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Coexistence in Space:  

Stimulating Encounter in the Socially Fragmented Open Urban 

Fabrics 

EBRU ŞEVİK and OLGU ÇALIŞKAN 

 

As one of the most problematic issues in urban societies exhibiting prejudiced cultural plurality, social distancing 

manifests itself as a form of spatial segregation even within an open urban fabric that does not have physical 

boundaries. Rather than addressing the achievement of full social integrity at the risk of eliminating the richness of 

local identities, the interactional approach acknowledges the value of intersubjective encounters in the urban space. 

In this regard, the emerging studies of ‘encounter’ aim to explore the capacity of social interaction to build mutual 

learning and solidarity within different socio-cultural groups, even at the risk of conflict. With the fundamental 

assumption of the social encounter that occurs through particular (spatial and programmatic) conditions within the 

physical fabric, the paper explores the morphological capacity of the built form to enable the coexistence of 

differences by stimulating encounters. Following a comprehensive review of the literature on the issue, we suggest 

a multi-scalar approach that involves the macro-morphological perspective of spatial configuration and the micro 

characteristics of the small public spaces (the so-called ‘micropublics’). Accordingly, the paper revisits the notion 

of ‘threshold’ as the place of encounter within the city's social fabric. To reveal the interactional capacity of a 

socially segregated (open) urban fabric for a high possibility of encounters, the paper focuses on the case of the 

Emek district in Bursa, Turkey, a living fabric composed of divided socio-spatial territories. Following the 

configurational analysis of the district, the paper explores some micro-spatial configurations as thresholds at the 

street, block, plot, and building levels. Providing a morphological perspective on coexistence within the fragmented 

social fabric of the city, the research aims to contribute to the extant discussions on liveability from the perspective 

of integrity and cohesion.  
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Introduction 

Socio-spatial segregation is a chronic problem, especially in cities under intensive multi-cultural transformation 

pressure. Different forms of segregation are observed even in the very mixed urban neighbourhoods, 

which have to deal with many ethnic, racial, and class conflicts in space (Selim, 2015: 16). Social division 

in cities occurs on a series of diversity factors such as race, class, ethnicity, religion, income, gender, 

lifestyle, and ideology (Netto, 2017: 28). In the urban environments where social difference is historically 

constructed on deep cultural and ethnic biases and hostility, the segregated communities are not even 

willing to share the same social (institutional) facilities despite the theoretical assumption that such 

facilities would amalgam the groups within larger local identity (Vanderbeck, 2007 cited in Selim, 2015: 

17).  

In particular contexts, the division of society is reflected in the urban fabric in the form of partitioned 

territories defined around shared norms and values. The patchwork social structure of the city composed 

of a series of ethnic enclaves is a condition of making communities that hold their identity at a certain 

distance from the rest of the city (Fischer, 1984). This condition corresponds to the settled view of urban 

segregation based on the residential separation of different groups within cities (Leal, 2012). The 

alternative perspective considers segregation a form of lacking social contact even in culturally mixed 

localities (Freeman, 1978). This view adds another layer to the conception of urban segregation solely 

based on the territorial demarcation of communities and unpacks the phenomenon of social distancing due 

to a lack of encounters and interaction in everyday trajectories (Netto, 2017: 17-36).  

Among many others, the coexistence of communities is seen as one of the fundamental social conditions 

of liveable cities. To Elmahdy et al. (2021), the availability of public open spaces for interaction and 
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participation is one of the key socio-cultural indicators of liveable neighborhoods (p. 64). Similarly, 

Pacione (1990) addresses the so-called sociopetal environments enabling social interaction as a form of 

liveability (p. 13). Such sociality is experienced through continuous encounters, resulting in the evolution 

of social norms and behaviours (Milgram, 1970: 1462-64). The intersubjective interaction in partitioned 

urban environments, therefore, could generate mutual tolerance for the collective life of urban society 

(Tonkiss, 2005: 17). Nevertheless, Netto et al. (2010) argue that cities mostly fall short of generating 

spaces of encounters that could foster coexistence of different groups (p.3). Such a condition could also 

be regarded as a factor leading to spatial segregation.  

In the current paper, we assume that the primary reason behind that segregating condition is the lack of 

spatial configurations that can stimulate social interaction in open fabrics where segregation is not 

exercised through physical boundaries but with the lack of everyday encounters. Therefore, we address 

segregation as the lack of contact and interaction in the everyday, and aim to develop a framework that 

could promote coexistence in space. We argue that different compositions of spatial strategies and 

morphological qualities can impact the stimuli for interaction that the micropublics of the city afford. To 

elaborate on the point, our paper suggests a multi-scalar morphological perspective on coexistence in 

space by conceptualizing micro-spatial public sites as ‘thresholds’ where differences encounter in the 

everyday. We focus on Emek District in Bursa, one of the metropolitan cities in Turkey that is deprived 

of socio-spatial cohesion. Following the theoretical framing of social encounters and thresholds, the 

spatial analysis is presented on the macro (district) level, which identifies the socio-spatial enclaves within 

the (open) fabric, and the potential locations of the thresholds accordingly. Then the so-called micro-

morphological framework is aimed to supplement the configurational analysis with an exploratory study 

arguing a series of micro-morphological settings derived from the comprehensive review on urban 

geography, morphology, and design literature that mainly tackles encounter and coexistence.  

 

Theoretical Background 

Before examining the intrinsic morphological condition(s) of encounters within a socially fragmented 

(open) urban fabric, we develop a multi-layered theoretical framework on coexistence. To that aim, 

following an introductory discussion on the encounter that we conceptualize through the notion of ‘urban 

threshold’, we discuss the spatial qualities of encounters concerning the existing research on the issue.  

Social Diversity and The Theory of Encounter   

The multicultural condition of cities forms different everyday realities, among which the socio-spatial 

division of communities constitutes an intricate one. Marking differences and collective personalities, 

communities outline pockets of relative (class-based, ethnic, or cultural) homogeneity. McKenzie (1925) 

identifies the processes of accommodations of different cultural and ethnic groups as the generator of 

distinct cultural zones revealing peculiar characteristics (pp. 77-8). Likewise, Park (1925) discusses the 

formation of ethnic enclaves due to distancing processes between the groups, distinguishing their quarter 

following their sentiment (p. 6). Then the Chicago School was the first group that recognized the 

phenomenon of ‘cultural subdivision’ within modern urban societies (Park, 1936).  

Accordingly, Tonkiss (2005) emphasizes the early comprehension of spatial segregation argued by the 

Chicago School not only through its negative (i.e., defensive behaviours as a response to intolerance) but 

also with positive attributes (i.e., shared norms and practices by familiarity) (p. 45). Marcuse (2005) also 

differentiates the division of groups based on voluntary clustering from superiority-based exclusion 

regarding analytical definitions of ‘enclave’ and ‘ghetto’. He considers the former a desirable process of 

the congregation for advancing shared group interests, whereas the latter implies forced exclusion through 

hierarchical orders (pp. 16-18). Hence, voluntary clustering in enclaves is socially favourable in 

maintaining shared cultural norms and lifestyles. To Giddens (1985), within such partitioned diversity, all 

contacts between the members of different communities involve spatial contexts of co-presence enabled 

by the converging paths in their daily routines (p. 293). Along with such an affirmative view about socio-
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spatial partitioning of communities, the ‘difference’ is taken for granted in the identification of the ‘urban’, 

the condition in which different people could ideally ‘act together without the compulsion to be the same’ 

(Sennett, 1974: 255 cited in Tonkiss, 2005: 25). 

Critical social theory, on the other hand, tends to question the settled conception of integration and contact 

as a solution for urban problems such as cultural prejudice and hostility (Wessel, 2009; Selim, 2015; 

Fortier, 2010; Valentine, 2008; 2013; Matejskova & Leitner, 2011; Leitner, 2012). The critiques posit that 

the existing inequalities of income, power relations, and differences in lifestyles and cultures limit 

eliminating negative perceptions, fears, and prejudices towards the other group members. Nevertheless, 

these critiques do not completely disregard the role of encounters in steering transactions and mutual 

exchange among the groups.  

Urban encounters in socially and spatially divided environments allow for interaction among differences 

that can experience co-presence temporarily in the public space, which Watson (2006) considers as ‘a site 

of potentiality, difference and delightful encounters’ (p. 19). To Netto (2017), co-presence is a bodily 

experience by which the actors positioned within the spatial boundaries of a social situation could perceive 

that others were sharing the space. (p. 38). Then, an encounter is an active mode of co-presence that brings 

about a particular communication through focused engagements such as facial expressions, gestures, and 

verbal exchanges (Goffman, 1963: 17).  

As Standish (2020) puts it, an encounter is a relational sphere in which non-violent engagement and 

sometimes conflictual interaction with the difference occur (Standish, 2020: 7). Here, conflict implies a 

deliberative and transformative practice that can give rise to the development of different social relations 

(Danielak, 2019: 458). Encounter, in this sense, occurs as a practice that does not disregard the existing 

tensions and conflicts among the members of the society but as an act by which the conflict is temporarily 

suspended or transformed. Hence, it is a movement toward understanding and building relationship 

(Standish, 2020: 8). In this regard, encounter in the public sphere appears to be a more inclusionary 

practice in which the socio-spatial distances can be reduced, and thus, differences are temporarily 

converged while the relatively homogeneous territories of communities are maintained to preserve group 

identities.  

Consequently, in a heterogeneous urban society, encounters with the stranger could be recognized as a 

significant planning objective through more ‘blurred boundaries’ as opposed to the physical isolation 

between the different communities (Fincher, 2003: 57). As Palaiologou and Vaughan (2011) argue, 

sociability can be generated within these loosely-defined border zones if the preconditions of co-presence 

and encounters are met (p. 88). Nevertheless, the social theory rarely considers the physical settings (i.e., 

scenes and spaces) necessary for efficient contact and interaction (Wessel, 2009: 14). Such an objective 

necessitates a robust morphological perspective on urban space, which we tend to discuss in the following 

sections drawing on the urban threshold as the potential site for the encounter.  

 

Urban Threshold: The Place of Encounter Within the Social Fabric  

Tonkiss (2005) highlights the early account of Simmel (1997) on cultural communities’ marking 

boundaries that simultaneously entail separation and connection. Acknowledging the coexistence of 

ethnic differences within an integrated national culture, Aharon-Gutman (2014) also argues for socio-

spatial boundaries with their relational function apart from their central mission of separation. Similarly, 

Sibley (1995) discusses the borders between socially excluded areas as the ‘zones of ambiguity’, the 

liminal zone of anxiety (p. 33). This directly implies the concept of threshold as the relational surface of 

connection through separation (Stavrides, 2010: 14-15). Urban thresholds are commonly characterized by 

their intermediate nature of spatiality. Identifying thresholds as ‘in-between’ spaces containing a degree 

of liminality in the collective domain, Stavrides (2010) argues for the creation of thresholds as an art of 

social negotiation within the modern metropolis that is composed of various privatized fragments (i.e., 

ghettos and suburban neighbourhoods) that form ‘the partitioned city’ (pp. 13-17, 26-36).  
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Following Sennett’s (2006) early conceptualization of interactive ‘border’ in contrast to ‘boundary’ as 

guarded territory, Sendra and Sennett (2020) revisit the idea of border condition from an urbanistic 

perspective. According to them, an open city should have ‘passage territories’ forming border conditions 

that function like cell membranes being both porous and resistant (ibid: 32). Then, the border becomes an 

edge that different groups might encounter. As also emphasized by Tonkiss (2005: 32), Jacobs (1964: 

271) discusses the active character of borders such as expressways, railway tracks, and the edges of parks, 

which not only divide the space but also create new spaces as in-between zones of which their uses remain 

uncertain, and thus are open for new possibilities. To Watson (2006: 13), recognizing these marginal 

spaces that are not as visible as the designed formal public spaces has great importance for spatial 

encounters, thus having to be re-considered by designers and urban politicians at different scales.  

According to Netto et al. (2010), though social organization and reproduction of encounter has a 

contingent nature, the spatial structure and its pattern of centrality suggest a kind of ‘identifiable 

probabilities’ which makes some part of the urban network more likely to attract higher density and 

recursivity of coexistence in the space (p. 12). Such a pattern tends to emerge as differentiated networks 

constituted by dispersed channels (i.e., streets and passages) and nodalities (i.e., work, leisure, and 

consumption spaces), which characterize the daily lives and routines involving encounters. That point 

corresponds to the early argumentation of Hillier (1987) on the “movement interface” (between 

inhabitants and strangers), which is the syntactic correlation between the ‘to-movement’ and ‘through-

movement’ potentiality of space (pp. 236-237). In our study, the movement interface corresponds to zones 

of encounter that we re-conceptualize as urban thresholds.   

As spatial accessibility increases, the level of encounter on thresholds is assumed to increase with an 

enlarged proportion of pedestrian flow within the total mobility pattern. With empirical research, Ferguson 

(2007) demonstrates this assumption. He argues that the level of integration within a network effectively 

conditions the intensity of interaction and knowledge transfer between individuals in the public realm. 

Moreover, different urban programs should operate as ‘activity generators’ (Fincher and Iveson, 2008: 

163-66). Morphologically, these conditions correspond to the qualities of integration and spatial stimuli 

in the urban fabric. Therefore, it is possible to argue that both the syntactic and compositional 

characteristics of the space contribute to the level of encounters that occur in any urban fabric's spatial 

system.  

 

The Spatiality of Coexistence: Strategies of The Urban Threshold for Social Encounter 

Based on Freeman’s (1978) conception of social segregation as the ‘restricted contact’ as opposed to the 

conventional view that reduces the phenomenon to the static division of space, Netto (2017) considers 

cities as ‘systems of encounter’ in which the overlapping networks of daily movements by different social 

groups have their potentiality to interact. For this potential to bring real interaction, however, a high 

density of encounters alone does not suffice per se to generate a substantial impact on coexistence. 

Referring to Goffman’s (1961, 1963) encounter theory, Netto (2017) addresses the potential transition 

from co-presence to interaction and negotiation. Based on Goffman’s (1963) discussion on co-presence 

requiring events and places that would offer conditions for the (effective) encounter, Netto (2017) argues 

for ‘organised gatherings’ (i.e., events, festivals, concerts) to ensure an open dialogue and opinion share 

between different community members (p. 94).  

As Bannister and Kearns (2013) argue, the foundation of tolerance requires engagement, ‘meaningful and 

purposeful social interaction and collective activity, not simply co-presence in space along with casual, 

ephemeral contact’ (p. 2712). Similarly, Askins and Pain (2011) emphasize the necessity of bodily 

engagement in a situated activity system that may help generate meaningful encounters between different 

groups. This view corresponds to what Amin (2002) calls ‘micro-public’ sites, such as workplaces, 

schools, and community centres (Fincher and Iveson, 2008: 13), accommodating compulsory daily 

interactions, which in turn flourish successful multi-culturalism. Matejskova and Leitner (2011) also 

provide some insights into what Bannister and Kearns (2013) call ‘engagement’ by referring to the 
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commonality aspect of contact. To them, sustained and close encounters are ensured in the spaces of 

community centres where different socio-cultural groups work on joint projects. Such a programmatic 

view, for sure, calls for its spatial requirements in the urban landscape. That indicates the necessity of 

adequately programming space through a responsive morphological setting. 

In light of these arguments, a micro-level outlook is essential concerning searching for the possibilities of 

the equal presence of different identities in space in the context of social diversity. ‘Throwing public 

spaces to mix use and to all who wish to participate’ is risky to result in ‘unqualified multiplicity’ that 

fails to provide non-hierarchal relations and openness to new influences (Amin, 2008: 11, 15). As also 

discussed by Matejskova and Leitner (2011: 720), unlike the common assumption in the planning 

literature that addresses recreational and public spaces (i.e., parks and streets, malls) as the places of 

promoting encounter (Fincher, 2003; Peattie 1998), these sites have their own risk to turn into the space 

of conflicts (Holland et al., 2007). Then in parallel to Sennett’s theory of ‘open city’ (2006), Amin (2008) 

calls for ‘incomplete, improvised, and disorderly or lightly regulated’ public spaces to flourish the so-

called assembled (emergent) variety and multiple time-spaces (pp. 8, 13). Referring to Peattie’s (1998) 

argument for the bounded characteristics of successful spaces of encounter as opposed to the large public 

spaces in which flow of people mingle without any interaction, Fincher and Iveson (2008) suggest ‘setting 

some boundaries around any interaction rather than opening up a place or event to all forms of instant 

access’ (p. 222). Such a perspective coincides with the notion of ‘conviviality’ emerging through 

encounters away from the purposeful act of social cohesion and a sense of community (Fincher and 

Iveson, 2008: 155).  

To Netto (2017), encounters are either dispersed in the streets or concentrated in places (i.e., parks or 

complex buildings). Yet, interactive encounters usually occur in the form of social activities that take 

place through the relatively static appropriation of space. That means, rather than the public space of the 

streets, architectural spaces or open places afford the recurring act of social encounter (p. 33, 40). Such a 

view does not necessarily disregard the street's role in forming the city's so-called ‘social fabric’. Mehta 

(2009) also argues that to enhance the ability of public spaces to support social interaction, some necessary 

micro-scale physical and functional conditions for encounters should be met. This means that more 

stationary and lingering activities could be realised to generate dense and diverse interaction between the 

individuals (pp. 46-62).  

Along with the previous studies that examined the spatial qualities of the social interaction in space 

(without necessarily discussing the notion of encounter per se), it is possible to suggest a comprehensive 

framework that involves the various spatial strategies, morphological features, and settings for the creation 

of urban threshold as ‘micropublics’. (Table 1) The index is aimed to provide a holistic understanding of 

the micro-spatiality of coexistence and encounters.  

 

Table 1. The index of urban threshold: spatial strategies, morphological qualities, elements, and settings.  

Author(s) Spatial strategies Morphological qualities Morphological elements and/or 

settings 

Jacobs, J. (1961) The 

Death and Life of Great 

American Cities 

 

S1. demarcation between 

public and private for co-

presence of strangers 

S2. ‘eyes on the street’ for 

a better sense of safety 

S3. continuous presence of 

users on sidewalks 

Q1. functional diversity of 

the fabric 

Q2. typological variety of the 

buildings 

Q3. high dwelling density 

small urban blocks, 

diverse buildings in (in age and condition), 

the active frontage of the buildings on the 

street 

Gehl, J. (1971) Life 

Between Buildings 

 

Gehl, J. (2010) Cities 

for People 

S4. designing responsive 

spaces for human 

interaction and use 

S5. designing spaces for 

human senses  

Q4. spaces for more 

extended outdoor stays, 

Q5. ground-floor diversity, 

Q6. open urban scenes at the 

eye level, 

small spaces, where both the whole and the 

details can be seen (intimate streets), 

buildings terraced up with minor setbacks, 

narrow street frontage, deep lots, and many 

doors opening buildings to the street, 
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S6. provision of a gradual 

transition between public 

and private spaces for 

interaction 

S7. designing spaces for 

walking and places for 

staying  

Q7. horizontality in the 

allocation of activities in 

space (rather than vertical 

access stairs between different 

levels), 

Q8. protection against bad 

weather and good access to 

suitable weather conditions, 

Q9. reduced walking 

distances, 

Q10. movement at the edge 

of open spaces (close to small 

details of the street facade or 

the spatial boundary), 

Q11. close linkage of 

indoors and outdoors 

short street lengths/building blocks, 

short distances between entrances and other 

functions, 

direct routes and short- cuts 

ramps rather than stairs, 

active and closely spaced exchange zones 

between street and building facades, 

zones for staying -the edge effect (i.e., 

colonnades, awnings, sunshades and niches 

in the facades, recessed entrances, porches, 

verandas)  

Fincher, R., & Iveson, 

K. (2008) Planning and 

diversity in the city: 

Redistribution, 

recognition, and 

encounter. 

S8. provision of a variety 

of social and economic 

structures for convivial 

encounters, 

S9. encouragement of 

agency’s spontaneity in 

encounters, 

S10. creation of safe and 

transparent spaces for 

interaction 

Q12. disorderly 

environments in bounded 

locales, 

Q13. flexible spatial 

settings,  

Q14. legible environmental 

characteristics 

 

frequented third spaces in streetscapes,  

routes and stations of public transport 

networks, 

street festival spaces, public libraries, 

community centers, 

clear sightlines and lighting, 

visible users’ spaces (by other users), 

visible exit and escape routes 

Amin, A. (2008) 

Collective culture and 

urban public space 

S11. reinforcement of 

‘situated multiplicity’ of 

bodies, mass, and matter for 

spontaneous encounters 

Q15. improvised and 

disorderly or lightly regulated 

spaces  

open and incomplete public spaces 

Amin, A. (2002) 

Ethnicity and the 

multicultural city: living 

with diversity 

S12. reconciliation of 

ethnic and cultural 

differences through 

encounter and coexistence, 

S13. provision of spatially 

open, culturally 

heterogeneous, and socially 

variegated spaces for 

encounter 

Q16. central location of the 

micropublic sites between the 

residential enclaves 

communal gardens, sports clubs, 

workplace, schools, colleges, youth centres, 

and other spaces of association 

Mehta, V. (2009) Look 

Closely and You Will 

See, Listen Carefully 

and You Will Hear: 

Urban Design and 

Social Interaction on 

Streets 

S14. encouragement of the 

diversity of activities for the 

co-presence of different age 

groups, 

S15. generation of 

stationary and lingering 

activities and behaviors for 

social interaction 

S16. higher level of 

activity for more prolonged 

durations 

Q17. seating near activity-

supporting stores and 

businesses, 

Q18. width of the sidewalk, 

articulated building façades 

for spatial personalization, 

Q19. personalized street 

frontage, 

Q20. fine grain of businesses 

at the street level, 

Q21. limited building 

frontages, 

Q22. permeability of street-

level units, 

Q23. accessible community 

places  

incidental integral surfaces to sit, such as 

ledges, planters, steps, bollards, 

wide sidewalks to accommodate zones for 

walking, sitting, and standing, 

nooks, corners, alcoves, setbacks, steps and 

ledges, small setbacks, 

shaded spaces (tree cover, canopies, and 

overhangs), 

demarcated personalized space through 

displays and decorations, 

direct openings to the street from ground 

level, 

active building façades on the street level 

(windows and doors of varying size) 

Palaiologou, G. & 

Vaughan, L. (2011) The 

sociability of the street 

interface - revisiting 

S17. increasing building-

street interface for 

sociability 

Q24. strong building-street 

connection, 

narrow plots and building façades,  

varying types of the private/public 

transition, 

short street segments and block sides 
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West Village, 

Manhattan 
Q25. high threshold 

frequency across the block 

frontage, 

Q26. porous ground floor 

coverage, 

Q27. functional and 

morphological mixture within 

the block, 

Aelbrecht, P.S. (2016) 

‘Fourth places’: the 

contemporary public 

settings for informal 

social interaction 

among strangers 

S18. creation of the ‘fourth 

places' for informal social 

interaction 

 

 

Q28. indeterminacy of 

territories, 

Q29. high visibility of 

people, 

Q30. spatial ‘in-

betweenness’, 

Q31. behavioral and 

sensorial variation (through 

enclosure and width of the 

public space) 

edges, paths, nodes, props for informal 

interaction, 

small seating spaces and sunshade areas,  

elevated terraces, 

seating edges with less defined territories, 

large-scale and open pathways for 

temporary events, fairs, or vendors 

Netto, V.M. (2017) The 

Social Fabric of Cities 
S19. generation of co-

presence within the built 

fabric as the counter-

condition of socio-spatial 

segregation 

Q32. centrality in the street 

network, 

Q33. façade continuity,  

Q34. permeability of the 

plot, 

Q35. porosity of the 

buildings, 

Q36. street-level diversity 

compact urban block, 

closely located buildings, 

high building density, 

ground floor doors and windows, 

diverse architectural types 

Sendra, P. and Sennett, 

R. (2020) Designing 

Disorder: Experiments 

and Disruptions in the 

City 

S20. ‘Open city’: 

generation of a liminal 

border condition for 

encounter,  

S21. incompleteness in 

form and nonlinear 

narratives for open 

encounters, 

S22. provision of 

infrastructure for the 

disorder, 

S23. creating conditions 

for the unplanned activities, 

S24. designing for 

interaction and uncertainty 

Q37. continuity and diversity 

of the urban surface, 

Q38. permeability between 

the paved and the natural 

surfaces, 

Q39. permeability of the 

borders (uninterrupted section 

without divisive walls), 

Q40. porous limits of the 

building walls with different 

degrees of privacy permitting 

hearing, visibility, and the 

enjoyment of the open areas, 

Q41. direct interaction with 

the street and open spaces 

passage territories (i.e., walls, borders), 

incomplete form elements, open 

infrastructure above the ground, 

technical floor (i.e., a modular surface 

above the ground equipped with 

infrastructure), 

vertical structures or elements that provide 

shelter for activities and places, 

the combination of paved surfaces with 

natural surfaces, 

temporary elements to be placed in for 

additional seating and staging, 

narrow streets and low buildings, 

frequent openings from the buildings to the 

street 

Maununaho, K., 

Puumala, E. and 

Luoma-Halkola, H. 

(2021) Conviviality in 

The City: Experience-

Based Spatial Design 

Against the Segregation 

of Places 

S25. provision of non-

exclusionary 

multifunctionality in urban 

space for encounters 

between different users – 

active living rooms 

S26. ensuring multiplicity 

of senses for pleasant 

encounters with others– 

urban oases 

Q42. close location of 

‘meaningful’ activities to 

public transport connections 

and daily routes, 

Q43. pleasant spatial settings 

providing environmental 

stimuli, 

Q44. sheltered spaces in 

winter, 

Q45. sitting arrangements 

suitable for lingering, 

Q46. connection and 

accessibility of public 

facilities and open public 

spaces, 

Q47. visibility for different 

users 

open, accessible entrances, 

long vistas to sidewalks,  

distinguished architectural buildings, 

arcades and open internal spatial structure 

(internal streets) 
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Thang, L. L. (2020) 

Creating an 

Intergenerational 

Contact Zone: 

Encounters in Public 

Spaces Within 

Singapore’s Public 

Housing 

Neighborhoods 

S27. provision of housing 

for the diverse socio-

economic, age groups, and 

ethnicities; 

S28. co-location of public 

amenities  

 

Q48. diversity in housing 

flats close to each other, 

Q49. accessibility of the 

leisure/recreational spaces in 

the precinct 

 

different flat types and sizes within a single 

block, 

void decks, 

small landscaped gardens, playgrounds, 

fitness areas, and hard courts for ball games 

ETH Zurich MAS 

Urban Design (2021) 

Migrant Marseilles: 

Architectures of Social 

Segregation and Urban 

Inclusivity 

S29. designing for spatial 

justice 

S30. provision of inclusive 

spaces 

Q50. flexible and adaptable 

spatial organization, 

Q51. combination of the 

dense urban fabric with 

functional diversity - anti-

zoning, 

Q52. continuous ground 

level functions,  

Q53. car-free ground floor, 

Q54. different levels of 

spatial hierarchy, 

Q55. less regulated pockets 

for reactivation of local, 

informal economies, 

Q56. communal spaces 

connecting buildings 

small, medium, and large plots (narrow 

plots), 

co-working courtyards, 

galleries within courtyards, 

detached plots (turning a plot of land into 

multistorey properties), 

vertical circulation elements (i.e., from 

streets to elevators and corridors, from 

canals to shafts), 

a mixture of building types within the urban 

block, 

hinge (elevated) building to create a 

passage between spaces, 

raised patios, interior alleyways, shared 

balconies, shared staircases, 

semiprivate courtyards 

Macdonald, E. (2005). 

Street-facing Dwelling 

Units and Livability: 

The Impacts of 

Emerging Building 

Types in Vancouver’s 

New High-density 

Residential 

Neighbourhoods 

S31. encouraging life on 

the street,  

S32. promoting well-used 

transitional public-private 

zones for social interaction 

Q57. ground-floor direct 

entries to the dwelling units, 

Q58. strong articulation of 

the individual ground-floor 

units within the building 

massing 

entry doors raised at least four to six steps 

above street level to ensure the privacy of 

the indoors, 

public-private transition spaces at multiple 

levels at unit entries (i.e., garden and 

terrace), 

street-oriented entry doors, 

on-street parking  

 

This review enables us to understand and systematically present the extant discussions in urban 

morphology concerning coexistence and encounters of differences in the urban space. We found a scalar 

diversity in scholarly discussions approaching encounters in terms of density and quality. While some 

focus on macro-scale attributes, such as street network configuration, some argue for mesoscale spatial 

features, such as urban block porosity and diversity of building types. Some others concentrate on micro-

scale properties of the space that can foster interaction and intergroup communication. Despite this 

variation, they primarily address the topic at singular scales and thus lack a comprehensive approach that 

combines different scales. In this vein, one could argue for the need for a multi-scalar perspective to 

identify the form-based qualities of urban thresholds to open up new programmatic possibilities for 

emergent and regular encounters. This study suggests a morphological outlook on socially fragmented yet 

morphologically open urban fabrics to elaborate on the spatiality of coexistence regarding both macro 

(configurational) characteristics of space and its micro (compositional) features.   

 

Methodology 

To concretize the theoretical arguments and propositions on coexistence, we discuss the concept of urban 

threshold on a morphological basis by focusing on the peripheral neighbourhoods of Emek District in 

Bursa, Turkey. Since the district is composed of several residential enclaves, it suggests a relevant ground 

to discuss the potentiality of spatial threshold to be performed as the spaces of social encounter. The 

research combines spatial analysis and explorative research from macro and micro perspectives. 
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In 2019, we conducted ethnographic fieldwork in the district, which included fourteen in-depth interviews 

with the residents and on-site observations to understand the socio-spatial division in the district and the 

potential interaction between the residents. During our visit, we observed clear socio-cultural and 

economic distinctions between the neighbourhoods, which were also visible in the subdivision of the 

residential areas.  

The reason the neighbourhoods are called ‘enclaves’ within the research is the prominence of such a 

visible social segmentation based on income level and ethnicity that spatially occurred even within the 

relatively open physical fabric. Social fragmentation still plays an essential role in the current condition 

of the prevailing tensions among the groups living in the divided residential areas. The district’s particular 

morphology is based on the multiple formations of contiguously located enclaves throughout a continuous 

street network. Within such a relatively open fabric, the proximate positioning of the enclaves proposes a 

syntactic potential for the daily trajectories of navigating people to intersect in the spatial network of the 

living fabric. The variety and density of the commonly-used commercial functions dispersed across the 

site also afford the potential of various thresholds to emerge as the sites of encounter.   

The term, ‘enclave’ implies “a distinct territorial, cultural, or social unit enclosed within or as if within 

the foreign territory” (Garmonsway & Simpson, 1979 cited in Shane, 2005, p.176).  To Abrahamson 

(2005), urban enclaves are characteristic clusters where people tend to live closer with others sharing the 

same identity, common values, norms, and lifestyles maintained by the high rate of interactions within the 

group. The shared identities usually have a multi-layered combination of religion, income or occupation, 

and/or gender (pp. 1-3). Shane (2005) argues that enclaves are distinguished from their surrounding 

through their specific social and spatial orders. The morphological pattern may contain various types; 

however, there is usually one dominant typological pattern with repetition (p. 177).  

In the current research, the formation of urban enclaves is characterized by three factors: socio-cultural, 

socio-economic, and morphological structure of the district. Accordingly, while the initial depiction is 

based on the cartographic analysis of the physical fabric from the perspective of morphological regions, 

the fragmentation pattern is elaborated by the heuristic delineation of the enclave borders regarding the 

in-situ observations made in 2019. Finally, the socioeconomic distinctions within the same morphological 

regions are identified by the housing price data to have a fine-grain socio-spatial framework for the current 

study.  

Following the spatial context set for the analysis, we first introduce the network analysis to suggest a 

macro perspective of social encounters. At that point, the morphological framework revisits the concept 

of ‘movement interface’ introduced by Hillier et al. (1987) as an analytical tool to identify the potential 

thresholds/encounter zones that the street network affords.  

The hypothetical exploratory research approach then complements the configurational analysis's 

descriptive perspective. In that part, we combine micro-spatial strategies and qualities that we brought 

together in the urban threshold index and apply exemplar solutions to the selected locations specified by 

the macro-analysis. Through these spatialized settings, we aim to suggest a thorough morphological grip 

on the micro-spatiality of thresholds. 

 

The Context: Emek District, Bursa  

Since the Ottoman period, the city of Bursa has been one of Turkey's commercial, administrative and 

industrial centres. After the early industrialization of the region in the 1950s, intensive migration from the 

rural peripheries brought about rapid urbanization. It led to irregular slum areas with insufficient 

infrastructure in various parts of the city. Being one of the attraction sites for workers’ accommodation 

due to the Organized Industrial Zone (established in 1961) located nearby, Emek District is one of the 

areas developed as a workers’ quarter. Located on the city's northern periphery, the district comprises 

residential areas that have emerged informally and transformed over time. (Figure 1) In later periods, 

housing policies were implemented to prevent this informal development, and new houses for workers 
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were built, triggering differentiation in the spatial fabric. Then, since the workers’ houses exceeded the 

affordability level of the working-class families, the housing stock has been available for the lower-middle 

and middle-income groups (Arın, 2013, 236). Such a dynamic condition could be considered a significant 

factor generating the diversity of social structure in the area.  

 

 

Figure 1. Location of Emek District, the site of analysis. 

 

Since the beginning of the 2000s, the district also has been a focal point for the development of large-

scale consumption areas and luxury housing projects following the master plan of the municipality that 

proposed the extension of the city towards the northwest direction. Along with the development of the 

new housing estates for high-income families, the experienced social transformation in the district has 

inevitably let the emergence of enclaves in close spatial proximity (Figure 2). Each social group in those 

enclaves tends to live together with those with similar socio-cultural backgrounds and socioeconomic 

status. Following the increased social and cultural diversity, the living environment fragmentation has 

resulted from an observed pattern of social segregation within the district.  



 11 

 

 

Figure 2. Aerial image of the district (above) and the neighbourhoods accommodated by different social 

and cultural groups within the district (below). 

 

As seen in the image and the map (Figure 2), the spatial form of the district suggests a particular typology 

of the enclave formation. Despite the legible distinction of the neighbourhoods that emerged by different 

socioeconomic classes and sociocultural groups, they stand close, creating a kind of an open fabric, albeit 



 12 

spatially fragmented. Such condition corresponds to Park and Burgess’ (1925) early depiction of the 

modern (North American) city as the contiguous “mosaic of little worlds” that touch but do not 

interpenetrate (p. 40). On the other hand, while closely located informal houses, luxury residential 

residences, and gated estates create separated living spaces for socially, culturally, and economically 

differentiated groups, shared use of public spaces offers the opportunity for interaction between 

individuals.  

As Abrahamson (2005) argued, the concrete designation of the enclave boundaries is impossible due to 

the ambiguity of their border conditions. For him, it could only be specified by the mental image of the 

observer exposed to the distinctive features that gradually dissolve from its core to the periphery of an 

enclave. Then that information could only be obtained by walking to the site and talking to residents (p. 

7). On that basis, we made the first part of the enclave characterisation by reading the collective fabric 

heuristically regarding the observations and interviews made during the site visit.  

 

    

  

Figure 3. Views from different neighbourhoods: Informal housing area (a), cooperative housing estate 

(b), single-family housing estates (c), gated housing estate – Korupark (d) 

Following the increased social and cultural segmentation in the district, an observed pattern of spatial 

segregation of the living environments has been the consequence (Figure 3). A large part of the population 

living in the informal areas consists of immigrants from other cities in Turkey's north-eastern, eastern and 

south-eastern regions. There are strong kinship and neighbourly relations between individuals living in 

this area. One of the residents of Emek Adnan Menderes Neighbourhood, an administrative site within 

the informal housing area, expresses the 'neighbourhood culture' of the people living in this area as 

follows: 

“Women in our neighbourhood sit in front of the door by lighting a samovar in the evenings, some 

bring their cakes, some do something else. For example, if there is a job to be done for someone 

or a job to be done together, almost everyone gathers and hands on it, it is finished.”  

(a) (b) 

(c) (d) 
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However, it is hard to observe such a collective life pattern among the families living in Korupark (the 

gated site). As seen in many multi-storey closed housing estates, the distance of the private residential 

space from the public spaces at the ground level is a negative factor in terms of neighborly relations. This 

is illustrated by one of the residents of the gated estate:  

“I have no neighbourly relations. I don't think people know each other very well. I meet people in 

the cafeteria. For example, around the pool in the summer season.” -a resident of Korupark  

Some expressions during the interviews show that the social distances are constructed based on the 

differences in lifestyles and socio-economic statuses.  

“I am a person living within the street culture, a person who is integrated with it. Here, the people 

(referring to the residents of the gated estate) have a culture which is completely focused on 

consumption and ready-made lifestyle.” -a resident of Emek Adnan Menderes Neighbourhood 

“We do not feel close to them (referring to the residents of the gated estate) at all right now. We 

see it as a different world. They already live independently from us. As if they do not live here.” -

a resident of Emek Adnan Menderes Neighbourhood 

“There is a pine grove area next to the site, but there is a safety problem. You cannot go there 

much in the evening. No security personnel. There is a police station nearby, and security is 

maintained, but security comes only after the event has already happened. Now, the Emek 

Information House is being built there for things like cultural activities. It will be useful for people 

living in Emek Neighbourhood, but I do not think the residents of Korupark will use it, no one from 

here will use it" -a resident of Korupark 

The residents' expressions clearly illustrate the social division among the residents of different 

neighborhoods. Accordingly, it is observed that the residential enclave characterization corresponds to 

this social division, which is also visible in the morphological differentiation within the living fabric. 

(Figure 2) To elaborate on the initial observations for the delineation of the enclave borders, we utilize 

the housing price data as an indicator of socio-economic differentiation in the district, which is considered 

potentially influential in the enclave formation (Pacione, 1990: 19). We collected data from an Internet 

portal informing about the updated market price of the real estate properties in Turkish cities1.  

Accordingly, each enclave's average housing price per m2 is calculated and mapped out. (Figure 4) 
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Figure 4. Distribution of housing prices among enclaves. 

 

The differences in housing prices are affected by housing quality, location, and the availability of 

amenities such as green open spaces and recreational facilities within the vicinity of the dwelling. The 

factors affect the housing choice of people based on their socio-economic status, resulting in the 

concentration of different income groups in specific locations and affordability zones. Then the zones 

designate the neighbourhoods’ sub-areas that we, in turn, subdivided for a more precise specification of 

the residential enclaves. (Figure 5)  
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Figure 5. The morphological regions forming the residential enclaves. 

 

As seen in the map (Figure 5), the spatial form of the district suggests a particular typology of the enclave 

formation. The character areas are separated mainly by roads rather than walls. That characterizes the 

socio-spatial fragmentation within the morphologically continuous (open) fabric.  

The closely-located enclaves theoretically condition a high possibility of the intersection of residents' 

trajectories in everyday life. In that spatial setting, the existence of public spaces, retail uses, and public 

institutions across the district offers an opportunity for social encounters. (Figure 6) As indicated by some 

residents, the local retail shops and the urban park located between different enclaves are frequently used 

by many people from different neighbourhoods. 
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Figure 6. Distribution of public and commercial functions within the district. 

 

In this context, both the existence of mixed-use streets and the open character of the fabric demonstrate 

the prevailing potential of co-presence and encounters on urban thresholds within the enclaves. On that 

basis, we develop a multi-scalar framework to reveal the morphological settings for a higher possibility 

of social encounters within such a socially fragmented open urban fabric.  

 

Findings 

Following the urban context defined for the analysis, we propose a framework that incorporates a macro 

analytical (configurational) perspective into a micro-level explorative outlook on urban form. In this way, 

holistic comprehension of social encounters could be achieved on a morphological basis.  
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The Configurational Analysis of The Spatial Thresholds: A Macro-Morphological Perspective  

Hillier et al. (1987) suggest that the correlation between the local centrality (integration) and the global 

betweenness (choice) measures would index the ‘movement interface’ between the movement pattern of 

inhabitants who have good knowledge about their neighbourhood layout within their enclave, and the 

‘strangers’ having less knowledge about the surrounding that they navigate through. Syntactically, the 

centrality analysis gives the pattern of ‘to-movement’ of the attraction zones, and the global choice 

analysis reveals the pattern of ‘through-movement’ between the attractors. Accordingly, the interface 

between these two measures would provide the potential thresholds with the highest encounters 

probability. In this sense, we apply a bivariate analysis2 between the local integration measures within a 

400-meter radius and those of the global choice within a 2000-meter radius. (Figure 7) While the darker 

coloured axes in the map illustrate the thresholds with the highest potential for encounter, the lighter 

colours imply relatively more isolated areas with less potential for encounter and, thus, coexistence in 

space.  

 

 

Figure 7. Bivariate analysis of local integration (R400) and global choice (R2000) measures 
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We also run the bivariate analysis between the local (R400) and global (R2000) choice measures to see 

the interface between the potential through-movement patterns of different spatial scales. This analysis 

reveals the potential threshold pattern for the encounters between the inhabitants of each enclave and the 

strangers living in other enclaves when they navigate between the attraction zones. As seen in Figure 8, 

the pattern of bivariate analysis reveals a similar but more explicit pattern for potential thresholds, mainly 

concentrating on the streets between the enclaves while still penetrating through them.  

 

 

Figure 8. Bivariate analysis of local (R400) and global (R2000) choice measures 

 

The configurational analysis based on the movement interface informs us about the distribution of the 

potential thresholds afforded by the street network at the macro level. One could infer from both 

syntactical maps that the thresholds could primarily be located within the continuous morphological area 

where building density is higher. Accordingly, the specified street segments marked with darker colours 
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indicate the spaces in which the micro-spatial settings for encounters will be explored in the following 

section.  

 

The Explorative Study on The Spatiality of Urban Threshold:  A Micro-Morphological Perspective  

What we discuss as the spatial threshold in the current paper is identified as the ‘in-between space’ by 

Can and Heath (2016). They specify the liminal relationship between indoor and outdoor or public and 

private spaces, which create a mediation space for social and cultural interaction (pp. 32-33). Within their 

analysis, they recognize the high potentiality of movement patterns around the introverted housing estates 

where stationary activities locate in inner parts (ibid: 46). That also indicates the potentiality of cross-

cultural contacts at the enclave's border as also argued by Aharon-Gutman (2014). In the case of Emek 

District, where all the socio-spatial character areas are in the form of a sort of ‘open fabric’, the encounter 

pattern might penetrate the body of an enclave along an integration axis, as revealed by the configurational 

analysis of thresholds at the macro scale.  

Following the macro-scale analysis, we first identified four morphological elements through which the 

combination of micro-spatial strategies and qualities are explored: the vacant (urban) block, vacant plot, 

street segment, and buildings. For each element, we present two exemplar settings. The sites are located 

on the axes indicated by the macro scale configurational analysis (Figure 9).  

 



 20 

 

Figure 9. Selected sites for the exploration of micro-spatial settings as the urban threshold.  

 

Based on the urban threshold index, we exemplified relevant spatial strategies and morphological qualities 

for each selected site. (Table 1) To test the applicability of these hypothetical micro-spatial settings, the 

combined strategy, and morphological elements/qualities are visually represented (Table 2).  

 

Table 2. Exploration of the micro spatial setting of urban threshold as the place of social encounter.  

Unit 

type  
Existing fabric Possible spatial setting as an urban threshold  

Vacant 

block- 1 

(VB1) 

Spatial strategies:  

S24: designing for interaction and uncertainty  

S30. provision of inclusive spaces 

Morphological qualities:  

Q37: continuity and diversity of the urban surface 

Q38. permeability between the paved and the natural surfaces 
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Q52. continuous ground-level functions 

  

 

Unit 

type 
Existing fabric Possible spatial setting as an urban threshold  

Vacant 

block- 2 

(VB2) 

Spatial strategies: 

S8. provision of a variety of social and economic structures for convivial encounters, 

S25. provision of non-exclusionary multifunctionality in urban space for encounters between different users 

– active living rooms 

S30. provision of inclusive spaces 

Morphological qualities: 

Q13. flexible spatial settings 

Q47. visibility for other users 

Q55. less regulated pockets for reactivation of local, informal economies 

  

 

Unit 

type 
Existing fabric Possible spatial setting as an urban threshold 

Vacant 

plot- 1 

(VP1) 

Spatial strategies:  

S6. provision of a gradual transition between public and private spaces for interaction 

Morphological qualities:  

Q6. open urban scenes at the eye level 

  

 

Unit 

type 
Existing fabric Possible spatial setting as an urban threshold 
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Vacant 

plot- 2 

(VP2) 

Spatial strategies:  

S12. reconciliation of ethnic and cultural differences through encounter and coexistence, 

S27. provision of housing for the diverse socio-economic, age groups, and ethnicities 

Morphological qualities: 

Q16. central location of the micropublic sites between the residential enclaves 

Q23. accessible community places  

Q48. diversity in housing flats close to each other 

  

 

Unit 

type 
Existing fabric Possible spatial setting as an urban threshold 

Street 

segment- 

1 (SS1) 

Spatial strategies: 

S18. creation of the ‘fourth places' for informal social interaction 

Q30. spatial ‘in-betweenness.’ 

Morphological qualities:  

S30. provision of inclusive spaces 

Q55. less regulated pockets for reactivation of local, informal economies 

      

 

Unit 

type 
Existing fabric Possible spatial setting as an urban threshold 

 

 

 

 

Spatial strategies: 

S12. reconciliation of ethnic and cultural differences through encounter and coexistence 

S19. generation of co-presence within the built fabric as the counter-condition of socio-spatial segregation 

S27. provision of housing for the diverse socio-economic, age groups, and ethnicities 

Morphological qualities: 

Q23. accessible community places  

Q33. façade continuity 

Q48. diversity in housing flats close to each other 
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Street 

segment- 

2 (SS2) 

  

 

Unit 

type 
Existing fabric Possible spatial setting as an urban threshold 

Existing  

building- 

1 (EB1) 

Spatial strategies:  

S19. generation of co-presence within the built fabric as the counter-condition of socio-spatial segregation 

S20. ‘Open city’: generation of a liminal border condition for encounter  

S30. provision of inclusive spaces 

Morphological qualities:  

Q35. porosity of the buildings 

Q40. porous limits of the building walls with different degrees of privacy permitting hearing, visibility, and 

the enjoyment of the open areas 

Q55. less regulated pockets for reactivation of local, informal economies 

  

 

Unit 

type 
Existing fabric Possible spatial setting as an urban threshold 

Existing  

building 

2 (EB2) 

Spatial strategies: 

S6. provision of a gradual transition between public and private spaces for interaction 

S15. generation of stationary and lingering activities and behaviors for social interaction 

Morphological qualities: 

Q8. protection against bad weather and good access to suitable weather conditions, 

Q18. width of the sidewalk, articulated building façades for spatial personalization 

  
 

With this micro-scale study, we demonstrate the alternative combinations of spatial strategies and 

morphological qualities on urban thresholds by testing the applicability of the spatial variations on relevant 

urban elements (i.e., block, plot, street, and building). Such an exploration enables the contextualization 

of theoretical discussions on urban thresholds within the actual site by hypothetically implementing the 

strategies and morphological qualities for generating the spaces for social encounters. The framework 

presented here assumes that encounters could occur both passively by simply being co-present with 

or 
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strangers and by actively engaging with others through meaningful interactions in shared spaces. Hence, 

the strategies mainly aim at the co-presence of differences and meaningful interaction among strangers 

through active engagements on thresholds rich in spatial stimuli and public activities.  

We think this exploration illustrates that combining these strategies and spatial qualities in unique ways 

makes it possible to respond to the context-specific needs and everyday life conditions of communities in 

segregated environments. Thus, we believe that our framework goes beyond the studied context and can 

be used as a holistic model for generating urban thresholds in different urban environments characterized 

by segregation.  

 

Discussion and Conclusion  

As argued by Abrahamson (2005), more vital inter-group contacts potentially create more inclusive 

environments within the areas of social segregation. This entails stretching the cultural preferences of the 

communities to support others through shared commercial and cultural facilities. (pp. 195-196). Parallelly, 

Lennard, and Lennard (1995) argue for the co-existence of various perspectives in a public encounter as 

the quality of liveable cities. In that sense, cultivating coexistence in the urban space through social 

encounters is a fundamental condition of liveability with its intrinsic potential toward a more inclusive 

urban fabric.  

This study tackles urban segregation, understood as the lack of contact and meaningful interaction in 

socially mixed urban neighborhoods (Freeman, 1978; Netto, 2017). The research considers that 

coexistence can be stimulated if not designed by increasing the chance of encountering in urban thresholds 

within socially fragmented yet open urban fabrics. By conducting exploratory research within the context 

of Emek District in Bursa, the study offers a multi-scalar morphological framework on the spatiality of 

urban thresholds, yielding higher encounter potential and increasing the chance of meaningful interactions 

among people when they navigate through everyday life.  

Based on the ethnographic study conducted in 2019, we found that Emek District accommodates diverse 

groups from different socio-economic and ethnic backgrounds. However, we observed that this diversity 

had manifested as a composition of several fragmented enclaves in close vicinity. The ethnographic study 

also showed that the social realities are deeply divided, and there is minimal room for interaction among 

the residents of enclaves. On the other hand, the availability and diversity of public amenities and the 

vicinity of residential enclaves forming a sort of an open fabric prevail a potential for social encounters 

through urban thresholds. To stimulate coexistence on thresholds, we proposed a multi-scalar 

morphological framework by combining the macro-scale configurational analysis with exploratory 

research on the micro-scale.  

From a macro-scale perspective, the involvement of centrality in the probabilistic analysis of encounters 

is based on the supposition of a kind of 'syntactic destinations' in which social encounters are likely to 

occur through daily movement. Accordingly, we first identified these destinations by analysing the 

movement interfaces in the street network. Following this, we explored some micro-spatial settings by 

selectively combining spatial strategies and morphological qualities that have been vastly discussed in the 

existing literature regarding encounters and coexistence in the urban space. Through the hypothetical 

implementation of the variety of spatial strategies in the actual space, the research aimed to explore the 

alternative socio-spatial settings in the sites that could promote more significant contact and encounter in 

daily life. Then, the abstract notion of threshold would be illustrated morphologically. Such physical 

comprehension of social encounters is believed to support urban design policies to generate liveable 

environments. Overall, our multi-layered methodological framework contributes significantly to the 

research on the morphology of urban thresholds that can stimulate encounters and coexistence in socially 

divided neighbourhoods. That implies the possibility of an urbanistic strategy that tends to manage the 

segregative existence of enclaves in the city fabric not by homogenising the districts through large-scale 
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renewal projects but through the tactical interventions generating urban thresholds in response to the 

macro spatial structure of the fabric.   

As revealed by the macro scale configurational analysis, we found that the encounter pattern conditioned 

by the spatial syntax of the street network penetrates the body of delineated enclaves. This means that 

allocating thresholds along the borders and within the enclaves would stimulate more mobility and thus 

encounter central locations within the overall open fabric. In this way, while voluntary spatial distancing 

is maintained in non-central places, the potential for meaningful encounters through urban thresholds in 

central locations can be achieved. Our framework, in this sense, argues for the coexistence of communities 

by stimulating more encounters and thus intergroup interaction through shared practices on urban 

thresholds while maintaining the voluntary division of living environments, so-called enclaves.   

In this framework, one could claim the three basic types of thresholds within the urban fabric; each would 

have different levels of encounter potentiality. (Figure 10) 

 

Figure 10. Typology of urban thresholds by their relative positioning between the enclaves.  

 

Accordingly, the first (in-between) type implies the formation of an urban threshold with relative 

autonomy from any surrounding enclave. They are accessed through specific linkages from the enclaves. 

Due to the distancing between the enclaves, this type is not applicable for the open type of collective 

(district) fabrics -having contiguous building patterns on a continuous network- but the other two. The 

threshold between the enclaves can be considered a borderland, a liminal space enabling social contact 

and interaction. Conceptually, the second threshold type would be regarded as the highest potentiality for 

meaningful encounters due to its coherent topological positioning. Then the threshold within an enclave 

represents the third type of place of encounter. Compared to the other types, that threshold's publicness 

level would be lower because it is subject to relatively higher territorial control within the given enclave. 

The proposed multi-scalar perspective to the issue claims the importance of the quality of social 

interaction by the micro-morphological characteristics of urban threshold as much as the number of 

encounters conditioned by the macro (configurational) morphology of the districts. Such an outlook is 

aimed to generate more integrative and inclusive, therefore, liveable urban environments within the 

socially fragmented fabrics of the cities. 
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