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Suburban Development and Networks of Mobility: Sites
in 1zmir, Turkey

Ayona Datta and Sebnem Yucel Young
London School of Economics and Political Sciend€: U

third largest city in Turkey. Through a historicahalysis, we illustrate how rapid
urbanisation, networks of transportation, and ltfds choices have encouraged the
movement of urban elites from the city to the cgside, leading to a rapid rise in
high-end gated communities called sites near Ualamall town on the Izmir-Cesme
expressway.

Abstract
In this paper we examine the tensions betweenitpard the town with a focus on
the processes through which new forms of suburbtéapaoduced near Izmir, the

New Suburbia

Suburbia in popular discourse is understood asvadiensity residential district outside the
territories of the main city. Literature on subarlbias been abundant since the boom in North
American suburban developments during the posteaarod. Such work has examined
various socio-political and politico-economic adgeof suburban development including
socio-spatial segregation and its impacts on udadiioin. Wright's (2001) and Hayden’s
(2004) insightful work on the American suburb idée$ various factors such as taxation
benefits, zoning laws, transportation networksnges in construction techniques, as well as
the restructuring of families and lifestyle changescontributors to the explosion of suburban
development. Much of this literature has also fsedson the gendering of suburbia and the
city as women’s and men’s spaces respectively (Ratthand Sprague 1979; Weisman 1992;
Hayden 2004). Hayden particularly examines the gt effects of suburban development
through its split between ‘home’ and ‘work’ and tlmpacts this had on reinforcing
ideologies of race and class. Such literature hewehas a strong ‘western’ bias, particularly
North American, but also increasingly European. W&th the global flow of ideas, of
consumer goods and of people, similar developmangs increasingly visible in ‘non-
western’ countries such as India, China, and TurKéyey occur under very different socio-
political and economic contexts and produce veffedint social and physical realities. Yet
there has been reluctance among scholars to dtedy since there is a notion that suburban
developments are essentially ‘imports’ from thetwes

Suburbs have been around since the fourteenthrgdmit their unprecedented expansion in
western (and non-western) cities is more commotimeénnineteenth and twentieth centuries.
King (2004, p98) suggests that this is due to pitalist conceptualisation of property, free
markets in land, developments in transportatioa,gfowth in the size of cities’ but also the
use of space as a system of social and econonaitifisation. Suburbia is now associated
with the image of a detached house with a gardackaged with the lifestyle that it offers to
its residents. The architectural experience withguburb is that of monotonous repetition- of
plot sizes, street patterns, and house designs.

*Datta: Lecturer, Cities Programme, London School Emfonomics and Political Science, UK, Email:
a.datta2@lse.ac.uk and Young: Faculty of Architestizmir Institute of Technology, Izmir, Turkeyntail:
sebnemyucel@iyte.edu.tr.
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The demographic structure of the suburbs is unoledsias one of middle-class nuclear
families with children, who are essentially dailynemuters to the city. Yet this image of the
suburb owes more to the American and European iexyer and less to that of other ‘non-
western’ cities. In cities such as Beijing, Delbnd Izmir, the residential form of the
buildings and the international context in whickeyhare shaped constructs suburbia as
another form of globalisation (King 2004). The stian experience is very different in each
context, with both the form and the residents stidpean intersection between global and
local forces. Indeed, Duncan and Duncan’s (200d¢nmework on the American suburb also
illustrates that unlike earlier studies where sbhuar developments were studied as the
antithesis of the city, contemporary suburbia hawvde understood through their tenuous
connections with the city, its regions, and theewidlobal scale.

The contemporary suburb is a physical manifestasiomodernity which Taylor (1999) calls
‘consumer modernity’ that has replaced ‘classic’dermity. Since the formation of the
Turkish Republic in 1923, modernity has been thmestone of class identification. The
incorporation of western lifestyles was part of tepublican reforms which were represented
through the ‘villafication’ (King 2004) of the mode home in 1930s Turkey. These villas,
built in the ‘cubic style’ and ‘celebrated for thaloseness to nature, sunlight, and healthy
living’ (Bozdogan, 2001, 225) led to their rapidrespd and popularity among the middle
classes. This was accompanied by an increasinigratibn of consumerism among higher
social classes. The upper middle class in Turkesd ubkeir own practices and consumer
objects to ‘classify and differentiate’ (Bourdie®@84) themselves as citizens of a modern
nation through such aesthetic devices.

A luxury house in the countryside is ‘a positiogalod, a mark of distinction’ (Ayata, 2002,
p60) and a signifier of class mobility. In Istanptlle move to suburbs, especially to detached
villas in a garden, was a class signifier, whemsdents left the cultural and physical dirt of
the metropolitan areas for a healthier, more ‘tigivironment (Oncu, 1997). In Ankara,
such developments gained momentum in the 1990sasded by middle-class ideologies
(Ayata, 2002). In Izmir the move to suburbia hasused since the 1950s but their recent
popularity amongst upper middle-class, middle-agedples, has been facilitated by the
construction of the Izmir-Cesme expressway. Thesameles suggest that ‘particular
histories and cultures construct particular spa¢ksig 2004, 107). Yet while suburban
developments in Ankara and Istanbul have only rdgdmecome the focus of research
(Ayata, 2002; Oncu, 1997), there is relatively l&ssus on Izmir, the third largest city in
Turkey. Thesitesor high-end suburban gated developments incorpgraixury houses with
gardens in Izmir are visible markers of what it me&o be upper middle-class in Turkey.
They are constructed through particular urban heso planning legislations, transport
networks, and lifestyle choices among specific aogroups. Their rise in recent years
however, has largely been undocumented.

This paper is an analysis of the processes thraugbh sites have mushroomed around
Izmir, particularly near the small town of Urla. ing the summer of 2005, we conducted a
research on thresites along the Izmir-Cesme expressway, near the towrJrbd. Our
objective was to unravel the processes throughwthiesiteshave become a popular choice
for upper class Izmir residents. We searched ia @nd Izmir libraries for archival material,
conducted interviews dfite residents, as well as architects, realtors, d@estoand residents
of Urla town to understand the connections betwiensites lzmir, Urla, and the wider
region. The first part of this paper is based om dnchival material and gives a historical
outline of Izmir and Urla and the socio-politicahca economic circumstances that have
shaped their transport networks and residentialeldgments. It examines the social,
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political, and physical tensions that have alwaxisted between the big city and the small
town and the socio-spatial factors that influertoe eirban elites of Izmir to ‘escape’ to the
countryside around Urla. The second part of thigepas based on our interviews in and
observations of the sites and gives a detailed/asisabf the rise and rise sitesaround Urla.

Urban development in Izmir

Figure 1: Map of Izmir and surroundings.
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Surrounding the Bay of Izmir on the Aegean Seadated the third largest city in Turkey,
Izmir (Ancient Smyrna). It is an old, cosmopolitport-town, which attracted the attention of
many civilisations ever since its foundation. Iltdest remains date back to 3000 BC. It was
re-founded by Alexander in 333BC on the Pagos Maianicontemporary Kadifekale). Since
Hellenic times, the Roman and Byzantine Empires el the area, until the $kcentury
capture of the town by Caka Bey of the SeljukssThst ‘Turkish’ contact was short-lived
and soon after Byzantines re-captured the city.ifuthe 18' century, while still under
Byzantine rule, Izmir became a Venetian and Genoekey. Izmir came under Turkish rule
in the 14" century and became an Ottoman Province in tﬁbcbﬁtury. During the Ottoman
rule, the city continued its multi-ethnic, multiiggous demography with districts to the south
east of the Bay, contemporary Kadifekale, Konakd ahlsancak, forming its main
components.

During the 18 century, Izmir was a major trade centre, the fatation of Anatolian caravan
routes. Following the late Técentury Ottoman victories in the Mediterraneare @apture of
Cyprus, and Rhodes), Izmir's importance as a ptyrircreased and by the @ entury the city
became an important Eastern Mediterranean portagity French, British, Venetian, and Dutch
consulates. Towards the end of thé" X&ntury, the city expanded to surrounding villages
Among these Buca and Bornova (see Urban develogmérhir

Figure 1), accommodated summer houses for the Levantindidamwhile Karsiyaka (ancient
Cordelia) began to develop as residential districts

During Hellenic times therefore, the boundarie$zaiir which was founded to the north-east
of the bay slowly spread up the slopes towards fiékdie. 1zmir remained confined within
Kadifekale, Konak, and Alsancak till the tr18:entury, when new developments emerged
inlands and across from the bay.
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Transport Networks

The 19" century brought socio-economic changes to Izniistly, the 1838 Ottoman-British
Trade Pact, led to a boom in foreign trade, whigulted in the opening of 11 consulates in
Izmir. Secondly, a new port was opened on Pasapbi$, along with a railway system that
was introduced in the city, connected the southieeagegions with nearby towns such as
Urla to the city centre. This encouraged an exmensif residential districts towards the
southeast and south of the bay (contemporary Geytep

The collapse of the Ottoman Empire during the Ri&irld War, led to the occupation of
Izmir by the Greek army in 1919, which lasted foree years. Following the Greek
occupation, many Turkish families moved to the eewif Anatolia, which had escaped the
occupation of Allied forces. At the end of the waearly 150,000 Greek residents also left
the city (Arkon, 1989, 11). After the foundation Tdirkish Republic in October 1923, nearly
400,000 Turks from the Balkans and Aegean Islandsenh into Anatolia and a majority
settled in the Izmir region (especially in Buca dBdrnova and nearby towns like Urla)
(Arkon, 1989, 11; Karadag, 2000, 55). Most of thamigrants were placed in the empty
houses of the emigrating Greek families. Moreowewy villages were formed to house those
who could not be accommodated in existing buildings

In the early Republican period therefore, Izmir drae part of government’'s attempts to
create morphological counterparts of a young, ‘modeation through architecture and
urban planning. Although the construction projeatdzmir were not as extensive as those
undertaken in Ankara around the same time, the ;nemodern’ Izmir designed by René
Dangér in 1925 had wide streets, urban plazas,cagdparks (Guner, 2005, 4; Karadag,
2000, 51). In 1930, the city municipality bordererev extended to include Karsiyaka,
Bayrakli, and Turan on the north and northeashefliay. Alsancak (near Pasaport) was still
the commercial and recreational centre of thewitl high-rise apartment buildings for well-
to-do families.

Single family houses v/s Urban apartments

Since the 1930s, the single-family house in a gardad represented healthy living and
hygiene, and its modernist, cubist, lines had bectm insignia of its contemporaneity. The
‘urban apartment building’, notwithstanding its @tbdesign vocabulary, sometimes faced
opposition when compared to the single-family dimgllin a garden, especially due to its
perceived inability to provide a ‘healthy’ enviroent.

Despite public opinion against it, apartment buiggi took over the Izmir and the Turkish
urban scene within 30 years. The apartment buitdthgt began in the 1930s and continued
till 1960s were commonly referred to as ‘rental $eal kira evler) and were owned by a
single person with the units rented out for reve(@Bezdogan, 2001). In Izmir, their height
was limited to four storeys. In 1950s, Alsancak,ztepe, Guzelyali, and Karsiyaka
(especially on the coastline) had residences fgin-mcome groups, whereas old districts in
Karsiyaka and Hatay housed the middle-income groitpwas around this time that an
apartment with a view to the Izmir bay became ardeke location. Therefore it is not
surprising that locations alongside the bay suchlsancak, Karsiyaka, and Goztepe housed
the ‘elite of the city,” while a majority of theuwsincome groups were located in Konak and
its environs on the hills. This was a common phesoon in many coastal towns and cities
where ‘finer distinctions of financial worth andnsgolic hierarchy’ (Oncu, 1997, p65) were
defined by proximity to the sea. The spatial sej@maand the nature of the differences
between the sea-view apartments of the urban aefhtk the peripheral ‘disorder’ of the

45



Datta A. and Young S. Y. GBER Vol. 6 No. 1 pp-83

gecekondugsquatter settlements) became, as in Istanbublematic of the cultural divide
between a peasant way of life and ‘genuine’ urbanisetween white-collar occupations and
manual work’ (Oncu, 1997, p65).

In 1965 however, the Legislation on Flat Ownershit Mulkiyeti Kanunu) had a
significant impact on the social and cultural geqgdry of Izmir. This legislation allowed the
tenure of the apartment dwellings to change framglstowner, four-storey rental houses into
high-rise apartment blocks with individual unit osvship. This led to demolition of the four
storey apartment blocks and rapid constructionlei2 storey blocks in their place along the
Izmir bay. While this meant that a larger numbepebple were able to live near the sea, it
also meant an increase in population in the cion@lwith its related problems of traffic
congestion and pollution. Moreover the taller amart blocks cut off the breeze from the
Aegean to the inner-city areas, which changed kying and the micro climate of Izmir
irrevocably. As we shall see later, it were thesecerns that created the perfect conditions
for the urban elite to leave the city in searclctdaner’ environments.

The rapid urbanization during the 1960s was regddrthrough the 1972 master plan of
Izmir. In this, industrial development in the ciyas designated on the North-South axis,
whereas residential development was proposed okdkeWest axis. Especially, Narlidere-

Seferihisar-Urla axis (located to the south oflthg from east to west) developed as the main
location for second residence vacation homes. BP49Cesme, at the tip of this axis became
the main tourist attraction with five star hotgiensiones for foreign tourists, and summer
houses for local tourists. Within twenty years,bebuthern and northern coastlines of the
Izmir peninsula were crowded with summer homes.

However, during the 1980s, the urban policies imitzcontinued to reflect struggles to
remove thegecekondusfrom the city. As one of such strategies, the Maksusing
Legislaturé was passed in 1984. The aim was to provide affdedaouses for low and
middle-income groups that triggered large-scalesihmguprojects on former government lands
on the outskirts of Izmir. But these, like many ey were primarily for middle-income
groups. Although, the legislation did not reach t#sgeted population, it nevertheless
enlivened a relatively stagnant construction industPrivate groups and companies
benefiting from the same legislature purchased @enxeloped government land for new
residences ositesfor middle and upper-middle class residents. The=me of two types; both
emerged on the outer fringes of metropolitan artesfirst onesite as they were called did
exist since the 1970s, as a group of apartmenk$]agenerally gated, each with their own
administration responsible for the maintenanceésoaimenities, like gardens, parking lots, and
sports facilities. The second type was composeatkte#ched villas, located further away from
the city, on the countryside, and is a more regergion which has emerged since the 1990s.
Although they later gained thsite denomination in general usage, they were refetroeals
‘country homes’ with Turkish-English composite nanseich as Kemer-Country. The rise of
the newsitesas ‘detached villas’ in the 1990s that marked deéaming of the apartment
blocks that had dominated the urban scene sincesl@6associated with the construction of
the 1zmir-Cesme Expressway.

Izmir-Cesme Expressway

During the late 1980s, the news of an Expresswagotmect Izmir to Cesme, led to land
speculation along the proposed route (Velibeyog04, 82). This was to replace the old
highway that linked the small towns and villagesthe Izmir province with a high speed
expressway that would connect Izmir to Cesme. Was strategic not just because of the
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obvious advantages it provided to the residentszwiir who owned summer cottages in
Cesme but was also intended to develop tourisngalos Izmir peninsula with the towns that
the Expressway connected.

As mentioned before, discussions of environmemablitability of the I1zmir’s location were
abundant, which led to discourses of the ‘unhealthty. The frequency of earthquakes and
the associated increase in construction costs cwdbivith the risks of living in high-rise
apartments in an earthquake zone meant that mamdengés were keen to move out of Izmir
into the countryside. When the expressway was,duittecame faster and easier to travel to
and from the countryside to Izmir. It were thoseups who could afford to live outside the
city, and those who could afford the commuting exges (car and petrol prices) that
considered moving out into the wider region tha éxpressway opened up for them. They
then had to find a suitable location where theyladihrive in their quest for ‘healthy
lifestyles’.

The construction of the expressway started in 1886,in July 1992, the 1zmir-Urla phase of
the highway was completed. While speculation wiesin the region, the land speculators in
Urla ranged from large construction firms basednkara to local architects based in Izmir
who bought off agricultural land from the farmemsurla®. While this was occurring all along
the speculated route of the Expressway, the towkrtd held a particular attraction for
residential development. It is the region arounthWhere most of thsitesflourished.

Urla as the ‘healthy town’

The town of Urla is located 38 kilometres west ohir. Urla, like many settlements in the
Aegean region has a very rich history. Its earliestains date back to the Neolithic period
and are sometimes referred to as Prehistoric Clamam Clazomenae was an important
centre for olive oil, wine, and garum (a type ofie® production, and these products were
sent to Black Sea, Italy, and Egypt. During th& Bntury, Urla was an agricultural centre,
referred to as Bazar-i Urla (The bazaar of Urlalldwing the increased importance of
Cesme as a port city, Urla gained importance asmuential centre. It is during the 16
century that the Greek population in Urla increadeimatically, following the migration of
Greek population from nearby Aegean islands of €hidhe Greeks brought their expertise
on vineries, and soon Urla became an importantreeior grape and raisin production.
Around this time Urla also had the densest olivevgs in the region, with a high olive oll
and soap production.

Following the foundation of the Republic of Turkagd the exchange of Greek and Turkish
population between the two nations, many immigramése accommodated in the vacant
Greek houses in UflaThe new residents of Urla did not continue withpg production, but
instead started tobacco production, an activity tvere already engaged in while living in
the Balkans. Hence, until the end of 1980s, whenrtkws concerning the construction of
Izmir-Cesme Expressway became public, Urla wasalsagricultural town. Tourism, which
is an important industry in the peninsula, hadaftected Urla, except for the development of
the summer houses along the coastline nearby.

The opening of I1zmir-Cesme Expressway brought majmnges to Urla. There was an
increase in the daily tourist activities (arrivimgthe morning and leaving at night). Since the
route of the Expressway had damaged the alreadplested greenhouses in the Balcova
district, these activities moved mainly to Urlacrieasing the number of small scale ‘clean’
industrial establishments along the highway. B& thost significant change around Urla,
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was the boom isitesbuilt on agricultural land designated for olivedagrape production.

The choice of Urla, not Cesme, for the developnanthese new communities was three
fold: Firstly, Urla was closer to Izmir, making tttemmute to the city that much easier.
Secondly, Cesme was already built up with summersés, creating a similar, crowded,
urban environment especially during the summer hwnthirdly, many potential clients for
these communities already owned summer residenceSesme, and Urla was halfway
between the Izmir and this coastal resort. In @&lditUrla was the first region in Turkey to
develop a Local Agenda 21in compliance with the agreements at the 1992 Rimmit to
promote sustainable development. Urla was thusepesd as the ‘cleaner and healthier’
option among many urban elites in Izmir who wartedeave the ‘polluted’ city and escape
to the countryside. Urla thus became the focustla@daite of frenzied building activity during
the late 90s which has continued unabated singe this in Urla that a majority of theites

in the Izmir Peninsula are now located.

What made the construction on these agricultural fomest lands near the Expressway
possible was the denomination of a ‘special yigdez in the revised plans of Urla. These
zones were in four categories, allowing built-upaaof up to 7% in these areas. Later, ‘partial
plans® (Velibeyoglu, 2000) were prepared by the Urla Mipality. The advice of up to five
governmental institutions was asked for each daptem and the building permit was given
right after the implementation approval of the @mlan by the municipality (Velibeyoglu,
2004). The aim of these plans was to respond tathreressures from the Izmir-Cesme
Expressway, by preserving agricultural land whileoviding space for low-density
development (Velibeyoglu, 2004). However, the plan$ not reach their aim due to the
problems in its implementatidn In the special yield zones developed by parti@inp
therefore, instead of low-density farm-houses ormicajural lands, high-end gated
communities developed for the urban elite of Izmir.

The Sites

Thesitesalong the Izmir-Cesme expressway are gated, lusimgle-family detached houses
scattered around Urla. The characteristic featafethe Urla sites are social and spatial
separation. On one hand, they are physically rechéneen both the city (Izmir) with which
the residents still maintain economic, leisure, andial connections, and the town (Urla)
whose agricultural land they have appropriatedefgransion. This separation has been made
possible by the route of the expressway, which gleith the older Izmir-Cesme route has
isolated Urla from its neighbouring agriculturahtawhere the sites have developed. On the
other hand, the houses within thiéesare separated from each other through site plgnnin
The luxury single-family houses are placed alorgdbntours of the land to maximise views
of the Aegean Sea and minimise views of other dgreents. While in the 1zmir apartments,
views were maximised by vertically stacking up apants, in the Urla sites, views are
maximised through visual and physical separatioanaf house from the other. This two-fold
separation therefore, is not just restricted toemalt landscapes but extends to intangible
landscapes (through the framing of views).

In his work on new forms of Chinese and Indian shhnization, King (2004) discusses how
not just spaces but even discourses reflect tipigragon. Ayata (2002) suggests that thige

population as a community of select and civilizesgle’ is defined by what they exclude-
‘city life and its vulgar mix of the lower classethie new rich and the Islamists’ (p.30).
Moreover in Izmir, the opening up of the NATO bdee Allied Land Forces Southeastern
Europe in 1952, following the Turkish membership NATO has meant an increasing
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migration of American and European military persalrand their families into this city each
year. The NATO officials and their families bringtiwthem not just consumer goods from
other parts of the world, but also expectation$ifestyle. The architecture of theateswith
their detached luxury houses with gardens set tadgeaommunities with swimming pools,
gyms, and views of the surrounding landscape @awatsd at specific intersections of these
global flows and networks of people, ideas, anddgodheir ‘familiar’ rather than unusual
designs leads to the reinforcement and representati‘the global myth of the ideal home as
the embodiment of a middle-class way of life’ (Ont@97, p61).

Figure 2: Photograph of onesite house.

Thesiteis a complex representation of a desire for chaHgee, the cultural capital brought
in with the urban ‘pioneers’ from Izmir are soliéifi through particular architectural
interventions, beginning with the site planning tlwe interior design of these gated
developments. The site planning reflects typicddusban housing development, which are
based on subdividing a large area into small mbtadividually owned houses with gardens.
There are variations to this where in anotsieg each house has a swimming pool. Fltes
themselves are gated and have 24-hour securityy @ls® have common leisure facilities
such as swimming pool, club house and so on. Thedwthemselves are built on large sized
plots (between 250 to 1000 sgm). In the high-etessthey incorporate formal and informal
living and dining areas, kitchen, and more than bedrooms, all with dressing and ensuite
facilities. Some houses also have personal gymssanohming pools. But the defining
feature of all the houses are their framed viewshef landscape, with the most exclusive
houses enjoying expansive views of the Aegean 8&dattee Izmir peninsula. It is mostly
from the living, dining, and bedrooms (in that ardé priority) that such views are accessed,
either through large glazed windows, or patioswmte verandas. This dynamic relationship
of the interior of these houses with the surrougdiandscape relies on the strategic
positioning of thesites on the slopes of the hills around Urla. The houses/ide the
framework through which ‘nature’ can be appreciatadir arrangement on hill, their plans,
and even their interior design reflect their radetlae porous boundary between the inside and
the outside, between the urban life and countrtyngget
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Figure 3: Framed views of the landscape.

Urla town provides a ‘reference point’ for the dtebture of these sites; local materials are
the building blocks for the houses, and architettthe sites make references to the colours,
window surrounds, quoins, pediments, and otheripecchitectural elements found in the
traditional houses in Urla. While these houses Hallen into disrepair in Urla, they are
‘preserved’ through their postmodern counterpartthesite houses. The cultural politics of
such architectural aesthetics is significant beeaugranslates into cultural capital for those
who occupy these multi-million dollar houses. Coysitle landscape and ancient tradition
are both internalised through the architecture hifsé houses which gives its residents
collective social capital that they reinforce thgbuthe territorial privileges of a gated
community. Access into these developments is higedyricted through gated security posts,
24-hour surveillance, and high walls. But this abaapital is also reinforced through
material objects such as the lavishness of intat@morations, in the number and make of
cars, and in the variety of consumer goods. Moredyea is not just a physical reference but
also a social reference through its re-definitismaaresource for domestic maids for #ie
houses. Increasingly, Urla has also become thelisump ‘fresh’ agricultural produce to the
sites lzmir, in the paradox of its physical distancel demporal proximity, is no longer the
site of everyday life but re-negotiated solely las site of economic consumption. Residents
from thesitesdrive to Izmir for work, to meet friends, and fmnsumer-oriented shoppifig
Urla and its surrounding landscape have now becthraecontext of their daily domestic
experiences. Such changes to domestic and ecommngumption patterns are therefore
specific to the differences between Urla as anéfined’ province against Izmir as the
‘cultured’ metropolis.

The sites should then be understood through thktionships with both the city of Izmir and
with the town of Urla. While one is the big cityathlacks ‘quality of life’ yet still holds its
attraction for those who leave, the other is thalstown that lacks the conveniences of the
big city but presents a pristine landscape to heyed solely through visual consumption.
Most significantly, the previous experiences of \arfable place of residence’ (urban
apartment in Izmir and summer home in Cesme) havebreen ‘fixed’ through a relocation
into thesite because this allows residents to access bothityh@nd the coast at any time.
The sitesthen are built on the basis of a common desirepramon belief, and common
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values of developing an aesthetic medium througichwmto represent a romantic return to the
countryside without ever totally leaving the cityiving in thesesites means occupying a
space in between these two contrasting and sometm@radictory lifestyle choices of the
big city and the small town. The separation frome ttity is never complete and total
integration with the town is never desired.

The production of thaite illustrates the tenuous relationships betweenctty its regions,
their landscapes, and the transportation netwakdbnnects these spaces. This destabilises
the notion of city as a bounded object and suggestancept of cities as ‘sites of extension’
(Amin and Thrift, 2002). This extension can be pbgksthrough the creation of transport
corridors but can also be metaphorical in the weat ficcess to social and cultural capital
relies on architectural realities. The sites alitswesidents to access different spaces (work,
leisure, food, entertainment) for different neegisdifferent times and in different locations
(Izmir, Urla, site, Cesme). The presence of the Izmir-Cesme exprgstas made them
mobile and created possibilities of connecting ¢hfepatially stretched’ economic and social
relations that no longer occur in the same plate. flse of sites in the Izmir province has to
be understood in the background of an idea of nigbibf ideas, of lifestyles, and of
commodities. Mobility that disperses communitiesoas physical space but still connects
them through a set of values, beliefs, practicad, eperiences, described as ‘distanciated
modes of belonging’ (Amin and Thrift, 2002).

Final Reflections

This paper has developed a historical analysiszaiirls relationship with its regions,
specifically the town of Urla, through an examipatiof the socio-cultural politics of urban
development during historic and contemporary pexiddis paper ends with a discussion of
the sites high-end gated residential developments that mawshroomed around Urla since
the construction of the Izmir-Cesme Expressway. ditesare characterised by socio-spatial
separation both from the City, the town, and froache other. The houses in teiesare
defined by the views that they frame of the surthog landscape and the luxury of the
spaces that the residents enjoy. The locationgdeaind occupation of thetesprovide the
framework through which ‘nature’ can be appreciaséed distinguishes its residents from
both the ‘uncultured’ town of Urla and the ‘polldtecity of Izmir.

This paper reveals that patterns and habits of mewné between a city and its regions are
based on accumulated choices and necessitiesasymteferred routes, preferred exchanges,
and preferred economies (be they social, cultunakconomic). Movements between Izmir
and its regions are connected by networks and flmw®mmodities, cultures, and lifestyles.
The historical analysis of Izmir and Urla showstteach networks have existed since the
earliest settlements but the unprecedented groWwHitesin recent years reveals how these
provide opportunities for reinforcing the ideolagjief a given social class through its spatial
practices and using landscapes as material andddignsignifiers of this class position. The
rise of sitestherefore reflect not just the effect of cultusalpply, the density of cultural
capital, and opportunities of cultural consumpt{@wourdieu, 1984), but also the effects of
‘unequal spatial distribution’ (Harvey 1989) of dapand their owners.
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Notes

! The Turkish wordsite is pronounced as the French wanité. Site has been italicised
throughout this paper to avoid confusion with thglish word site.

3 Legislation on Flat Ownership (1965) made it polgsto own portions of a building. This
“allowed freehold tenure in independent parts afdings, describing the obligations of the
shareholders in the management of buildings” (Balaand Payner, 2001).

* For more information on the Mass Housing Law amel Mass Housing Fund created to
provide state subsidy to housing projects pleass S8uher (2004).

> This information is based on our interviews wigsidents of Urla

® The rebuilding activity in Urla started in 1923damvas supported by a government
institution calledImar ve Iskan Vekaletiwhich was formed to resolve the settlement
problems of the immigrants from the Balkans (AB9%, 62).

" Agenda 21 is a program supported by the UnitedoNstDevelopment Program (UNDP)
and Global Environment Facility-Small Scale PrggecProgram (GEF-SGF) (Urla
Development Foundation of Urla Municipality, 1996).

8 Refers to the plans prepared for the areas outisedexisting plan boundaries.

® Velibeyoglu states two major problems regarding ithplementation of the partial plans:
First one is the regarding permissions given tddings that do not comply with the density
regulations. The second one is a gap in regulamgding activity, which did not limit
number of houses per parcel.

19 This information is based on our interviews wigsidents.
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