rather than individualism, and the emergence of friendship phenomena,
ensuring the sustainability of society. Generally, local people are concerned about preserving their
unique social lifestyle and having limited economic resources, etc. Citing these reasons, it does not want
refugees to benefit from these areas easily and wants them to return to their own countries or settle in
camps prepared for them. Such thoughts and actions prolong the adaptation process of refugees and
reveal the feeling of exclusion [49].

With this research, the harmony and social interaction of refugees and local people could not be
completed. While local people spent more time in the park in the past, they stated that they did not want
to spend more time in the park with the arrival of refugees, especially Syrians. On the contrary, local
people do not want to use the park with refugees, but refugees want to establish unity more. Many of
the refugees feel that they belong to Ankara and want their children to receive education in Ankara. On
the other hand, another striking result regarding the use of city parks emerged among refugee groups. It
is an important data that, compared to male refugees, female refugees directly reject integration with
society, have difficulties and want to use the park with their husbands when they come from work.
Action should be taken as soon as possible to ensure the future lifestyle and harmony of child and female
refugees, especially those who emerge as disadvantaged groups, with society. In this context, the
hypothesis of the research, "The fact that refugees are under difficult economic conditions causes
refugees to shelter in city parks and interact with other people in city parks, while this negatively affects
the park usage habits of local people™ has been proven. This study proves that while there are already
race, nationality, religion, sect, social position, education, culture and economic differences between the
local people and the migrating society as a result of migration mobility, the areas where such distinctions
can be most easily dissolved are urban parks. This study revealed how important the roles of local
governments are in the urban adaptation process.
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It is necessary to consider not only the basic needs of refugees, but also their psychological and cultural
needs, and to develop a comprehensive approach to the adaptation of disadvantaged groups, especially
women. The harmonization process should not only be achieved through individual and civic initiatives,
but it is of utmost importance that local governments are productive and efficient in the harmonization
process. In managing this complicated process, city parks, which play a key role in easily creating
cohesion, and providing various functions for city parks are extremely important reasons to ensure the
unity of locals and refugees. City parks should be central places of harmonization efforts. They should
be places where intercultural diversity can be ensured, and various activities can be organized.

It is possible to say that in the study, objectives such as the development of social culture, ensuring
social integration, and increasing the quality of life stand out and that this integration should be achieved
through urban open green areas. First of all, cultural identity must be taken into account in order to
further strengthen and sustain this interaction. It is seen that cultural planning studies are carried out in
countries such as Australia, Canada and America. The general strategy adopted in the examples of
cultural plans made around the world is the preparation of "cultural planning for physical and social
purposes™ as a part of urban development along with economic and physical development [37]. The aim
of the search for planning public space with culture is to create a space and environment suitable for
cultural uses and to create a cultural and artistic environment where city residents can develop their
interests and talents in their daily lives [37]. In this context, various events that emphasize cultural
diversity and increase intercultural interaction should be organized in Ulubey Sehit Omer
Karaosmanoglu Park, and the adaptation process should be facilitated by including refugees and asylum
seekers in the activities for local people. Events, concerts, exhibitions, open-air shows, etc. in city parks,
which are one of the largest parts of the open green space system, are activities that can maximize
cohesion between locals and refugees. Interaction of diverse cultural groups with each other, cultural
transfers and the presence of common cultural practices support the integration process. City parks
should be one of the places where cultural groups can present their traditions and customs, cuisine and
dance cultures. The presence of programs that can promote social cohesion of foreign refugee women,
who should be included in the study, where they can exhibit their own handicrafts and present their food
and drink culture, will accelerate the adaptation process.

In this process, urban cultural policies need to be redefined in order to create a permanent socio-spatial
structure in the area, improve the cultural and artistic environment of the area, ensure local cultural
organization, participation in cultural events and cultural continuity. Another important issue in making
cultural planning studies, which are developed with a participatory approach and propose a strategic
road map, effective is their integration with the physical plans of the city. However, in cases where
cultural planning studies are not carried out, acting sensitively to the spatial accumulation, collective
memory and urban identity of the city within the framework of a holistic planning approach and
including analyzes in this direction in the planning process should be seen as one of the effective ways
in cultural planning of the city.

In addition, public space, as an environment of freedom, creativity and fair sharing, should be able to
host productive and sharing communication. It is also possible with a strong public image that creates
communication, requires mutual respect, and requires both parties to see each other as equals. In this
context, developing policies that are inclusive and open to cultural diversity and establishing coexistence
and solidarity practices will help increase the public image and contribute to social peace.

The issue of the dynamics and change processes of cities, that is, the balance of global interaction, with
the traces of the city remaining in the mind, which constitute the identity of the cities, has been and
continues to be the main problem and subject of discussion of both cities and urban planning. In this
respect, ensuring their sustainability without losing the cultural values that form urban identity can be
achieved with holistic planning. In this context, it is necessary to identify the wishes and needs of the
area users and make plans/designs accordingly, to investigate the previous living spaces of the refugees,
their living habits including their cultural and social lives, and to develop spatial strategies accordingly.
In particular, it should not be forgotten that immigrants should be seen as producing and contributing
groups, rather than being perceived only as demanding users, and this should be emphasized in the
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regulations to be organized by local governments, and that the removal of previous user groups from the
area will create chaos. In this respect, it is important for planners and decision makers to take this issue
into consideration.

In order not to become a city disconnected from its historical, social and cultural past, standardized and
subject to identity erosion, original urban values and the historical, natural and cultural accumulation of
cities should be protected. In addition, the urban belonging of the urban people should be strengthened,
and they should be enabled to embrace the place they live in. Understanding how different cultural
groups use urban parks is important for designing and managing urban green spaces. In particular, open
public spaces created between buildings should be designed to include the collective activities necessary
for the life of the users, and a harmonious relationship should be created between different social
structures and public spaces without ignoring social diversity. In urban green areas, importance should
be given to water elements that will attract the attention of immigrants, and areas that are open to
everyone to socialize and carry out recreational activities should be designed in landscape designs.

The functions of city parks, one of the most important systems of public spaces, and their contributions
to the life of the city and its citizens have been examined in many literatures to date. However, this
research examines the importance of the article as to what new functions city parks have added to
themselves as well as their existing functions as a result of the migration mobility that has resonated all
over the world in recent years, how the functions they have used so far have transformed, and how the
roles of local governments affect the use of city parks or the process of adaptation to the city.
emphasizes. With this research, the changes in the functions of the city parks in the world, which attract
the attention of the whole world and are the subject of the news, were examined, and Sehit Omer
Karaosmanoglu Park, located in Ankara, which constitutes the main material of the research, was
examined based on the survey study. This research determines that the functions of city parks and the
park usage habits of city park users have changed negatively in the world and in Turkey, which is at the
top of the list of countries hosting refugees. The research emphasizes how important the perspective and
decisions of the countries of origin are, and it is thought that it will contribute to the literature by showing
that the importance of urban open green areas has increased in order to fully establish harmony between
both groups.

VI. REFERENCES

[1] C. Acar and D. Sarn, Kentsel Biyogesitlilik ve Peyzaj Planlama, [Online]. Available:
http://sura.cevreorman.gov.tr, 2005.

[2] Tiirkiye Istatistik Y1llig1, Ankara, Tiirkiye: Devlet Istatistik Yayin1, 2000.

[3] E. Boyact, “Ulkemizde Kent Parki islevlerini Belirleyen Etmenler”, Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Peyzaj
Mimarlig1 Anabilim Dali, Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisii, Ankara Universitesi, Ankara, Tiirkiye, 2010.

[4] A. Madanipour, “Social Exclusion and Space”, The City Reader, 4thed., London: Routledge,
2007, pp.158-165.

[5] M. Weber, “Sehir Modern Kentin Olusumu (M. Ceylan, Cev.)”, Istanbul, Tiirkiye: Bakis
Yaynlari, 2000, s. 173.

[6] H. Ozgiiner, “Cultural Differences in Attitude towards Urban Parks and Green Spaces”,
Landscape Research, vol. 36, no. 5, pp. 599-620, 2011.

[7] The UN Refugee Agency (UNCHR) (2023, April 01). Data and Statistics Global Trends
[Online]. Available: https://www.unhcr.org/global-trends-report-2022

1610


http://sura.cevreorman.gov.tr/

[8] S. Low, D. Taplin and S. Scheld, “Rethinking Urban Parks: Public Space and Cultural
Diversity”, University of Texas Press, 2005, pp. 226.

[9] J. Logan, W. Zhang and R. Alba, “Immigrant Enclaves and Ethnic Communities in New York
and Los Angeles, American Sociological Review, vol. 67, no. 2, pp. 199-322, 2002.

[10]  S.Savranve N. A. Sat, “Ankara’da Suriyeli Go¢menlerin Yer Secimi Tercihlerinin Incelenmesi
ve Bir Etnik Kentsel Adacik Ornegi Olarak Onder, Ulubey, Alemdag Mahalleleri”, Ankara
Aragtirmalart Dergisi, C. 7, S. 2, ss. 283-302, 2019.

[11]  A.Jacobs, and D. Appleyard, “Toward an Urban Design Manifesto ”, Journal of the American
Planning Association, vol. 53, no. 1, pp. 112-120, 1987.

[12]  B. Yurtseven ve D. Oguz, “Kentsel Yesil Alanlarda Gogmenlerin Mekan Algist ve Davranig
Bicimlerindeki Degisimlerinin Degerlendirilmesi”, Kent Kiiltiirii ve Yonetimi Dergisi, €.14, s.4, ss.
1251-1269, 2021.

[13] E. Erdonmez ve A. Aki, “A¢ik Kamusal Kent Mekanlarimin Toplum Iliskilerindeki Etkileri”,
Megaron, c. 1, s. 1, ss. 67-87, 2005.

[14] A. Ozdemir, “Katilimc1 Kent Kimliginin Olusumunda Kamusal Yesil Alanlarm Rolii”,
Planlama, s.1, ss. 37-43, 2007.

[15] A. Lanfer and M. Taylor. (2023, June 20). Immigrant Engagement in Public Open Space:
Strategies for the New Boston [Online]. Available:
https://barrfdn.issuelab.org/resources/35867/35867.pdf.

[16] C. Rishbeth, D. Blachnickaciacek, R. Bynon and T. Stapf (2023, June 15). Refugees Welcome
in Parks: A Resource Book [Online]. Available:
https://tudastar.menedek.hu/sites/default/files/refugeeswelcome-in-parks-resource-book.pdf.

[17]  C. Thompson, “Urban Open Spaces in the 21st Century”, Landscape and Urban Planning, vol.
68, no. 2, pp. 59-72, 2002.

[18] E. Giirkas, “Yer” Uzerine Bir Okuma Denemesi: Samatya’da Yer-Kurma Pratikleri”, Doktora
Tezi, Mimarlik Anabilim Dali, Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisti, Yildiz Teknik Universitesi, Istanbul, Tiirkiye,
2010.

[19] S. Graham and J. Cornell, “Nurturing Relationships: The Gardens of Greek and Vietnamese
Migrants in Marrickwille, Sydney”, Australian Geographer, vol. 37, no. 3, pp. 375-393, 2006.

[20] R. S. Ulrich, “Biophilia, Biophobia, & Natural Landscapes” in The Biophilia Hypothesis,
(Kellert, S.R. and Wilson, E.O., Eds), Washington DC: Island Press, 1993, pp. 73-137.

[21]  J. Gehl, “Life Between Buildings. Using Public Space”, 1st ed., Copenhagen, Denmark: Van
Nostrand Reinhold, 1996, p. 563.

[22] Y. Ozservet, “Modern Gogebeler Olarak Gogmenler, Mekan ve Sehre Uyum”, Sosyoloji Divani,
C. 3, 8. 6, ss.41-54, 2015.

[23] J. Darling, “A city of Sanctuary: The Relational Re-imagining of Sheffiel’s Asylum Politics”,
Transactions of The Institute of British Geographers, vol, 35, no. 1, pp. 125-140, 2010.

[24] R. Faragallah, “The impact of productive open spaces on urban sustainability: The Case of El
Mansheya Square-Alexandria”, Alexandria Engineering Journal, vol. 57, no. 4, pp. 3969-3976, 2018.

1611



[25] P. Gobster, “Managing Urban Parks for a Racially and Ethnically Diverse Clientele”, Leisure
Sciences, vol. 24, no. 2, pp. 143-159, 2002.

[26] K. Seeland, S. Diibendorfer and R. Hansmann, “Making Friends in Zurich’s Urban Forests and
Parks: The Role of Public Green Space for Social Inclusion of Youth from Different Cultures”, Forest
Policy and Economics, vol.11, no. 1, pp. 10-17, 2009.

[27] C, Bosmans, R. Daher and V. D’ Auria, “Recording Permanence and Ephemerality in the North
Quarter of Brussels: Drawing at the Intersection of Time, Space, and People”, Urban Planning, vol. 5,
no. 2, pp. 249-261, 2020.

[28] E. Zube and D. Pitt, “Cross-Cultural Perceptions of Scenic and Heritage Landscapes”,
Landscape Planning, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 69-87, 1981.

[29] B. Yang and R. Kaplan, “The Perception of Landscape Style: a Cross-cultural Comparison”,
Landscape and Urban Planning, vol. 19, no. 3, pp. 251-262, 1990.

[30] E.S. Oliveira, “Immigrants and Public Open Spaces”, Doctorate Thesis, The University of
Edinburgh, 2011.

[31] F. Celik, “Kentsel Yesil Alanlarda Giivenlik”, Idealkent, c. 9, s. 23, ss. 58-94, 2018.

[32] L Giindiizdz, “Tiirkiye ve Diinyada Giivenli Kent Yaklasimi: Kentsel Giivenlik mi? Giivenli
Kent mi?”, Tiirk Idare Dergisi, 5.483, ss. 335-368, 2016.

[33] D. Temel ve Z. Kahraman, “Gé¢men Mahallelerde Konut Dis Mekéninda Uyarlama: “Kiigiik
Halep” , Onder Mahallesi, Ankara Ornegi”, Ankara Arastirmalar: Dergisi, €. 7, .2, SS. 415-431, 2019.

[34] S. Mazumdar and S. Mazumdar, “Immigrant Home Gardens: Places of Religion, Culture,
Ecology, and Family”, Landscape and Urban Planning, vol.105, no. 3, pp. 258-265, 2012.

[35] Kose, S. “Cok Kiiltiirciilik Politikalarindan Entegrasyon Politikalarina Gegis: Hollanda’daki
Tiirkiye Kokenli Gogmenler Uzerine Bir Inceleme”, Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Siyaset Bilimi ve Kamu
Yonetimi Anabilim Dal1 Siyaset Bilimi Bilim Dali, Hacettepe Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii,
Ankara, Tirkiye, 2012.

[36] Altindag Belediyesi Park ve Bahgeler Miidiirliigii, Ankara, 2021.

[37] F.Bianchini, “Cultural Planning: An Innovative Approach to Urban Development” in Managing
Urban Change, (der.), J. Verwijnen ve P. Lehtovuori, Helsinki, 1996.

[38] K. Ozdamar, “Modern Bilimsel Arastirma Yéntemleri”, Eskisehir, Tiirkiye: Kaan Kitabevi
Yayinlari, 2003.

[39] S. De Dominicis, F. Fornara, U. G. Cancellieri, C. Twigger-Ross ve M. Bonaiuto, “We are at
risk, and so what? Place attachment, environmental risk perceptions and preventive coping behaviors,”
Journal of Environmental Psychology, vol. 43, pp. 66-78, 2015.

[40] Y. Hayta, “Kent Kiiltiirii ve Kent Kavrami1”, Bitlis Eren Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii
Dergisi, ¢.5, 5.2, ss. 165-184, 2016.

[41] S. Savran ve A. Sat, “Ankara’da Suriyeli Gd¢menlerin Yer Secimi Tercihlerinin Incelenmesi
ve Bir Etnik Kentsel Adacik Ornegi Olarak Onder, Ulubey, Alemdag Mahalleleri”, Ankara
Aragtirmalart Dergisi, c.7,s.2,ss. 283-302,2019.

1612



[42] A. Bakioglu, F. Artar ve H. Izmir, “Ankara’daki Suriyelilerin Miiltecilik Deneyimleri, Gog,

Giindelik Yasam, Ge¢im Deneyimleri ve Sosyal Diglanma”, Sosyoloji Dernegi Yayini, y. 25,ss.72,
2018.

[43] B. Sarioglu. (2018, January 21). Bu mahallede Tiirkler azinlik: Ulubey [Online]. Available:
https://www.hurriyet.com.tr/yerel-haberler/ankara/bu-mahallede-turkler-azinlik-ulubey-40717196

[44] Anonim. (2018, March). Tiirkiye Biiyiik Millet Meclisi insan Haklarmni Inceleme Komisyonu
Miilteci  Haklar1  Alt Komisyonu; G6¢ Ve Uyum Raporu [Online].  Available:
https://asylumineurope.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/resources_goc_ve_uyum_raporu.pdf

[45] H. Karaslan (2019, January 29). 8 Bin Niifuslu Mahallenin Ugte ikisi Suriyeli [Online]. Available:
https://www.hurriyet.com.tr/yerel-haberler/ankara/8-bin-nufuslu-mahallenin-ucte-ikisi-suriyeli-
41098453

[46] Altindag Biiytiksehir Belediyesi (2020) [Online]. Available:
https://www.altindag.bel.tr/#!haberler/2020-altindaga-yeni-parklar-

[47] Altindag Biiyliksehir Belediyesi (2020) [Online]. Available: https://www.altindag.bel.tr/#!ilcemiz
[48] Altindag Biiyiiksehir Belediyesi (2023) [Online]. Available: https://cbs.altindag.bel.tr/

[49] H. Ekici, “Tiirk Toplumunda Suriyelilere Y&nelik Algilanan Tehditler ve C6ziim Onerileri”, Sosyal
Politika Calismalar1 Dergisi, S.44,55.695-730, 2019.

1613



