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(ABSTRACT) 

 

Tangible and intangible heritage values of cultural landscapes are becoming lost or 

transforming under the threat of rapidly changing landscapes. Researcher-oriented 

documenting methods are missing significant meanings of landscapes for local 

communities. Community-based methods can reveal both tangible and intangible heritage 

of landscapes without missing important values for local communities. 

 

This dissertation study proposed a community-based mixed method research to reveal and 

document cultural heritage or other values from the perspective of local community 

members in the case study area of Findikli in Rize/Turkey. Findikliôs cultural landscape is 

under the threat of rapidly changing landscape due to newly introduced agriculture practice 

ïtea production. To reveal lost or transformed tangible and intangible heritage meanings 

of the Findikliôs cultural landscape, multiple community-based research methods were 

used for collecting data from local residents as well as those with family or community 

connections to the area. Community workshops, individual and group interviews, and 

surveys gathered information on the social and cultural relationships, as well as locations 

of past and present agricultural activities, land uses and built structures. Analysis of family 

and community photographs and aerial imagery, as well as community produced land use 

and cognitive maps helped place these in spatial relationship to the landscape. 

 

Results of this dissertation study made contributions to case study area with a rich archive 

of Findikliôs traditional tangible and intangible landscape elements, and to cultural 

landscape studies with a method of discovering traditional cultural heritage and landscape 

values under the threat of change and a guidance to document them with the community-

based methods to increase quality and quantity of information.  

 

 



  

Community-based Mixed Method Research to Understand Rapidly Changing Cultural 

Landscapes 

 

Aylin Alisan-Yetkin 

 

 

 

 (GENERAL AUDIENCE ABSTRACT) 

 

 

Physical and social values of cultural landscapes are becoming lost or transforming under 

the threat of rapidly changing landscapes. Documenting physical and social values of 

landscapes via researchersô point of view is missing some significant meanings of 

landscapes for local communities. Engaging community in the revealing landscape 

meanings process provides more information compared to researchersô perspective studies.  

 

This dissertation study proposed a community-based mixed method research to reveal and 

document cultural heritage or other values from the perspective of local community 

members in the case study area of Findikli in Rize/Turkey. Findikliôs cultural landscape is 

under the threat of rapidly changing landscape due to newly introduced agriculture practice 

ïtea production. To reveal lost or transformed socially and culturally important meanings 

of the Findikliôs cultural landscape, multiple community-based research methods were 

used for collecting data from local residents as well as those with family or community 

connections to the area. Community workshops, individual and group interviews, and 

surveys gathered information on the social and cultural relationships, as well as locations 

of past and present agricultural activities, land uses and built structures. Analysis of family 

and community photographs and aerial imagery, as well as community produced land use 

helped place these in spatial relationship to the landscape. 

 

Results of this dissertation study made contributions to case study area with a rich archive 

of Findikliôs traditional physical and social landscape elements, and to cultural landscape 

studies with a method of discovering traditional cultural heritage and landscape values 

under the threat of change and a guidance to document them with the community-based 

methods to increase quality and quantity of information.  
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Background and Theoretical Framework 

Rossler (2003) emphasized the importance of cultural landscapes because they ñprovide the 

basis for a genetic pool for the crops of tomorrowôs world. They are the basis of the culture, identity 

and beliefs of the people who live within themò (p.14). Cultural landscapes can be sustained by 

preservation and management plans and activities that address the value, integrity and authenticity 

of contributing landscape elements. In this regard, observing and documenting landscapes and 

peopleôs landscape perceptions reveals physical and social landscape elementsô meanings. 

Interpreting the landscape elements in terms of value, integrity, and authenticity becomes 

important for sustaining cultural landscapes.  

Landscapes are shaped by human conditions, behaviors, and decisions as well as natural 

systems (Jones & Dougstad, 1997; Marcucci, 2000; Plieninger & Bieling, 2012; Harden et al., 

2014).  J.B. Jackson believed that landscapes have been shaped since the first human interaction 

with nature, and that landscapes have evolved gradually, changing in time through both natural 

and cultural impacts on them (Jackson, 1980/2002, p.12). Landscapes constantly change and it 

does not matter what causes the change. Some changes are derived from the landscape itselfðfor 

example, seasonal changes in the physical landscape or natural disasters such as earthquakes and 

floods. Some changes, on the other hand, are caused by human actions, such as industrial 

development and other pressures from human presence. ñLandscapes cannot be ófrozen,ôò said 

Phillips (2005), as long as life is going on. Change is inevitable. For example, landscapes change 

due to their inherent natural dynamic character, even if  human interactions with nature are stable. 

Also, landscapes change when they adjust themselves to new conditions. However, landscape 

change is considered a challenge for cultural landscape studies such as preservation, sustainability, 
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and management if  there is rapid landscape change. For example, Han (2012) defined landscape 

change as challenging due to rapid urbanization and globalization (p.106). Rapid landscape change 

causes ñloss of diversity and ecological capacities and also in damage to historically valuable 

cultural landscapesò (Roberts, 1994; Mojses & Petrovic, 2013); ñloss of identity of cultural 

landscapes and thus also a loss of sense of placeò (Van Eetvelde & Antrop, 2009);and  loss of 

traces from past and loss of unique local heritage (Yahner & Nadenicek, 1997). Accordingly, rapid 

landscape change transforms the traditional landscapes into newly regulated ones (Thurston, 

1999). Under these circumstances, the problem is that reading landscapes such as revealing natural 

and cultural landscape elements and interpreting the identity of landscapes might be hard because 

the landscapeôs dynamic character might cause meanings from different time periods to become 

muddled.  

The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization World Heritage Centre 

(UNESCO World Heritage), The National Park Service (NPS), and The International Council on 

Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) prioritize understanding natural and cultural landscape elements 

to reveal meanings of the landscapes for cultural landscape preservation and management studies. 

However, landscapes are losing their natural and cultural heritage when landscapes experience 

rapid change. Especially on a local scale, most of the physical and social landscape elements that 

represent social and cultural values have been lost. Fagerholm and Käyhkö (2009) pointed out that 

in developing countries, local scale social landscape values are missing, whereas natural resources 

are under the pressure of new developments (p.44). In this regard, landscape transformations can 

be evaluated when they emerge, but only by going back in time the conditions that gave rise to 

those changes can be understood. Past landscapes can reveal the meanings of the past by speaking 

with community members about them. As communities are affected in a more or less chaotic way 
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as a consequence of rapid landscape change (Antrop, 2006), community-based methods become 

the essential way to capture past and present landscape meanings.  

1.2 Problem and Purpose Statement 

 The general problem is that tangible and intangible qualities of past traditional landscapes are 

becoming lost when landscapes rapidly change due to contemporary landscape practices such as 

contemporary agricultural practices. (Roberts, 1994; Yahner & Nadenicek, 1997; Mojses & 

Petrovic, 2013; Van Eetvelde & Antrop, 2009) 

 Tangible and intangible qualities are important to sustain cultural landscape as well as to 

strengthen sense of belonging for the community. Therefore, organizational bodies such as 

UNESCO, NPS, European Landscape Convention (ELC) conduct cultural landscape studies to 

reveal landscape meanings via researchersô observation and experience. However, researcher-

oriented documenting studies are limited revealing changing tangible and intangible meanings 

especially in terms of significance of landscapes for the local community. Although importance of 

local communities is emphasized by organizational bodies, there is not a developed guidance 

presented yet. (Tan, et. al, 2018) 

The purpose of this research is to reveal cultural heritage or other values1 from the perspective 

of local community members even as the landscapes and landscape elements are rapidly changing 

and/or losing cultural and social significance. Also, this research is meant to develop a community-

based cultural landscape study method for documenting tangible and intangible landscape 

elements for preservation and management actions in cultural landscape studies. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 Value is defined as significantly meaningful for the community historically, economically, and culturally.   
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1.3 Research Questions 

The aim of this research is to discover landscape meanings along with their cultural and social 

importance in a continuous cultural landscape from the perspective of the community and to 

develop a method for documenting culturally and socially significance of landscape elements. The 

following research question was asked: 

How have local actors perceived change of landscape and their engagement with the 

landscape over time? 

How change in local actorsô engagement with the landscape (re)defines the landscape identity 

is the question asked to learn the landscape meanings in the community even as the landscapes 

and landscape elements are rapidly changing and/or losing their cultural and social significance. 

In order to answer main research question, sub-research questions are formulated for a better 

understanding in two sub-sets.  

The first set of questions is about landscape element changes:  

¶ What landscape/landscape element changes have people perceived?  

¶ How have people perceived landscape/landscape element changes?  

¶ What do community members perceive to have caused landscape change?  

The second set of questions is about landscape values change:  

¶ What landscapes/landscape elementsô importance changed?  

¶ How has importance of landscape/landscape element changed?  

¶ What tangible and intangible landscape elements were/are identified with cultural 

landscape?  

¶ How has cultural landscape identity changed?  
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1.4 Study Significance 

Revealing landscape meanings from the perspective of local community- comparing past and 

present life styles, cultural traditional practices, stories, memories, experiences, etc.- will produce 

documentation of the past and present conditions of both physical and social landscapes. Keller 

and Keller (1992) has emphasized that documentation is necessary for understanding the 

significance and integrity of landscapes (p. 12). Documentation is the first and essential step for 

not only preservation and conservation studies but also for landscape management and 

sustainability. Without documentation, a central goal of landscape studies ï enabling the 

management and preservation of physical and cultural landscapes ï cannot be met.  

Since community-based methods reveal landscape meanings from the perspective of the 

community, a case study area should have a living population with an experience of landscape 

change, and a community knowledge about past and present physical landscape and activities. 

Based on that, Findikli, a district of Rize province located in northeastern Turkey was selected 

as a case study area. Findikli is: 

¶ representing a cultural landscape with its distinct natural and cultural identity, 

¶ experiencing rapid landscape change that causes losing traditional physical landscape and 

cultural knowledge, 

¶ with a living population who has experienced past traditional landscapes and activities. 

In addition, for the purpose of the study preliminary studies show that community-based 

methods are likely to be accepted by the Findikli community. (Hann & Hann, 2001) Also, the 

researcher is familiar to the area, which is important in ethnographic studies for gaining trust in 

the community. (See Figure 1.1) 
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Figure 1.1 Location of Findikli (Alisan, 2013) 

This research study develops a community-based cultural landscape study method to document 

tangible and intangible assets of an area as well as a documentation of Findikliôs valued social and 

cultural landscape elements as a step toward conserving the signature elements of the areaôs 

landscapes (e.g., garden pathways and traditional ceremonies). 

This study made contributions to case study area and cultural landscape studies. 

1) To case study area, this study provides a rich archive of Findikliôs traditional tangible and 

intangible landscape elements that are documented before totally becoming lost.  

2) To cultural landscape studies, this study provides a method to discover traditional cultural 

heritage and landscape values under the threat of change and a guidance to document them with 

the community-based methods to increase quality and quantity of information.  

1.5 Study Organization 

This dissertation is organized in six chapters. The first chapter presents an introduction of 

relevant background and theoretical framework, problem and purpose statements, and significance 

of the study. The second chapter is a literature review about cultural landscape and community-

based methods as well as an ethnographic background of the case study area. The third chapter 

discusses data collection, conducted methods, and analysis procedures. The fourth chapter reports 

all results from the quantitative and qualitative method analyses. The fifth chapter discusses the 

significant findings of this dissertation study and examines the findings of the research method in 

terms of importance for professional cultural landscape studies. The sixth chapter presents the 
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implications of study findings connected with literature; and the conclusion of the study with 

contributions and recommendations.  
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW  

 óCultural landscapeô is a term used to denote a subject or area of study that is multidisciplinary, 

encompassing fields such as geography, landscape architecture, architecture, urban studies, 

history, anthropology, and archeology. In other words, ócultural landscapeô is a juncture where a 

combination of cultural, natural, and social studies come together. Cultural landscape studies in 

cultural geography and ethnography present theoretical bases for understanding the following: 

relationships between humans and nature, critical thinking from different perspectives and in 

relation to different definitions of cultural landscapes, and research methodologies in field studies. 

This chapter is divided into four sections. Section 2.1 states the two cultural landscape with 

definition and theories cultural geography and ethnography. Section 2.2 discusses the key concepts 

for understanding cultural landscapes in terms of definition of landscapes, landscape 

characteristics, and landscape perception. Section 2.3 explores the role of community-based 

approach in cultural landscape studies. Section 2.4 discusses ethnographic background of the case 

study area.  

2.1 Cultural Landscape  

This section presents the cultural landscape definition and cultural landscape theories. 

2.1.1 Cultural Landscape Definition 

The term ócultural landscapeô was first used in the academic arena by Friedrich Ratzel (1895-

1896) and another German geographer, including Otto Schl¿ter in the late 19th century (Jones, 

2003, p.21; Jones & Daugstad, 1997, p.267). In the 1920s cultural landscape term was first used 

in English literature by Carl Sauer, a founder of cultural geography in the United States who 

defined cultural landscape this way: ñThe cultural landscape is fashioned from a natural landscape 

by a culture group. Culture is the agent, the natural area is the medium, and the cultural landscape 
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is the resultò (Sauer, 1925, p. 46). Sauerôs definition in the early stages of cultural landscape studies 

focused on the relations between nature and culture.  

What differentiates cultural landscapes from other kinds of landscapes has to do with how 

meanings are framed in the given context. For example, Ingerson (2000) defined cultural landscape 

as a ñway of seeingò rather than ña special type of landscape.ò Han (2012) specified that a cultural 

landscape should ñpresent human perspectives of nature that reflect the lens of cultureò (p.90). The 

general view is that cultural landscape represents a natural area shaped by human activities 

(Roberts, 1994, p.133; Taylor, 2002, p.94; OôDonnell, 2008, p.12; Riesenweber, 2008, p.23). It is 

the human touchðvirtual or otherwiseðthat makes a landscape a cultural landscape. As Groth 

(1997) pointed out, ñCity, suburb, countryside, and even wilderness are all human constructs, all 

touched by human management. All are cultural landscapesò (p.5). To some extent, there is a 

human intervention throughout the planet (Rapoport, 2006, p. 122). When we frame discussions 

about cultural landscapes, we need to understand in what way human interaction takes place in 

them. Human intervention in landscapes is not only a physical phenomenon but also a virtual one, 

and as Alanen and Melnick (2000) have pointed out, both virtual and physical human interactions 

transform landscapes into cultural landscapes (p.3). As in the example of Mount Fuji, natural 

elements are perceived as cultural elements, and consequently the natural landscape becomes a 

cultural landscape because of human beingsô virtual interactions with them (Inaba, 2012, p. 117).  

Studying cultural landscapes involves both natural and man-made elements of the landscapes 

and their transformation in time (Longstreth, 2008, p.1). As cultural landscapes are human-related 

landscapes, the foci of cultural landscape studies include human-related activities, relationships 

and forms, (See Figure 2.2) which Jones (1988) divides into seven categories in cultural landscape 

studies: 1) cultural landscape as an aerial category 2) cultural landscape as a chronological stage 
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of development 3) cultural landscape as human components in any landscape 4) cultural landscape 

as countryside 5) cultural landscape as heritage 6) cultural landscape as scenery with esthetical 

qualities 7) cultural landscapes as elements in the landscape with meaning for human activity 

(p.154ï157).  

2.1.2 Cultural Landscape Theories 

More recently cultural geography has relied heavily on metaphors to understand the field it 

studies as well as its own theoretical workings. Jordon (1991) pointed to this new feature in cultural 

geography when she presented ñthe metaphor of landscape as ótextôò (Jordon, 1991, p.94), citing 

how James Duncan (1990) had used this metaphor when he described how to ñreadò landscapes: 

ñThe metaphor of landscape as a ótextô assumes that ólandscapes are communicative devices that 

encode and transmit informationôò (Duncan, 1990, p.4) (as cited in in Jordon, 1991, p.94).  

Cultural geographers focus on describing man-made patterns on the landscapes by 

understanding relationships between humans and nature. They see cultural landscapes in terms of 

the metaphor of a window opened to the past and present simultaneously. Helen Armstrong 

addressed that cultural geography mostly focuses on physical descriptions of landscapes via data 

gathering and categorizing landscape patterns. (Armstrong, 2001, p.4) Cultural landscape covers 

physical descriptions of landscapes as well as their intangible meanings (e.g. sense of place) since 

the human interaction has started with landscapes. Therefore, cultural geography and cultural 

landscape are not always interchangeable; however, cultural geography theories enable cultural 

landscape researchers to see a whole range of interactions between humans and nature.  

Cultural landscapes studies are interested in human-related sources and therefore include 

ethnographic studies. Maanen (1988) defined ethnography as ñthe written representation of 

cultureò (as cited in Powell, 2010, p.45). Powell (2010) added to this the view that ethnography is 



 11 

a process of interpreting cultural activities and settings. Ethnography is considered because of its 

representative feature as an essential approach to the documentation of both tangible and intangible 

cultural resources in the landscapes. Graham (2009) stated, ñEthnographic work is necessary to 

understand local ideologies of intangible culture in relation to safeguarding, documentation and 

representational practicesò (p.186). Ethnographyôs in-depth research techniques enable cultural 

landscape researchers to understand especially the intangible cultural values of communities.  

The National Park Service (NPS) has made use of the term óethnographic landscapesô to 

address the importance of studying natural spaces as cultural resources. óEthnographic landscapeô 

does not refer to something that is distinct from the cultural landscape; rather, it is a category of 

cultural landscape that is heavily based on cultural products within the landscapes rather than 

natural objects (Evans, Roberts, & Nelson, 2001, p.53). Besides the NPS definition of ethnographic 

landscape, an important contribution to our understanding of this idea comes from Hardesty 

(2000), who pointed out that ethnographic landscapes represent the landscapes as seen from a 

specific cultural perspective. Hardesty saw the term as a way of transforming nature to culture 

(p.169). In this regard, the difference between cultural landscapes and ethnographic landscapes 

might be explained the following way: a cultural landscape represents all cultures formed in it 

throughout history, but an ethnographic landscape refers to a specific culture and how it evolved 

in the landscape during a particular time period.  

Approaches of cultural geography and ethnography provide a wide perspective for 

understanding tangible and intangible landscape elements of cultural landscapes. 

2.2 Key Concepts for Understanding Cultural Landscapes 

Understanding cultural landscapes relates to three fundamental areas: Landscapes Definition, 

Landscape Characteristics, and Landscape Perception. 
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2.2.1 Landscape Definition 

Reading, meaning, and framing 

Cultural landscapes cannot be defined without defining what landscapes are. How to read a 

landscape, or to understand natural and cultural systems and their relations to the landscapes, is 

the first step of the definition process. óReadingô a landscape refers to arriving at an understanding 

of how the landscape has been shaped by natural and cultural systems. One immediate question 

arises when reading a landscape: What landscapes should be read? Many scholars have tended to 

read the landscapes that have cultural or natural importance. J. B. Jackson, on the contrary, claimed 

that not only landscapes with importance but also ordinary landscapes should be read. He believed 

that every landscape had a meaning and a story to tell (Jackson, 1984). Pierce Lewis (1983) agreed 

and stated, ñBefore rushing to judge a landscape ugly or beautiful, pause and try to understand 

how it came to be, and what it says about the people who created itò (Lewis, 1983, p.3).  

The process of reading a landscape requires the evaluation of the landscape from various points 

of view, such as in the context of nature, culture, or history. Lewis (1979) proposed seven facts or 

óaxiomsô for how to read landscapes (p.15). The first axiom is ñlandscape is a clue to culture.ò He 

believed that we can read a landscape by understanding its culture because the culture is 

unintentionally embedded in the landscape. Two regions in the same landscape may have reflected 

similar characteristics not just because of physical factors such as climate and topography, but also 

because of cultural factors in the regions. From that point, if regions look like each other, their 

culture is similar. The second axiom is that there is a ñcultural unity and landscape equality.ò In 

other words, every element of a landscape has equal importance because all elements go to make 

up the whole. The third axiom is called ñthe axiom of common things.ò Lewis argued that ordinary 

common landscapes such as interstate roads, rest areas, and city dumps should not be ignored as 
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they occupy a large space in the whole landscape. The forth axiom is to know a landscapeôs history. 

Only on the basis of knowledge of the past can we evaluate a landscapeôs historic meanings. In the 

fifth, ñgeographic (or ecologic) axiom,ò Lewis (1979) stated, ñElements of a cultural landscape 

make little cultural sense if they are studied outside their geographic (i.e., locational) contextò 

(p.24). The sixth axiom is ñthe axiom of environmental control.ò He explained, ñMost cultural 

landscapes are intimately related to physical environment. Thus, the reading of cultural landscape 

also presupposes some basic knowledge of physical landscapeò (Lewis, 1979, p.25). The last 

axiom concerns ñlandscape obscurityò and states that since landscapes are complex, interrelated 

systems, they ñdo not convey the messages in any obvious wayò (Lewis, 1979, p.26). Lewisôs 

answer to how to make the landscape ñspeakò is to ask questions such as ñWhat does it look like? 

How does it work? Who designed it? Why? When? What does it tell us about the way our society 

works?ò (Lewis, 1979, p.26).  

Reading the landscapes in their own contexts is a means of trying to understand their meanings. 

This is the second step of the process of defining landscape. Where does the meaning come from? 

Sauer (1925), Tuan (1979), and Meinig (1979) are all largely in agreement that the way to read a 

landscape (or understand its meaning) is through ñindividual observation.ò That is, they all viewed 

the landscape as an image portrayed by mind and feelings, and they emphasized peopleôs 

perception as one source of meanings. Jones (1988) took a different approach in understanding the 

meaning of landscape. He claimed that meanings of landscapes are derived from the visible 

surroundings created by nature or humans (p. 153). Unlike Sauer, Tuan, and Meinig, Jones focused 

on tangible forms of landscapes to obtain meanings. Evans, Roberts, and Nelson (2001) proposed 

an integrated approach of these two viewpoints: 

If we want to discover the meaning of landscapes for people, it is best to think of them not 

as collections of material objects placed in geographical space, but as social and cultural 
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constructions of the people who use them. In this sense, landscapes are ñsymbolic 

environmentsò that people create to give meaning and definition to their physical 

environment. (p.53)  

 

The third step in the process of defining landscape is framing the landscape elements. Framing 

is important to gain meanings from the landscape elements. For example, if landscape elements in 

a region such as houses, bridges represent same cultural meanings, there is a cultural integrity. The 

integrity of landscape elements reveal the predominant meaning of the region. Based on that, 

preservation and management actions may have been developed. By looking at the meanings of 

landscapes, we can frame the landscape elements that enables us to designate landscape types such 

as natural or cultural, urban or rural, traditional or modern. In this regard, if cultural elements are 

more privileged than other elements in the landscape, we frame the landscape in a cultural context. 

However, it might not be an easy task to designate the landscape type. Jones (1988) explained this 

difficulty by stating:  

Difficulties arise in areal classifications because it is often difficult or impossible to place 

particular landscapes unambiguously in one or other category. There arise many 

transitional forms, and the boundaries between different types of landscape tend often to 

be rather arbitrary. The extent of human influence will also depend on the scale or 

geographical level to which one is referring. (p.154)  

 

By looking at these three stepsðreading, meaning, and framingðwe are able to identify a 

landscape by type. In a cultural landscape study, the first step is to designate the landscape as a 

cultural landscape based on the process just outlined. For example, this key concept will guide my 

study in Findikli when I define the cultural landscape area.  

2.2.2 Landscape Characteristics 

Scholars and practitioners using landscape characteristics read landscapes. Landscape 

characteristics can be grouped in three categories by formalizing their main landscape features: 

palimpsest, dynamic and heritage.  
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¶ Multilayered 

Palimpsest Character 

The first category is a landscapeôs palimpsest character. Palimpsest characterizes a landscape 

with its layers that have been developed over time by successive individual or group of people. 

Pierce Lewis pointed out that reading landscapes was not easy, using the metaphor of a damaged 

book, re-edited many times and with missing pages, to convey the difficulty of discerning and 

sorting out a landscapeôs different layers (Lewis, 1979, p.12). Like Lewis, Lianne Boomars (2006) 

noted the layered character of landscapes and the challenges they present to readers who seek to 

extract their meanings (as cited in Knaap &Valk, 2006, p.87).  

Many scholars have used the metaphors of palimpsests and accretions to explain the layered 

nature, of landscapes (McClelland, 1991, p.108; Marcucci, 2000, p.68; Meinig, 1979, p.44; Palang 

and Fry, 2003, p.6).  

Palang and Fry (2003) even provided a figure that represents landscapes as palimpsests, 

illustrating a landscapeôs make-up as ñconsisting of elements from different time periodsò (p.6). 

(See Figure 2.1) This figure illustrates the palimpsest of landscape elements in linear time as well 

as presence and absence of the elements over time. 

 
Figure 2.1 Landscape as a palimpsest of elements (after Vervloet 1986) (Palang & Fry, 

2003, p.6) 

 

Landscape

element



 16 

¶ Landscape Change 

Dynamic Character 

J.B. Jackson believed that landscapes have been shaped since the first human interaction with 

nature, and landscapes have evolved gradually, changing in time through both natural and cultural 

impacts on them (Jackson, 1980/2002, p.12). ñLandscape cannot be ófrozen,ôò said Phillips (2005), 

as long as life is going on. Landscapes constantly change, and it does not matter whether they 

change slowly or rapidly. Some changes are derived from the landscapeôs natural systemsðfor 

example, seasonal changes in the physical landscape. Other changes, are caused by human actions, 

such as industrial development and agricultural practices from human presence. A landscape 

shows its dynamic character as it adjusts to new conditions. People tend to notice landscape 

changes when a transformation disrupts their ongoing lives. As Harden et al. (2014) wrote, ñéthe 

effects of cultural and economic changes may be slow to become visible in the landscape, and 

changes, such as loss of soil fertility, might not be noticed until they disrupt social or economic 

systemsò (p.9). Landscape transformations can be evaluated when they emerge, but only by going 

back in time where transformation begins the conditions that gave rise to those changes can be 

understood. Marcucci (2000) states: 

A more accurate metaphor is to think of landscapes as legacies. A landscape existing today 

results from previous conditions and events in that locale, and it follows that landscapes of 

the future will be legacies of the elements and processes occurring today. (p.68) 

 

Reading the landscape might be hard because the landscapeôs dynamic character might cause 

meanings from the different time periods to become muddled and landscape elements and 

characteristics to be lost, diminished or elevated. However, the process of change might reveal 

how capable the landscape is of undergoing transformation.  
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In one sense landscape change is considered a challenge for preservation studies. For example, 

Han (2012) described landscape change due to rapid urbanization and globalization as a challenge 

because they vanish landscape elements and their significance from the landscape (p.106).  

Tangible and Intangible Forms 

Heritage Character 

The third category is landscapeôs heritage character. Some scholars use the metaphor of the 

landscape as a museum, in which human traces and natural events serve as metaphorical exhibits. 

Heritage values are reflected in landscapes in tangible and intangible forms. Tangible elements are 

easily seen as they are visible in the landscape and can be read by the researchers. Examples are 

monuments and artifacts. However, intangible elements might be invisible to landscape readers as 

they are abstract cultural forms, such as language, folk dance, or craftsmanship what of those that 

are of social/cultural relationships. Scholars agree upon two emphases regarding heritage. The first 

emphasis is on heritage as a collective memory of landscapes (Roberts, 1994, p.135; Francaviglia, 

2000, p.45; Butland, 2012, p.192; Mitsche et al., 2013, p.69). The second emphasis is on the 

necessity of evaluating tangible and intangible values together (Roberts, 1994, p.133; Ruggles & 

Sinha, 2009, p.79; Mitsche et al., 2013, p.69).  

Haig (2010) pointed out that for this reason studying intangible heritage can be difficult: 

Intangible Cultural Heritage is difficult to manage because it seems to have limitless 

variables. It is the culture that people practice as part of their daily lives, it is beliefs and 

perspectives, ephemeral performances and events that are not tangible objects of culture 

like monuments, or paintings, books or artifacts. (p.368) 

 

If the intangible forms of heritage can be expressed through tangible objects, landscapes can 

be read thoroughly in terms of understanding both physical and non-physical elements.  Graham 

(2009) suggests that a means of making intangible forms tangible is through documentation: 
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The degree to which social groups share the assumption that intangible forms of cultural 

expression should be óómade tangibleôô via recording and documenting techniques as such 

is an open questioné The degree to which peoples view their intangible culture practices 

(or some of these practices) as óóobjectsôô to be documented, recorded, archived, or 

managed as tangible forms, particularly by outsiders, is open to ethnographic investigation. 

(p.187) 

By looking at these three landscape characters- palimpsest dynamic, heritage- researchers can 

know what to look for in landscapes. Landscapes characteristics as a key concept guide us to 

understand landscapes. 

2.2.3 Landscape Perception 

Perception is an important aspect of understanding landscapes because of the role individual 

observation plays in óconstructingô them. As Fairclough (2006) has argued, 

If landscape must have definitions, then, they should be about perception. They should be 

based on how people look at and experience the environment when óconstructingô 

landscape, not on the material things that we think it is comprised of. (p.56ï57)   

 

Personal perception comes into play when we talk about how people view the landscapes 

around them and value their living spaces. A two-way process is involved in individualsô 

perception of a landscape. First, people óuploadô particular values to landscapes; then they 

ódownloadô the uploaded values and feelings about landscapes, in a reciprocal process described 

by Naveh (1995): ñénot only do cultural impacts shape our landscapes but our view of landscapes 

is also a product of culture and this, in turn, is affecting our relation to these landscapesò (p.48). 

¶ Value, Significance, Integrity, Authenticity 

People óUploadôï what people perceive as ñvaluedò 

Peopleôs perception begins with what they value, and the óvaluedô objects eventually become 



 19 

significant for them. For example, Stephenson (2008) theorized that individuals experience the 

value and significance of a landscape when they are part of its cultural context or positioned to 

observe and understand it (129). 

Stephenson (2008) categorized values in three components: forms, relationships, and practices. 

Forms consist of the physical forms of landscapes such as landforms, vegetation and water sources. 

Relationships are based on human-to-human or human-to-landscape interactions. (See Figure 2.2) 

 

Figure 2.2 The three fundamental components of landscape: forms, practices, and 

relationships (Stephenson, 2008, p.134) 

 De la Torre (2002) defined value as ñthe qualities and characteristics seen in things, in 

particular the positive characteristics (actual and potential).ò Worthing and Bond (2008) defined 

significance as ñvarious values associated with a placeò (as cited in Vakhitova, 2014, p.220). 

Russell and Winkworth (2001) defined significance as follows: 

Significance means the historic, aesthetic, scientific and social values that an object or 

collection has for past, present and future generations. Significance refers not just to the 

physical fabric or appearance of an object. Rather, it incorporates all the elements that 

contribute to an objectôs meaning, including its context, history, uses and its social and 

spiritual values (as cited in Findlay, 2013, p.119). 

Significance shows that what is associated with the lives pf people. Therefore, significance 
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provides the meanings of landscapes and landscape elements. 

The National Park Service focused on óintegrityô as the ability to convey significance in the 

landscape (as cited in Rottle, 2008, p.136).  Keller and Keller (1992) asked 3 questions to evaluate 

the landscapesô integrity:  

1. To what degree does the landscape convey its historic character? 

2. To what degree has the original fabric been retained? 

3. Are changes to the landscape irrevocable or can they be corrected so that the property 

retains its integrity? (p.6) 

Value, significance, and integrity are all interdependent and reveal a landscapeôs identity. Via 

the óauthenticô character of identity, landscapes can convey value, significance, and integrity. 

óAuthenticô was defined by Kianicka and Buchecker (2006) as a phenomenon for the true and 

transparent appearance that represents a faithful image of reality (p.116). Concerning the meaning 

of authenticity for the individual, they wrote, 

At the individual level, the attribute ñauthenticò is primarily related to behavior, e.g. way 

of life, and self-perception. In this regard, authenticity denotes a distinctive identity: 

Through living authentically, which means in accordance with oneôs own originality, one 

forms and articulates oneôs own identity. (Kianicka & Buchecker, 2006, p.117) 

 

Authenticity represents not only tangible forms but also intangible forms in the landscape. 

Emphasis on the authenticity of intangible forms was elaborated at the ICOMOS symposium in 

San Antonio in 1996 (as cited in KobyliŒski, 2006, p.55).  

The identity of a landscape is shaped by the value, significance, integrity, and authenticity that 

all are derived from peopleôs perception of that landscape. The identity could be represented in the 

landscape in tangible or intangible form. All of these reveal the meaning of landscape from the 

perspective of people.  
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¶ Sense of Place, Place Attachment, Genius-Loci, Memories 

People óDownloadôï what the landscape is identified with 

Landscapes reflect peopleôs values through a ósense of placeô. Sense of place, place attachment, 

and genius loci are all concepts that relate to peopleôs feelings in connection with landscapes. 

Dolores Hayden (1997) emphasized that through the individual perception of a landscape, people 

can experience ñthe personality of a locationò (p.15). 

What exactly is a shared sense of place? According to J. B. Jackson (1995), it is ña lively 

awareness of the familiar environment, a ritual repetition, a sense of fellowship based on a shared 

experienceò (p.25). This feeling is in many respects inseparable from individualsô sense of time: 

What brings us together with people is not that we live near each other, but that we share 

the same timetable: the same work hours, the same religious observances, the same habits 

and customs. That is why we are more and more aware of time, and of the rhythm of the 

community. It is our sense of time, our sense of ritual, which in the long run creates our 

sense of place, and of community. (Jackson, 1995, p.25) 

 

Thought of this way, sense of place can be thought of as something that evolves over time but 

takes shape within a space. This perspective directs us to read landscapes within the context of 

their time and place. Knox and Mayer (2013) described sense of place as an expression of how 

people define themselves in the physical environment. (p.76). Williams and Stewart (1998) 

claimed that sense of place is a complex concept as it represents ñthe collection of meanings, 

beliefs, symbols, values, and feelings that individuals or groups associate with a particular localityò 

(as cited in Clemetsen, Krogh, & Thoren, 2011, p.231). The common sense of place shared by the 

all stakeholders in the area is equivalently important to individualsô sense of place, or each 

individual may experience the sense of place in a more different way. For example, different ethnic 

background reflects different sense of place for people who live in a same place. 
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Cooperider (2013) explored how people become attached to places because of shared 

experiences as well as individual feelings: 

How individuals are attached to place varies from culture to culture, and reading those 

differences on the landscape is often problematic at best. We relate to the landscape through 

shared experience and we label place with that familiarity. So words and the tradition of 

words or labels also link us to place. Over years of attachment and use we develop deep 

affinity for place, a ritual of meaning that informs our emotional connection to the world. 

(p.86) 

 

In this regard, memories play an important role to connect people with their landscapes. 

Memories are generally about family-oriented sharing or traditional events (Jackson, 1995, p.25). 

And memory rather than outside knowledge matters when people need to tie themselves to their 

past and their own understanding of place.  

Peopleôs landscape perceptions are formed in memories, and memories are represented in 

terms of sense of place, place attachment, or genius loci. To read landscapes, we need to focus on 

peopleôs individual perceptions and mutual perceptions, especially for understanding intangible 

part of cultural landscapes.  

2.3 Cultural Landscape Recognition 

Cultural landscapes are recognized by cultural landscape professionals and local communities.  

This section presents the approach of organizational bodies in cultural landscape studies and the 

local community role with the community-based methods. 

2.3.1 Cultural Landscape Recognition via Organizational Bodies 

Organizational bodies play a role in cultural landscape studies because they are involved in the 

recognition and regulationðparticularly the nomination, management, and protectionðof many 

cultural landscape spaces. These organizational bodiesô guidelines are applied to landscapes on 

various scales, from global to local.  
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¶ Global ScaleðUNESCO 

The UNESCO-World Heritage Convention of 1972 categorized heritage sites as either natural 

or cultural. Since 1972, the criteria of the nomination of properties for inscription on cultural, 

natural, and mixed heritage sites have been developed. Mixed sites do not include rural landscapes; 

the term cultural landscape was therefore developed to recognize rural landscapes. The World 

Heritage Convention became the first international organization working on the recognition and 

protection of cultural landscapes in 1972. Fowler (2003) characterized cultural landscapes as 

ñcombined works of nature and of manò that illustrate:  

The evolution of human society and settlement over time, under the influence of the 

physical constraints and/or opportunities presented by their natural environment and of 

successive social, economic and cultural forces, both external and internal (p.18) 

 

According to the 2005 Operational Guidelines, World Heritage Committee (2005), sites 

designated as world cultural landscapes must reflect ñan outstanding universal valueò: 

Outstanding universal value means cultural and/or natural significance which is so 

exceptional as to transcend national boundaries and to be of common importance for 

present and future generations of all humanity (p.14) 

 

There are different levels of significance: global, regional, and local. UNESCO World Heritage 

addresses only world or global level and ignores the significance for smaller levels. 

Authenticity and integrity are additional criteria for cultural landscapes to be considered for 

the heritage site designation. óAuthenticityô is explained as the representation of a siteôs genius 

loci in terms of its uniqueness and specificity. óIntegrityô is defined as the ability of a landscape to 

show óauthenticityô within the landscape as a whole.  

UNESCO defined cultural landscapes categories based on their significant, authentic 

characteristics in response to landscape integrity in global level. The first category is ñthe clearly 

defined landscape designed and created intentionally by manò (World Heritage Convention, 
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2005, p.19ï20). This category includes garden and parkland landscapes designed for aesthetic or 

religious reasons or other monumental buildings and ensembles. The second category is ñthe 

organically evolved landscapeò (World Heritage Convention, 2005, p.19ï20); it has two 

subcategories. One of the subcategories is ña relict (or fossil) landscapeò (World Heritage 

Convention, 2005, p.19ï20) that shows the evolutionary process from the past to present in 

tangible form. The other one is ña continuing landscapeò (World Heritage Convention, 2005, 

p.19ï20) that still maintains traditional ways of live within contemporary societies. The third 

category is ñthe associative cultural landscapeò (World Heritage Convention, 2005, p.19ï20) 

that reflects intangible forms of powerful religious, artistic, or cultural associations of the natural 

element. 

The list below shows the other selection criteriaðboth cultural and naturalðfor cultural 

landscapes. To become world heritage sites, these landscapes must first do the following:  

(i) represent a masterpiece of human creative genius; 

(ii) exhibit an important interchange of human values, over a span of time or within a 

cultural area of the world, on developments in architecture or technology, monumental arts, 

town-planning or landscape design; 

(iii) bear a unique or at least exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition or to a civilization 

which is living or which has disappeared; 

(iv) be an outstanding example of a type of building, architectural or technological 

ensemble or landscape which illustrates (a) significant stage(s) in human history; 

(v) be an outstanding example of a traditional human settlement, land-use, or sea-use which 

is representative of a culture (or cultures), or human interaction with the environment 

especially when it has become vulnerable under the impact of irreversible change; 

(vi) be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with 

beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding universal significance. (The 

Committee considers that this criterion should preferably be used in conjunction with other 

criteria); 

(vii)  contain superlative natural phenomena or areas of exceptional natural beauty and 

aesthetic importance;  

(viii) be outstanding examples representing major stages of earthôs history, including the 

record of life, significant on-going geological processes in the development of landforms, 

or significant geomorphic or physiographic features; 
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(ix) be outstanding examples representing significant ongoing ecological and biological 

processes in the evolution and development of terrestrial, fresh water, coastal and marine 

ecosystems and communities of plants and animals; 

(x) contain the most important and significant natural habitats for in-situ conservation of 

biological diversity, including those containing threatened species of outstanding universal 

value from the point of view of science or conservation (World Heritage Convention, 2005, 

p.19ï20). 

 

¶ National/Regional Scale-ELC 

The European Landscape Convention (2000) defined a landscape as ñan area, as perceived by 

people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or human factorsò 

(p.9). This definition resembles definitions of cultural landscape in that it emphasizes the 

interaction between nature and human. By considering both cultural and natural aspects of 

landscapes, the ELC leaves openings for possibilities in sustainable development and the use of 

natural resources for economic activity. From the ELCôs perspective, the types of landscapes and 

their physical characteristics are less important than peopleôs perceptions.  

The ELC rates the importance of landscapes based upon their morphological, archeological, 

historical, cultural, and natural characteristics as well as interrelations and changes in these 

characteristics. The ELCôs policy is to extend protection to all landscapes without distinguishing 

between them on the basis of their value (CoE, 2000, p.31). 

According to the ELC, recognition and evaluation depend on expertsô knowledge and how 

people perceive their landscapes during the landscape identification process. The ELC prefers to 

avoid terms such as ópicturesqueô, ónatural beautyô, and óoutstandingô, instead taking the position 

that each state should point out its own needs for protection by listing characteristics and specific 

protection measures for each protected site.  

It seems preferable to avoid criteria of the ñpicturesqueò, ñnatural beautyò or ñoutstandingò 

type, as these belong to cultural concepts specific to earlier 20th-century legislation on the 

protection of monuments and sites. Reasoning based on a placeôs specific characteristics 
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may be supplemented or replaced by reasoning based on particular sensitivities or risks. 

For such places, each state should specify according to its own needs:  

ï general and specific protection measures and instruments: for example, a classification 

or a simple list, use of existing institutional instruments such as parks and reserves (cultural 

parks, regional parks, archaeological reserves, etc.); creation of new instruments; its own 

provisional protection measures;  

ï characteristics of listing and protection instruments: for example, description of the site 

and the main reasons for protecting it, with official notification to the public and private 

owners. (CoE, 2000, p.67ï68) 

 

Compared to UENSCO, ELC has more emphasis on significance of provincial or local levels.  

The NPS has defined cultural landscape as ña geographic area, including both natural and 

cultural resources, associated with a historic event, activity, or personò (National Park Service, 

2009, p.ii). Cultural landscapes are grouped into four categories based on their characteristics, with 

historical importance as the greatest priority.  

Å  Historic designed landscapes,  

Å Historic vernacular landscapes,  

Å Historic sites, 

Å Ethnographic landscapes. 

In order to identify the significant characteristics and features of landscapes, the NPS views 

them through the lens of important historic events, trends, or figures. In national importance NPS 

emphasizes that landscapes are dynamic systems that change over the time. 

The identification and management of an appropriate level of change in a cultural 

landscape is closely related to its significance. In a landscape significant for its association 

with a specific style, individual, trend, or event, change may diminish its integrity and 

needs to be carefully monitored and controlled. In a landscape significant for the pattern of 

use that has evolved, physical change may be essential to the continuation of the use. In 

the latter case, the focus should be on perpetuating the use while maintaining the general 

character and feeling of the historic period(s), rather than on preserving a specific 

appearance. (National Park Service, 2002)  

 

According to NPS guidelines, landscape components should present historical significance in 

national level, and all features and their relationships should have integrity. The first goal is to 
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define values that are represented by historical significance. 

Research and preliminary field surveys are conducted to determine the existence of cultural 

landscapes. Identifying the significant characteristics and features of a landscape involves 

understanding its physical modifications and use, along with any ethnographic values and 

affiliations. (National Park Service, 2002) 

 

 National Park Service defined significance in national level to develop an appropriate level 

of preservation and management landscape plans and actions. 

In local level recognition, local organizations, for example The Virginia Department of 

Historic Resources (DHR), are in charge of designation significance and integrity of local 

landscapes. Virginia DHR recognizes two registry programs: the Virginia Landmarks Register and 

the National Register of Historic Places. DHR is interested in the preservation of tangible heritage 

structures, sites, objects, and districts. There is no specific definition related to cultural landscapes. 

However, ópropertyô refers in DHR evaluations to a building or a district or site. In terms of 

evaluation, a ópropertyô must retain physical integrity. The DHR evaluation refers to seven aspects 

of integrity: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. In its 

registers DHR emphasizes historical significance of properties and sites over their aesthetic beauty 

and bases its determination as to the degree of significance on factors such as the historical research 

and understanding of historic architecture, engineering, and/or archeology.  

The term ñsignificanceò has a particular meaning when it comes to the National Register 

and Virginia Landmarks Register. The quality of significance in American history, 

architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture is found to be present in districts, sites, 

buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, 

materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and that meet at least one of the four 

Register Criteria. (Virginia Historic Department, n.d)   

 

To be nominated, a property should have at least 50-year significance, meet one of the Register 

Criteria, and retain physical integrity. There are four Register Criteria stated. Criterion A states 

that the property should have direct association with a historically significant event or pattern of 



 28 

events. Criterion B is about the property association with a significant figure in the American 

history.  

The property should be the location of the significant personôs active career or 

contributions to history, whether it is a dwelling, place of business, government building, 

church, school, research laboratory, farm, artistôs studio, or other type of property. 

(Virginia Historic Department, n.d)   

 

Criterion C states that the property represents a distinctive architectural or engineering 

achievement or is the work of a master, possessing high artistic value or representing a distinctive 

entity. Criterion D concerns the propertyôs information potential for history or prehistory. 

Archeological sites are examples of this criterion.  

There are two steps in the process of nominating and evaluating a property as a historic place 

(on a national scale) or a Virginia Landmark (on a local scale). The first step is completing the 

Preliminary Information Form (PIF). It must be filled out with basic architectural, historical, and 

locational information, including property photographs. PIFs are evaluated by the team, which 

consists of archeologists, architectural historians, and historians. The State Review Board, made 

up of multi-disciplinary professionals, can request some additional investigations for the property 

if it is necessary. The second step is completing the National Register Nomination Form (NRNF). 

In this form architectural and historical information should be stated as well. However, the 

difference between PIF and NRNF is that NRNF is evaluated by a nationwide committee. 

As a summary, organizational bodies on global level or local level address significance of 

landscapes to embrace cultural landscape integrity. The problem of addressing significant values 

of landscapes is that organizational bodies are seeking the unique values of a landscape as a world 

significance, thus a value that is significant only for the local community is missing in the global 

scale. Another problem is that the significance of landscapes for the local community is revealed 

by researcher-oriented documenting studies. Lack of community-based study guidance in heritage 
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places causes missing of some landscape values.  

2.3.2 Community-based Approach in Cultural Landscape Studies 

Community-based approaches are techniques used to collect data from the field in qualitative, 

quantitative, or mixed methods research designs. Besides ócommunity-basedô, the related phrases 

ócommunity engagementô, ócommunity participationô, and ócommunity buildingô are all used in 

the literature on this subject. In this section, first, what the community-based approach is 

introduced; second common community-based methods are explained.  

2.3.2.1 What is a community-based approach? 

Studies that provide the basis for planning, designing, regulating, or governing a location are 

often conducted by governmental or organizational institutions. Projects such as city development, 

urban renewal, or street improvement in a neighborhood show that decisions made by governing 

bodies without asking local people about their needs, thoughts, or requests do not work and are 

not sustainable.  Henry Sanoff (2000) pointed out that politicians and bureaucrats often exclude 

ordinary people from the community development process (p.1). In response to past failures of 

planning, regulation, and decision-making processes, some community-based participatory 

approaches have been developed (Martinez, 2008, p. 340). Israel et al. (1998) defined a 

community-based approach as a cooperative process that bridges the gap between community 

groups and researchers, thereby helping to establish a new knowledge base and a deeper 

understanding among researchers of the communities they study (p. 177). Community-based 

studies encourage people to speak out, lending their voices to studies that seek to understand and 

impact their communities. Sanoff (2000) emphasized that community building is necessary 

because local people ñare more aware of the realities of their own environments than outside 

professionals. They have a sense of what will work and what will not workò (p.7). In this regard, 
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we understand that communities should play an important role in the projects that directly affect 

them. 

How is a researcher to design a community engagement process that can serve as a source of 

vital information for research and planning? Some of the questions to answer in advance of 

designing a study with community input are as follows: 

- Who are the participants? What individuals or groups will be impacted by the study and 

should therefore be involved?  

- What are the researchersô expectations and desired outcomes of the community 
engagement process? 

- What are the goals of the project? 

- What form should involvement in the community engagement process take? 

- When should participants be involved to the process of the study? (Sanoff, 2000, p. 9). 

 

When the researcher answers these questions, s/he can begin the process of seeking community 

engagement, but first some principles of community engagement will need to be addressed. During 

the engagement process all stakeholders should have mutual trust, respect, and commitment; they 

should all share power and resources; they should all agree upon the mission, aims, and values of 

the study (Brown et al., 2006, p. 15).  

 A community-based approach is a good method for studying the role of the community in 

the landscape. In my study, which uses the community as source of information, I aim to 

understand peoplesô relations to one another and the cultural interactions between different ethnic 

groups, as well as human relations with the surrounding landscape. A question I will pursue is 

whether the way different population groups relate to their shared landscapes reflects ethnic 

differences between groups and also how these differences affect the landscapes themselves. 

Through community engagement methods, I can learn about what a surrounding landscape means 

in the eyes of a community by studying the meanings, values, and significance with which they 

imbued it.   
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2.3.2.2 Common community-based methods 

Community-based methods are used to obtain more information about a community and its 

affiliations. Fagerholm and Käyhkö (2009) pointed out that in developing countries local scale 

social landscape values are missing, whereas natural resources are under the pressure of new 

developments (p.44). The way to learn local scale landscape values is possible with community-

based methods. There are various ways to engage people (individuals or groups) in community 

projects. The specific characteristics of a particular study, such as its project goals, objectives, and 

time frame, determine the most effective means of engaging communities in that project. Sanoff 

(2000) classified recent community participation techniques in five major categories: awareness 

methods, indirect methods, group interaction methods, open-ended methods, and brainstorming 

methods (p. 68ï72). 

- Awareness Methods: This method is an introduction of a project to a community for the 

purpose of recruiting potential participants for a study. To facilitate peopleôs awareness of 

the community-based project, exhibits, news media, and walking tours can be used. 

- Indirect Methods: Surveys and questionnaires are counted as indirect methods. 

- Group Interaction Methods: Examples of these methods are focus groups and other face-

to-face interactions. 

- Open-Ended Methods: This method is used to inform people regarding community 

projects. Public meetings enable project leaders to inform communities about the processes 

involved in a project. 

- Brainstorming Methods: Brainstorming is a teamwork exercise in problem solving, and 

classic brainstorming is a verbal method. However, there are other brainstorming methods, 

such as óbrainwritingô, which can be used when people cannot meet in the same place at 

the same time. A combination of verbal and written brainstorming, called interactive 

brainstorming, is another good exercise to use in community gatherings: people first write 

their ideas down and then share their thoughts orally.   

 

These categories allow researchers to consider what techniques would work best for their own 

studies. Cultural landscape studies through community-based research are carried out using these 

techniques. Community surveys, oral history interviews, photo-voice recordings, and mapping are 

some of the techniques that reveal the information needed for understanding cultural landscapes. 
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a) Community surveys 

Surveys and questionnaires enable researchers to obtain statistical data from the field. In 

cultural landscape studies, for instance, demographic information plays an important role. 

Information about age groups, race, ethnic groups, education levels, and socio-economic status in 

a population can be obtained from surveys. As a quantitative technique, a survey can provide a 

general image of a community in terms of numbers, such as the composition of a communityôs 

population by age. Asah, Lenentine, and Blahna (2014) conducted mixed methods research on 

what motivates volunteerism in urban landscapes. They used a survey to create categories such as 

gender, race, and education levels in the community population. Then they utilized the categories 

derived from the quantitative variables arranged in a table to evaluate data from interviews on a 

qualitative theme. For example, their research found an affiliation between education levels and 

landscape values that suggested that as the level of education increases, the awareness of landscape 

values also increases. (p. 111). I plan to use a similar approach to understand differences and 

similarities between diverse groups of people and look at how various groups, such as those who 

share a particular ethnicity or gender, compare in their relation to the landscapes around them and 

their sense of place. The role of ethnicity in the feelings of individuals and communities about the 

surrounding landscapes will be part of the general picture my study will seek to illuminate. 

b) Oral history interviews 

Interviews are formed by conversations rather than structured queries in research studies (Yin, 

2009, p.106). In this sense, oral history interviews might be considered conversations about the 

past. Oral history is a type of interview in which interviewees talk about their memories and 

experiences that took place in the past. MacKay (2016) viewed oral history as a method of 

documentation through personal stories. Similarly, Abrams (2016) defined oral history as a 
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practice that reveals meanings of the past (p. 12). Cultural landscape studies can use oral history 

interviews in much the same way, as readings of the past. As Abrams (2016) stated, ñThe 

óinterviewô refers to the process of engaging a living witness in an in-depth conversationò (p. 14). 

Using oral history interviews, we can learn what occurred in a landscapeôs past and how it is 

affiliated with the personal memories of individuals, even if the landscape might be changed.  

Oral history interviews enable the researcher to extract what was and what has happened based 

upon personal memories and experiences that may not have been previously documented or 

recorded. They can provide a means of understanding on a personal scale regarding the meanings 

of cultural landscapes. 

c) Photo-voice recordings 

Photo-voice recording is a technique that conveys peopleôs feelings, thoughts, and perceptions 

in image form rather than in oral or written form. Wang and Burris (1997) defined photo-voice 

recording as a process that enables people to ñidentify, represent, and enhance their communityò 

(p. 369). The photo-voice recording can be used in research as an expression of how people view 

their lives and physical and social landscapes, especially when verbal expressions appear 

inadequate. In cultural landscape studies, a photo-voice record might be evaluated as evidence of 

individual perception. For example, a person might be asked to take a picture of the landscape 

element that most represents ópeaceô in that individualôs mind. What s/he shows us in the picture 

reflects how s/he perceives the landscape, and this enables us to see an aspect of the relations 

between particular landscapes and communities. 

Wang and Burris (1997) outlined three main goals in the use of photo-voice recordings: 

- Enabling people to record and reflect their community 

- Promoting critical thinking and discussion in the community 
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- Reaching policymakers (p.370) 

These goals make the photo-voice recording a useful tool in participatory research. Cultural 

landscape studies, because of the focus on both individual and community perceptions, can 

potentially use photo-voice recordings to understand people-landscape relations.  

d) Community mapping 

Maps are instruments that show physical and social characteristics of landscapes. Many 

scholars view maps as tools for extracting the geographical, personal, or social meanings of a place 

(Roberts, 1994, p. 135; Boyer, 1996, p. 206; Powell, 2010, p.539). These meanings are derived 

from the relationships or connections between human beings and nature. As maps are used to 

illustrate how people view the area in which they live, mapping is a useful tool for understanding 

landscapes in various ways. For example, when we try to address the cultural meaning of a 

particular landscape, we generally tend to map the cultural elements associated with that landscape. 

The specific aspect that we are using the map to illustrate shapes the kind of mapping we do. For 

instance, we illustrate social relations and lives by means of social mapping; we represent tangible 

and intangible cultural systems by means of cultural mapping. What maps show us depends upon 

what we consider important. As Powell (2010) put it,  

Mapping can offer researchers a view into how peopleðchildren, parents, community 

membersðsee their world, what is important to them, what their lived social relations are, 

and where they spend their time. More than providing a sense of the physical spaces that 

we traverse through, maps can shed light on the ways in which we traverse, encounter, and 

construct racial, ethnic, gendered, and political boundaries (p.553). 

 

In cultural landscape studies both geographical maps illustrating physical components of 

landscapes and social maps ï illustrating social, cultural, and psychological connections between 

people and landscapes ï are used to understand cultural landscapes in a wider sense. Mapping a 

physical landscape is easier than mapping a social landscape as physical components take visible 
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form. Mapping social values is harder as it conveys individual perspectives, which are difficult to 

measure (Fagerholm & Käyhkö, 2009, p.44). However, community mapping via mapping 

techniques such as cognitive mapping, deep mapping, and Participatory Geographical Information 

System (PGIS) makes it possible to illustrate social values.  

Cognitive mapping was introduced by Kevin Lynch (1960), an urban planner, as a means of 

expressing peopleôs images of their surroundings. How they view or perceive their surroundings, 

what their sense of place is, and what is important for them can all be mapped out using cognitive 

mapping. People draw their own maps and write about their perspectives, creating a physical 

landscape that is associated with their personal perspectives. Deep mapping is another technique 

for illustrating social values and representing them in landscapes alongside physical components. 

Biggs (2010) defined deep mapping as ñan intensive topographical exploration of a particular 

(often small, rural) place, using engaged documentary writing of literary quality, sometimes 

combined with photography and illustrationò (p.5). Via this technique, maps are enhanced with 

visual illustrations and narratives. 

Participatory Geographic Information Systems (PGIS) is one of the community mapping 

techniques that enables local people to capture spatial and geographical information as well as 

social values in landscapes (Fagerholm & Käyhkö, 2009, p.44; Moylan, Brown, & Kelly, 2009, 

p.447ï448; Brown & Hay-Edie, 2014, p.43). For example, Belize Barrier Reef Reserve System 

NGOs used PGIS as a technique for engaging local people in the process of capturing local 

meanings (Brown & Hay-Edie, 2014, p.44).  

Mapping offers an easy way to read multilayered landscapes and to document both physical 

and social components of landscapes in cultural landscape studies. Mapping is an essential way to 

make landscapes more readable.    
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2.4 Case Study Area Ethnography 

Turkeyôs diverse ethnic character is evident in the countryôs many distinctive spoken 

languages. Aslan et al. (2013) conducted a study to map Turkish Ethnic Geography from the late 

Ottoman period to 1965.  The study showed fourteen ethnic languages on Turkish territory: 

Abkhazian, Farsi, Arabic, Albanian, Bulgarian, Circassian, Armenian, Georgian, Kurdish, Lazuri,2 

Pomak, Romaic-Greek, Turkish, and Hebrew (3).  

In the northeastern, East Black Sea region the spoken languages are Lazuri, Turkish, Georgian, 

Armenian (in this region it is called Homshetsma, a dialect of Armenian), and Kurdish. Although 

Turkish is the common language in the region, Lazi3 and Hemshin4 are the dominant ethnicities 

and cultures that shape the communities. Therefore, many studies conducted in the East Black Sea 

region show results mainly related to the Lazi and Hemshin cultures. 

Henceforth the region referred to in this paper will be the East Black Sea region. First, the key 

features that have emerged in studies of the region by researchers in the fields of ethnography, 

anthropology, and related disciplines are introduced. Afterward, the aspects of ólandscapeô that 

have become relevant to research on the East Black Sea region are presented.  

2.4.1 Key Features of Ethnographic Studies of the Region 

The previous ethnographic studies of the region focused on: ethnicity, religion (Islam) and 

state regime (secularism and Kemalism), and economy. These are the main areas essential for 

understanding the regionôs socio-cultural and ethnic background. These features characterize the 

relationships within the society, which in turn can be used to categorize studies of the region. Here 

                                                 
2 Lazuri is referred to as the Lazi language, the Laz language, or Lazca (in Turkish) 
3 óLaziô to refer to the Lazi ethnic group, not the Laz as the people of the Black Sea region. 
4 The Hemshin people are also referred to using the terms óHemshinliô and óHemĸinô (in Turkish). Hemshinli means 

ópeople who hail from Hemshinô. The area is also called Hemshin after the Hemshin people.  
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is a breakdown of the main approaches to studying the regionôs people based upon the most 

essential relationships: 

- Studying people in relation to one another: how people from different ethnic groups live in 

the shared environment. 

- Studying people in relation to the state: how a community responds to national policies. 

- tudying people in relation to the surrounding landscapes: how community characteristics 

such as religion and ethnicity are represented in the landscape, whether in tangible or 

intangible form. (A communityôs relation to the landscape represents the aspects of 

ólandscapeô that become relevant to the studies; I present this relationship in section C.)  

2.4.1.1 Ethnicity 

Studies have shown that ethnicity is an influential feature of communitiesô relations to one 

another, to the state, and to the landscape.  

Although the current population of Findikli is composed of variety of ethnic people such as 

Turks, Lazi, two major ethnic groups characterize the Findikli society: Lazi, and Hemshin.  

Studying people in relation to one another: Hemshin-Lazi relations 

 Lazi and Hemshin are the earliest ethnic groups to have lived in the region; each of these 

ethnicities constitutes a distinctive community within East Black Sea society. The Lazi people are 

originally from the Caucasus and have lived in the region since the 8th century BC, as we know 

from the Kingdom of Colchis archeological excavations (Meeker, 1971; Hann & Hann, 1995; 

Aksamaz, 1997; Kociva, 2000; Hann & Hann, 2001). The Hemshin peopleôs descendants arrived 

from Armenia, migrating to the region in 790 A.D. (Redgate, 2007; Simonian, 2007; Ersoy, 

2007b). Both Hemshin and Lazi were converted from Christianity to Islam between the 15th and 

19th centuries (Simonian, 2007; Ersoy, 2007b). Hann (2007) has pointed out that more is known 

about the history of Lazi than about Hemshin. Both groups have turned away from their Christian 
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pasts. The Lazi people generally acknowledge their Caucasian connection, while this has not been 

found to be the case with the Hemshin people and their Armenian roots (p.340). 

Lazi and Hemshin relationships are organized according to both ethnic differences and ethnic 

similarities. The different geographical locations in which they live can also be said to play an 

important role in the relationships between Lazi and Hemshin communities. The Lazi people reside 

near the sea coast, whereas the Hemshin people live in the mountainous areas where the high 

plateaus are located. Based on the characteristics of the settlement locations, the two groups have 

different lifestyles. For example, Ersoy (2007a) has pointed out that their ways of life differ in 

terms of land use activities: ñThe Hemshin villages are on much rougher terrain than the Lazi 

villages, and their agricultural land is very restrictedò (p. 199). As he has indicated, Lazi lands are 

better for crop cultivation (p.199). In the same vein, Hann (2007) has pointed out that the Hemshin 

people engage in animal husbandry rather than crop cultivation as they live in more upland villages 

and pastures (p.341). As a consequence, the Hemshin people have a diet rich in meat and dairy 

products whereas the Lazi people tend to eat seafood and vegetables (Hann, 2007, p.341). These 

differences have given rise to trade between the two peoples, with Lazi buying Hemshin meat and 

dairy products and the Hemshin people buying vegetables and seafood from the Lazi people. In 

addition to trade, transportation has also promoted interactions between the Lazi and Hemshin 

peoples. As the Lazi people live close to major roads, they have traditionally provided 

transportation services to the Hemshin people.  

How a Hemshin defines a Lazi or vice versa can show what kind of relationship they have. 

Hann and Hann (2001), Hann (2007) and Ersoy (2007b) have characterized some of the stereotypes 

that define how Lazi and Hemshin identify each other and themselves. Examples include Hemshin 

people describing Lazi people as óagile, hot-blooded, brave, and nervousô (Hann, 2007, p.342) and 
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Lazi people characterizing themselves as nervous and very quick to provoke fights, in contrast to 

the Hemshinli, who purportedly seek peaceful solutions to conflicts because of their ósoftô 

characters (Hann, 2007, p.342).  

Ersoy and Hann have enumerated other perceptions among Hemshin and Lazi concerning the 

characteristics of their respective ethnic groups and communities. For example, some Hemshin 

people described themselves as more educated and civilized than Lazi people (Ersoy, 2007a, p. 

203). However, some Lazi argued that they were more civilized because they could easily adapt 

to life in cities such as Istanbul (Hann, 2007, p.342). In part because of these perceptions of 

different ethnic identities and characteristics, intermarriages between two groups have tended to 

occur rarely. Some Hemshin people opined that Lazi men would make bad bridegrooms for 

Hemshin women because of the Laziôs ónervousô and óboldô character; some Lazi, on the other 

hand, expressed the view that Hemshin people are strict and exploit women in traditional life in 

the high pastures (Hann, 2007, p.343ï344).  

Despite these negative perceptions of each other as groups, the Hemshin and Lazi people have 

also shared self-defining experiences, such as migrating to Russia in the late 19th century to work 

and send money back to their families in the region. While the Hemshin people became masters in 

baking and pastry, the Lazi people became masters in building and construction. Still, even with 

these shared experiences and similar histories, in addition to a common Christian past, their 

separate ethnic identities are dominant features that separate them. For example, language has been 

a historical barrier between these two ethnic groups that has continued to keep their cultures largely 

separated despite frequent interactions around areas such as trade and transportation.   
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Studying people in relation to the state: the role of ethnicity 

 Since the Lazi and Hemshin people have different historical backgrounds, I will examine their 

relations to the Turkish state separately.  

Hemshin-Turkish state relations: There are three Hemshin communities defined by Vaux (2007), 

two of which reside within Turkey (Hann, 2007, p.343): 

- Western Hemshin: Sunni Muslims who speak Turkish and reside in Rize province, 

Turkey 

- Eastern Hemshin: Sunni Muslims who speak Homshetsma5 and reside in Artvin 

province, Turkey 

- Northern Hemshin: Christians who speak Homshetsma and reside in Georgia and Russia 

(p.257). 

 

 Blasing (2007) and Hachikian (2007) have referred to Eastern Hemshin as Hopa Hemshin6 and 

to Western Hemshin as Rize Hemshin. Hachikian (2007) has identified differences between Hopa 

Hemshin and Rize Hemshin in terms of language and traditions: 

-  Hopa Hemshinli call themselves Hamshetsi or Homshetsi; Rize Hemshinli do not use this 

Armenian term. Rize Hemshinli call their region Bash Hemshin. 

-  Hopa Hemshinli do not celebrate Vardavar Festival7; Rize Hemshinli do. 

-  Hopa Hemshinli speak Homshetsma; Rize Hemshinli do not. 

Even though studies have pointed out that the Hemshin people are known to deny their 

Armenian roots, Eastern Hemshin reflect their Armenian background by speaking Homshetsma, 

and Western Hemshin people reflect it by celebrating the Vardavar festival. Also, there are some 

differences, noted by researchers (see Blasing [2007], Vaux [2007], Ersoy, [2007b]), between 

Eastern and Western Hemshin communities in terms of life styles. (For example, in general the 

                                                 
5 Homshetsma is a dialect of western Armenian (Vaux, 2007, p.258). 
6 Hopa is a town district in the province of Artvin; it is inhabited by speakers of the Hemshin language.  
7 Vardavar festival is an Armenian festival celebrating the transfiguration of Jesus in Armenia, celebrating pasture life 

in Rize. 
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Eastern Hemshin are engaged in the transportation business, whereas Western Hemshin tend to 

work in bakeries, restaurants, and hotels.) I will examine the Hemshin ethnic group as a whole, 

both Eastern and Western, in relation to the Turkish state.  

How the Hemshin people see themselves in relation to the Turkish nation state is a subject that 

remains to be studied thoroughly. Even though there is strong evidence that the Hemshin people 

have roots in Armenian rather than Turkic peoples (Simonian, 2007; Hachikian, 2007), researchers 

have noted that the contemporary Hemshin people de-emphasize their Armenian origins in favor 

of their identity as Turks (Ersoy, 2007b): ñthe Hemshinli would rather be seen as having the same 

origins as the majority; naturally they wish to reinforce their integration rather than being seen as 

part of a ódangerousô minorityò8 (p.323).  

It has generally been argued that the Hemshin community by and large self-identifies as 

Turkish rather than Armenian and that this is a strategy for avoiding discrimination within the 

Turkish state (Hann & Hann, 2001; Ersoy, 2007b).  

Lazi-Turkish state relations 

 The word Laz has two meanings in Turkey: it can designate all of the peoples of the Black Sea 

region in Turkey or the ethnic Lazi, whose people live in the eastern Black Sea region (Meeker, 

1971). Lazi and Turkish peoples began to interact socially when the Ottoman Empire conquered 

the Empire of Trebizond in 1461 (Aksamaz, 1997; Hann & Hann, 2001, Kociva, 2000). At the 

same time, the Lazi people converted from Christianity to Islam gradually (Hann & Hann, 2001; 

Simonian, 2007; Ersoy, 2007b). Therefore, the Lazi people began to share the same nation and 

religion with the Turkish people. Sarigil (2009) described the Lazi peopleôs attitudes toward the 

Turkish state in this way: ñIn brief, even if certain sections of the Laz people are increasingly 

                                                 
8 The reference to the association with Armenia as ódangerousô refers to the historical animosity between the Armenian 

and Turkish people. 



 42 

aware of their distinct origins, language and culture, interestingly they tend to treat those 

differences as something embedded within Turkishnessò (p.7). As Hann and Hann (2001) put it, 

ñAt present, few Lazi see themselves as constituting an etnik grup.9 They feel more strongly about 

other belongings: to localities, to counties, to their country and to the universal community of 

Islamò (p.208).  

 The Lazi community has faced accusations of engaging in óseparatistô activities as they actively 

seek to preserve their own language, (Lazuri), and such traditions, as folk dance and music. For 

example, some Lazi intellectuals have published a Lazuri magazine, Ogni,10 and some Lazi bands, 

such as Zugasi Berepe,11 have composed songs in Lazuri (Aksamaz, 1997; Sarigil, 2009). In the 

nationalist view, this sort of cultural endeavor is linked to the separatist activities of a major 

terrorist group in southeastern Turkey (PKK, Kurdistan Workers Party) (Benninghaus, 1989; 

Sarigil, 2009). Sarigil (2009) has argued that the Lazi people considered themselves part of the 

Turkish nation and had developed statist, nationalist orientations and loyalties to Turkey because 

they believed that the Turkish people had saved the Lazi from Russian occupation in the late 19th 

century.  

 All in all, ethnicity is an important key feature that shapes the communitiesô relations to one 

another and to the state. Neither the Hemshin nor the Lazi reject their national identities as part of 

Turkey, and both peoples actively seek to preserve their ethnic heritage as living traditions through 

festivals, music, and folk dance. In the case of the Lazi community, preservation of their native 

language appears to be a priority, while the same cannot be said for Hemshin people.     

                                                 
9 Etnik grup means óethnic groupô in Turkish. 
10 Ogni (in Lazuri) means óhearô, or óduyô in Turkish. 
11 Zugasi Berepe (in Lazuri) means children of the sea, or ódenizin cocuklariô in Turkish. 
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2.4.1.2 Religion and the state regime 

Among the researchers who have conducted studies in the region, Meeker as well as Hann and 

Hann have paid the most attention to the impact of religion and the state regime on the society. 

Meeker (2002) conducted historical ethnographic research by using archival documents from the 

Ottoman Empire and from foreign offices (such as the British and French offices). Meeker also 

based his research on the work of local historians and on his own field work in the region in the 

1960s. He tried to understand how a conservative society shaped by an Ottoman Islamist 

perspective could be maintained in a secularist Turkish Republic. Hann and Hann (2001) made six 

field trips to the region from 1983 to 1999 and derived data from site observations, questionnaires, 

and interviews. 

Religion as it influences community relations 

Especially in conservative societies, religion has as its priority the regulation of daily lives. 

The region of northeastern Turkey represents a conservative society that follows a strict form of 

Islam. Meeker (2002) has identified two powerful figures in the communities of this region: aghas 

and hodjas. Aghas, as local elites, were the highest local authorities during the time of the Ottoman 

Empire and also in the early days of the Turkish Republic. After the Turkish Republic was founded, 

the aghas gradually lost much of their power. Hodjas are representatives of Islam in their 

communities. Even today hodjas continue to be powerful figures, in some rural communities 

especially, not only in the region but all across Turkey. Hodjas are respected leaders, and 

community members continue to turn to them to learn about Islamic law and hear the hodjasô 

religious discourses.  

Meeker (2002) made several observations that illustrate how the region conforms to Islamic 

belief and practice. He even experienced this firsthand when conducting his research: eager to 

assimilate outsiders into Muslim society, the community assigned him the Muslim name of 
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óMahmutô to replace his name, Michael. Hann and Hann (2001) also noted in their research how 

embedded Islam is in daily life in the region: ñIn general it seems that religion was the single most 

important principle for the regulation of social lifeò (p.11). For example, the authors described 

their experience during Ramadan of looking in vain for an open restaurant during daylight (fasting) 

hours in Rize province (p.160).   

Religion has a profound impact on the role of women in the society. Meeker (1971) divided 

the perceptions of women in the region into óhonorô figures and óshameô figures. For example, a 

woman who has contact with a man who is not a family member is shunned by the community-

based on an honor code determined by strict Islamic rules. These restrictions on women because 

of religious considerations have an impact on relations between community members and an even 

greater effect on relations between communities.   

The state regimeôs role in the relations of communities to the state 

The term óstate regimeô here to refers to the Turkish Republicôs secularist and Kemalist 

perspectives. Secularism is defined as the principle of separating government institutions from 

regulations based on religion. In other words, it means governing a country by means of non-

religious laws. As secularism does not represent any religious standpoint, it is not welcomed by 

Turkeyôs conservative communities. In some communities of the East Black Sea region, 

secularism is largely seen as a way of destroying religion rather than diminishing the power of 

religion in political, social, and cultural affairs. Studies by both Meeker (2002) and Hann and Hann 

(2001) have shown that some people in the region still experience conflicts between secularism 

and Islam.  

The Kemalist view of the Turkish Republicôs state regime is very different and rests on the 

attitude that all people living within the boundaries of Turkey are Turks regardless their ethnic 
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backgrounds. Hann and Hann (2001) formulate the view this way: ñThe modern society is a nation-

state; whose citizens allegedly share a single national culture. At least, that is the official view, the 

Kemalist viewò (p.19). This perspective is not welcomed by some ethnic communities as they 

perceive it as a Turkish policy of ethnic and cultural assimilation. 

Hann and Hann (2001) defined the change between two regimes ï the Ottoman government 

and the Turkish Republic ï as ñthe óbig bangô model of changeò (p.35). The Ottoman Empire had 

an Islamist point of view and was a multinational empire until the Turkish Republic brought 

secularism and a single national culture to the nationôs social order. This change has caused 

conflicts among various communities: Kemalists versus individual ethnic groups and secularists 

versus Islamists.    

2.4.1.3 Economy 

The economy is one of the key features contributing to the fabric of any community, and the 

communities of this region are no exception. When the Turkish Republic was founded, the new 

government sought new strategies for developing especially the rural areas of Turkey. Tea was 

selected as a suitable crop for Rize (a province in the region) since the climate and soil conditions 

were good for tea agriculture (Zihnioglu, 2008). After tea production was introduced to Rize, the 

agricultural economy became more dominant. As Hann and Hann (2001) observed, ñTea has 

brought wealth and land prices are among the highest anywhere in the countryò (p.7).   

The economy and its role in shaping community relations  

Tea production has both advantages and disadvantages for the tea-producing communities and 

the landscapes in Rize. For example, the tea industry brings economic advantages to a community, 

bringing both wealth and many new job opportunities. Once tea factories were established in Rize, 

local people started to work in the factories as seasonal workers (tea factories operate only in the 

summer, during the tea harvest). Hann and Hann (2001) also pointed out that ñthe tea industry 
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introduced a new class of managers into the social structure of the regionò (p.51). Another 

economic advantage to developing this industry is that the ñdelicate task of plucking the leavesò 

(Hann & Hann, 2001, p.51) created the need for women to join the labor force. This development 

strengthened the role of women in the economy and in society overall. On the other hand, the tea 

industry ñcreated new spatial inequalitiesò within the region ñby conferring advantages upon 

localities close to the coast, where communications were better and leaf yields higherò (Hann & 

Hann, 2001, p.51). In this sense, because of the locations of Lazi settlements, the Lazi people have 

profited from their arable lands, whereas Hemshin settlements are not as suitable for growing tea 

as the Laziôs are. Therefore, inequality between the two communities in the region has resulted 

from these economic forces.  

The economy and its role in community relations with the state 

Even though the tea industry was introduced to the region as a result of development on a 

national scale, it informs economic relations among communities on a local scale. Hann and Hann 

(2001) viewed this economic change as a ótop-downô development (p.49). The relation between 

Rize communities and the state created by the tea industry is that tea production invests workers 

and their communities in the national economy as they are given the responsibility of growing tea 

to meet nationwide demand. Via tea industry, communities in Rize could establish an 

interdependent local economy and it helped the region to developed economically. 

2.4.2 Community-based Approach in Response to the Case Study Area 

Community-based methods are likely to be the most effective approach to understanding the 

relations between the landscape and people in Findikli. With a well-defined project goal and a 

project that is welcomed by the community, the researcher has a good chance of meeting with 

acceptance in Findikli.  
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Findikli has not been the subject of any cultural landscape documentation to date, but it is a 

good candidate for a community-based approach to understanding the Findikli landscape and how 

the local community relates to it. Surveys and questionnaires, interviews, and brainstorming have 

already been carried out in the area.  

Surveys 

Surveys are widely used as a technique for obtaining information about communities. Findikli 

represents one of the communities where surveys might successfully be applied. Preliminary 

studies in various areas show that the survey method is acceptable to the community. For example, 

Ozen, Keles, and Engin (2012) conducted a systematic survey to understand the physical heritage 

of the region. They documented traditional construction techniques in vernacular houses of the 

region. Another example, a study by Aslan et al. (2013), laid out all of the ethnic groups in Turkey. 

The study produced statistical tables that show percentages of residents from the different ethnic 

groups in terms of language, location, and change in time.  

Karatas (2006) used a qualitative research methodology in her masterôs degree study on 

northeastern Turkey. She also asked structured questions to obtain demographic information from 

the studyôs participants. She did not mention that she faced any restrictions or limitations in 

conducting surveys. 

Based on the sample studies, it is reasonable to assume that community surveys would be 

accepted by the community.  

Interviews 

Oral history interviews are useful means for obtaining information about the past from 

witnesses. Hann and Hann (2001) carried out research in northeastern Turkey to understand the 

socio-anthropological structure of the region after the founding of the Turkish Republic. They 
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made six field trips to the area in seventeen years and derived data from site observations, 

questionnaires, and interviews (p.24). One of the study areas was the village of Sumer in the 

Findikli town district. They stated, ñWe were fortunate in being warmly received by many local 

familiesò (p.27). As they pointed out, ñWe are not Muslims. We look a little different and dress 

differentlyébut we would like to emphasize that almost everyone, officials, éordinary people 

were well disposed towards usò (p.30). From these statements, cooperation with researchers 

studying the community is a likely outcome.   

Similarly, Akyuz (2013) and Alisan (2013) used oral history interviews in their studies. Akyuz 

(2013) carried out oral history interviews in her study to learn about the history of the border 

between Turkey and Georgia in terms of economic issues and ethnic and gender differences within 

the society from the point of view of communities in the region (the Lazi and Hemshin people 

especially). She conducted oral history interviews both face to face and using focus groups (p.20ï

22). Alisan (2013) portrayed the change in Findikliôs landscapes before and after tea production in 

terms of agricultural land use cover and changes in traditional agricultural practices as they 

affected the social landscapes of Findikli. Physical maps before and after tea production that 

displayed features such as topography, geology, and vegetation were used to illustrate physical 

landscape changes in Findikli. Alisan (2013) used oral history interviews as a method for 

understanding landscape patterns and peopleôs relations to their landscapes over time. In the study 

participants were selected from among the oldest members of the population so that the data would 

cover a wide span of time and capture the changes before and after tea was introduced to the area. 

There were not any restrictions or limitations noted, and interviews were accepted by the 

community.  



 49 

A workshop, ñFindikli in the Future,ò was held in a public school in Findikli and organized by 

four cultural associations in Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir, and Rize. Sessions were open to all 

participants. Session topics were Youth and Sports, Education, Food and Agriculture, Tourism and 

Advertisement, Environment and Ecology, Urbanism and Social Life, Small and Medium-Sized 

Enterprises, Women, Health, Participation and Representation, Culture and Art. Brainstorming 

activities took place in two ways: using pin cards (writing down thoughts on flash cards) and 

galleries (discussion and note-taking on a white board). Participants were free to express their 

thoughts on the session topics. Based on brainstorming activities, participants prepared reports for 

each topical area. Reports were published and presented to the public, private organizations, and 

governmental authorities (Bayraktar et al., 2012). 

Community-based methods are applicable to the case study area, Findikli, because the studyôs 

goal is assumed to be welcomed by the Findikliôs community. The studies conducted in the region 

so far and grassroots movements such as ósaving the creeksô proved that the community unites in 

the acceptance of positive impacts and the rejection of negative impacts on the community 

regardless any differences such as ethnicity and religious perspectives.  
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY  

The objectives of this research are to reveal cultural heritage or other values from the 

perspective of local community members even as the landscapes and landscape elements are 

rapidly changing and/or losing cultural and social significance; and to develop a community-based 

cultural landscape study method for documenting tangible and intangible landscape elements as a 

cultural landscape identity.12 To fulfil l these objectives, a mixed methods research was utilized: a 

structured survey, oral history interviews, photo survey, photo-voice recordings, and mapping 

were used to collect data. This chapter describes these methods and the rationale for their 

individual and collective use.  

This chapter is organized into five sections. The first section, discusses research questions and 

how each question is addressed in this study. The second section highlights the research design 

and rationale of using a mixed methods approach. The third section describes data collection, 

analysis procedures, and sample for each method used in this study. The fourth section present the 

way of mixing quantitative and qualitative strands of this study. The fifth  section highlights the 

limitations of the methods for this study  

3.1 Research Questions 

 Tangible and intangible qualities are important to sustain cultural landscape as well as to 

strengthen sense of belonging for the community. Therefore, organizational bodies such as 

UNESCO, NPS, European Landscape Convention (ELC) conduct cultural landscape studies to 

reveal landscape meanings via researchersô observation and experience. However, researcher-

oriented documenting studies are limited revealing changing tangible and intangible meanings 

                                                 
12 Cultural landscape identity refers the integrity of the landscape with its authentic and unique landscape elements. 
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especially in terms of significance of landscapes for the local community. Although importance of 

local communities is emphasized by organizational bodies, there is not a developed guidance 

presented yet. (Tan, et. al, 2018) 

Depending on the stated problems, one big research question is stated in the following: 

How have local actors perceived change of landscape and their engagement with the 

landscape over time? 

How change of local actorsô engagement with the landscape (re)define the cultural landscape 

identity was also addressed in four research questions. Each research question is discussed in terms 

of how it contributed to the study with the description of appropriate methods to discover answers 

to each question.  

3.1.1  Research Question 1 (RQ1)  

RQ1a: What landscape and/or landscape element changes have people perceived? 

This first quantitative research question seeks answers for what landscape or landscape element 

changes have been perceived by the local community. This question is to document and understand 

in what degree physical landscape and its elements have changed as well as outdoor social 

activities and local traditions. For this analysis, data were collected based on participants rating 

responses through the survey questionnaire. Also, photo-mapping for land use analysis by 

comparing past and contemporary aerial maps provided percentage of degree of physical land use 

change. Percentage of degree of social land use change was calculated by defining social activities 

associated with physical lands consultation with local residents. The design and implementation 

are described in detail for the photo-mapping method in Section 3.3.1.1, for the survey method in 

Section 3.3.1.2.  
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RQ1b: How have people perceived landscape changes and/or landscape element changes? 

To obtain a rich explanation of the community membersô perception on landscape change, 

people were asked how they have perceived the change as well as what has changed. This 

qualitative research question identifies changes in terms of land-use, agricultural practices, spatial 

organization, and community relations. For example, quantitative phase identifies the high degree 

of change in a corn field whereas qualitative phase identifies whether the size of the field changed 

or corn production methodôs changed. The procedures used to collect the data are described in 

detail in Section 3.3.2.1, Section 3.3.2.2, Section 3.3.2.3, and Section 3.3.2.4. 

3.1.2 Research Question 2 (RQ2) 

RQ2: What do community members perceive to have caused landscape change?  

The second research question identifies what events and/or activities caused the landscape change 

people perceived. Findings from this question contributed to understanding general reasons 

for change in the perspective of the local community.  

Quantitative analysis for this question was based on the four independent variables introduced 

as choices in the questionnaire: agricultural practices, construction work, environmental hazards, 

and other. T-tests and one way ANOVA analyses were computed to provide a better understanding 

for the answer of this question. 

Qualitative information about reasons for landscape change were derived from the in-depth 

interviews. Findings from this question detailed the quantitative question and provided more 

understanding.  

 

 



 53 

3.1.3 Research Question 3 (RQ3)  

RQ3a: What landscapes and/or landscape elementsô importance changed? 

The third quantitative research question identifies the importance of the landscape elements in 

the past and present. This question is important for understanding what landscapes and/ or 

landscapes elements were significantly meaningful for the community. Also, what landscapes 

and/or landscapes elements have gained significant meanings over time via landscape change was 

captured from this question. T-test analysis was conducted to answer this question. 

 RQ3b: How importance of landscapes and/or landscape elements changed? 

This qualitative question provided a more detailed explanation of how the importance of 

landscapes and/or landscape elements have changed over time in terms of aesthetic, culture, 

economy, heritage, history, and nature.  

3.1.4 Research Question 4 (RQ4) 

RQ4a: What tangible and intangible landscape elements were/are identified with or symbolic 

of cultural landscape? 

Landscapes and landscape elements can be important symbols of cultural identities in one 

ethnic culture or in a culture shared by many ethnicities. Therefore, symbolic landscapes or 

landscape elements as tangible landscape elements can represent the cultural landscape identity.  

T-test was computed to analyze data to have a better understanding of difference between 

symbolic landscape elements in the past and today. Findings from this analysis contributed to 

understanding whether the same landscape elements symbolize both ethnic cultures or not.  

RQ4b: How has cultural landscape identity changed? 

To provide a rich explanation of the cultural landscape identity, how the landscape identity has 

developed was asked in qualitative phase. This question provided the relations between landscape 
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elements and cultural landscape identity as well as how landscape elements were weighted by the 

community over time. 

3.2 Research Design 

 In order to answer stated sub-research questions, survey, oral history interview, photo survey, 

photo-voice recording, cognitive mapping and group mapping community-based methods are 

designed. Also, in terms of methodology, mixed method research design is selected as sub-research 

questions have been divided in both quantitative and qualitative aspects. (See Table 3.1) 

Table 3.1 Quantitative and qualitative sub-research questions 
 

Main Research Question 

 

How have local actors perceived change of landscape and their engagement with the landscape over 

time? 

 

 

Quantitative Sub- Research Questions 

 

Qualitative Sub-Research Questions 

 

1a. What landscape and/or landscape element 

changes have people perceived? 

 

 

1b. How have people perceived landscape changes 

and/or landscape element changes? 

2. What caused landscape change? 2. What caused landscape change? 

 

3a. What landscapes and/or landscape elementsô 

importance changed? 

3b. How importance of landscapes and/or landscape 

elements changed? 

 

 

4a. What tangible and intangible landscape elements 

were/are identified with or symbolic of cultural 

landscape? 

 

 

 

4b. How has cultural landscape identity changed? 

 

Mixed methods research has been defined by many scholars as research in various fields that 

integrates qualitative and quantitative research methodologies. Johnson et al. (2007) defined mixed 

methods research as a combination of qualitative and quantitative research elements (p. 123). 

Mixed methods research not only combines qualitative and quantitative data but also enables 

researchers to become more engaged with the research study. Greene (2007) characterized mixed 
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methods research as ñmultiple ways of seeing and hearing, multiple ways of making sense of the 

social worldò (p. 20).  

Mixed methods research was used for this study because both quantitative and qualitative 

research tools were needed to acquire specific and general landscape meanings, to enhance the 

ability to capture and analyze landscape meanings via diverse tools and data, and to increase the 

amount of data collected from the field. The ability to enhance cultural analysis of human-

landscape interactions using both quantitative and qualitative data makes this a promising 

approach.  

General information about peopleôs perception of landscape change was collected using 

quantitative methods whereas an in-depth understanding of perceptual information was to collect 

peopleôs experiences, stories, and memories in qualitative method. Quantitative data were derived 

from structured survey questionnaires and land-use map analysis, and qualitative data were derived 

from oral history interviews, photo survey, photo-voice recording and mapping. Qualitative data 

were obtained more than quantitative data, thus priority was given to the qualitative strand in this 

quantitative and qualitative methods research study.  

To fulfill objectives of this study ïrevealing and documenting landscape meaningsï a 

convergent mixed methods research design was utilized. (See Figure 3.1)  
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Figure 3.1 A convergent mixed methods research diagram (diagram illustrates where 

qualitative and quantitative strands are separated and mixed for this study) 

 

The research design is a linear-phase process but some phases are representing feed-back 

loops. According to design process, the first phase is the data collection. Quantitative and 

qualitative data were collected separately but at the same time. Participants were recruited 

sequentially. First survey participants were recruited and then interviewees were recruited for the 

oral history interview, photo survey, photo-voice recording and cognitive mapping.  

Phases 2 and 3 are for the data analyses. The researcher started qualitative data analysis first 

due to time constraint. For example, transcribing and coding took a great amount time. Also, 

analyzing qualitative data enabled the researcher to classify social land-uses in quantitative photo-
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mapping analysis. Phase 3 is quantitative data analyses: photo-mapping and survey. Analysis 

process for these two methods were conducted separately but at the same time.  

Phase 4 is for deriving quantitative results to lay out general communityôs perception on 

landscape change and phase 5 is for obtaining qualitative results to add details of perception of 

landscape change to the general community perception of landscape change derived from the 

quantitative results.  

In phase 6 both quantitative and qualitative results were interpreted by mixing. For example, a 

quantitative result of community perception of landscape change is explained by qualitative result 

in terms of reasons behind the landscape change. 

3.3 Data Collection, Analysis Procedures and Sample 

This section introduces selection criteria for the study area and participants, data collection, 

data analysis, and sample size for each conducted method. Based on the data type and analysis 

procedure, methods were described in two parts: quantitative and qualitative.   

Selection Criteria and Study Area 

Since community-based methods reveal landscape meanings from the perspective of the 

community, a case study area should have a living population with an experience of landscape 

change, and a community knowledge about past and present physical landscape and activities. 

The study area was selected to fulfill  the purpose of this study. Thus, the study area should 

represent cultural landscape identity, and has experienced or is experiencing rapid landscape 

change. Local community would be helpful to qualify the timing of change and the awareness. 

Also, past and present physical and social landscape elements are captured by community-based 

methods, as the communities experience all landscape changes directly. In this regard, a study area 
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was selected to conduct community-based methods to understand how and why landscape has been 

changed as well as change of the local peopleôs engagement with the landscape. 

For this research study, Findikli was selected as a study area for the following reasons: 

- Findikliôs cultural landscape has a distinct cultural and natural identity. For example, 

cultural identity is represented by a shared environment for different ethnic groups and 

traditional ways of life whereas natural identity is represented by endemic plant and animal 

species, forests as habitat for many living creatures.  

- Findikli has been under the threat of losing its traditional physical landscape and cultural 

knowledge due to rapid landscape change caused by the recent monoculture agricultural 

pattern of tea production and governmental policies for regional development, such as the 

implementation of hydroelectric power plants (Alisan, 2013). Also, there is a living population 

with an experience of recent landscape change in Findikli. 

- Findikliôs cultural landscape has not been previously studied in a systematic way. (See 

Figure 3.2) 

 
Figure 3.2 Overview of downtown area of Findikli in 20 17 (used with permission of 

Erkan Aksu) 
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Participant Selection  

Non-randomized sampling in the quantitative phase and purposeful sampling in the qualitative 

phase were used to select participants for this study. Participants were selected by non-randomized 

sampling as the participants should meet the criteria shown in the following to provide relevant 

information about this study: 

 People who are from Findikli, living in Findikli, or lived in Findikli for at least more than 

a year. It is important because the study is about peopleôs engagement with their landscapes 

thus participants needed to be familiar with the study area. 

 People who are older than 18 years old. It is important because people who are older than 

18 years old have mature knowledge abilities due to more length of experience and engagement 

with place.  

This criteria was also selected for the purposeful sampling in qualitative phase. In Findikliôs 

case, residents who are older than 65 years old are important since they provide landscape change 

between before and after tea production. Creswell and Clark (2011) defines:  

ñPurposeful sampling in qualitative research means that researchers intentionally 

select (or recruit) participants who have experienced the central phenomenon or the 

key concept being explored in the study.ò (p.173) 

 

Data collection as the first phase in this research design were conducted in two site visits. 

Archival document collection, field visits, and field observations were conducted as a groundwork 

study during the first site visit, whereas additional field observations and community-based 

methods were conducted during the second site visit (See Figure 3.3). 
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Figure 3.3 Flow chart of site visits and conducted research methods 
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First Site Visit as a Groundwork: December 2nd, 2016 - January 25th, 2017 
 

During the first site visit, groundwork study was conducted to initiate the data collection 

process. Data collection was conducted in four areas: archival document collection, site visits, field 

observation, and community-based methods (See Figure 3.4).  

  Data Collection 

Archival Research                         Field Observation                  Visits           Community-based Methods 
Historical Archives                       Field Notes                 Governmental Office             Discussion 

Past and Present Maps                               Photography                 Grass root Organization         Survey 

Past and Present Aerial Photos                  Drawings                 Local Association           Oral History Interview 
                                                                                                                   Academicians           Photo Survey 

                                                                                                                   Key People            Photo-voice Recording 

                              Mapping 
 

Figure 3.4 Data collection areas 
 

The groundwork study consisted of three main parts: archival document collection of old maps, 

photographs, drawings, sketches, field notes, story narratives, poems, songs, etc.; visits for 

contacting with key people and groups in governmental agencies, non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs) and grassroots groups, scholars and local volunteers; initial field observation to determine 

the study area boundaries and to observe community relationships with the landscape during the 

first site visit. 

Archival  document collection was important to obtain historical data of Findikli and to be 

able to understand the landscapes in the past and present and to compare the differences. Archival 

document assessment was an essential step to discover and spatially locate physical and social 

landscape changes in the area.  Survey and interview questions were prepared based on the general 

understanding from the archival document collection. 

Archival document collection was conducted only in the first site visit. To compare past and 

present landscapes of Findikli, the researcher collected archival documents from several places. 

Cultural inventories of the region ïphysical landscape elements mostly buildings designed in 

vernacular architecture styleï, memories, battle diaries, songs, idioms, stories and Findikli 
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advertisement booklets from the public libraries located in both Rize province and Findikli district, 

Findikli associations located in Findikli and Ankara were obtained, as well. The list below shows 

the details: 

 Books that include Lazuri, Hemshin, and Turkish poems, songs, idioms, stories were 

obtained from the Findikli Public Library 

 Cultural inventory of Rize province was obtained from the Rize Public Library 

 Findikli tourism, local history, and local culture booklets were obtained from The Findikli 

Municipality and Findikli Association in Ankara. 

 Memories written by the local people were obtained from The Village Headmen 

Association in Findikli. 

Government and Community Visits were planned to establish a community network in the 

case study area and obtain unpublished and limited availability works produced by different groups 

-governmental or non-governmental- volunteer studies taken place in the area, and academically 

conducting researches. Visits enabled the researcher to understand what studies had taken place in 

the case study area and to find credible participants for the study.  

Visits to the governmental office headquarters in Ankara and regional divisions in Trabzon 

and Rize; to the Landscape Architecture Department in the Black Sea Technical University; to 

local cultural associations located in Ankara and Findikli. Documents were retrieved to compare 

past and present physical landscapes of Findikli. These included: 

 Aerial photos taken in 1959, 1969 and 1989 were obtained from national mapping agency 

(The General Command of Mapping). 

 Land-use maps created in 1980s and reports were obtained from Ministry of Food, 

Agriculture, and Livestock 
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 Orthophotos of Findikli taken between 2012-2013 were obtained from Rize provincial 

institute. 

 2012 Map-vegetation cover in Findikli (resource: Ministry of Forest and Water Affairs), 

2012 Map-geology of Findikli (resource: General Directorate of Mineral Research and 

Exploration), 1975 Map-demography of Findikli, 2012 Map-soil of Findikli (resource: 

Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Husbandry), and ñCultural and Physical Geography of 

Findikliò as undergraduate seminar paper were obtained from a geographer Hilal Pehlevan. 

 Findikli downtown map as dwg file was obtained from The Findikli Municipality. 

 Findikli Cultural Inventory as pdf file was obtained from Findikli District Governorship. 

 Findikliôs past and present photographs were obtained from a local professional 

photographer, Erkan Aksu. 

Visits to Findikli associations and grass-root initiative groups where relationships were 

established with members of associations, grass-root initiative groups, and the headmen of Findikli 

settlements.  

Field observations allowed the researcher to produce field notes, photography, and drawings 

to record her own understandings and questions of landscape elements such as land use patterns, 

circulation patterns, and the spatial organization of the landscape elements. Photography and 

drawings provide physical visual documentation of present landscapes from the researcherôs point 

of view. 

Field observation took place in both visits. During the first site visit, the researcher determined 

the boundary of the study area based on the historic and current locations of ethnic groups in 

Findikli. Two ethnic groups reside in Findikli as local residents: Hemshin and Lazi. Both Hemshin 

and Lazi settlements are dispersed in the Rize and Artvin provinces of Turkey. The researcher 
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visited both the Hopa district in Artvin province where Lazi culture dominates over Hemshin 

culture and the Camlihemshin district in Rize province where Hemshin culture dominates over 

Lazi culture. The researcher met community members in both districts to be able to understand 

Hemshin-Lazi relations in the landscape. To some extent, in both locations-Hopa and 

Camlihemshin- Hemshin and Lazi people live their cultures independently. However, these two 

ethnic groupsô relation was quite different in Findikli as Ersoy (2007) emphasized that Hemshin 

people in Findikli are different than other Hemshin people. There was no explanation about the 

difference stated by Ersoy. In this regard, the researcher observed that Hemshin people and Lazi 

people in Findikli share their culture rather than living independently. Therefore, the boundary of 

the study area was determined as Findikli district limits defined by the national authority.  

The researcher took photographs of the Findikli downtown area and rural settlements. 

Community activities during the winter time were observed. Winter time is a free season for the 

most of the people in Findikli, as field work is done by the end of the October. The researcher 

observed the types of activities taken place mostly in downtown area during winter time. A few 

families live in villages during winter and the activities taken place inside the houses such as 

cooking, cleaning, and visiting neighbors were observed. The researcher took notes of her 

observation mostly about present social landscape in the first site visit. 

Between the First and Second Site Visits: January 25th 2017-April  16th 2017 

Between the first and second site visits, a duration of two months was given to initiate a 

research protocol for Institutional Review Board (IRB). IRB is required for community-based 

methods to be conducted, which were discussion, survey, oral history interview, photo survey, 

photo-voice recording, and mapping. Regarding to implementation of these methods, the 

researcher gained the trust of and access to the community members to recruit participants for the 
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community-based methods in the first site visit. The second site visit was for the implementation 

of the community-based methods.  

IRB research protocol consisted of questions for survey, oral history interview, and photo 

survey methods; consent forms for each method to be conducted; recruitment script for flyers; 

photo release form to obtain photographs from personal collections; and the interview protocol 

(Appendix A). Also, an aerial photo map was created for the community mapping activity. Final 

IRB approval initiated the process of the second site visit to implement methods and to inform 

community members about community meeting to be held (Appendix B).  

Second Site Visit: April  16th 2017 ï June 15th 2017 

Community-based methods were conducted with community members in the case study area. 

This phase was important to gather information of past and present landscapes from the 

communityôs point of view. Also, community-based methods could reveal information about 

landscape elements and events which were already lost physically but living in peopleôs minds. It 

was an opportunity to extract lost traditional activities, traditional tools, and landscape structures. 

Community-based methods and field observations were conducted concurrently during the 

second site visit.  

The researcher reconnected and met people to conduct research methods. Reconnection with 

the community members was held in coffee houses to generate an interest about the study; and 

with Findikli  Headmen Association to invite each headman of the village to the community 

meeting.  

Community-based methods were designed to conduct in a certain sequence. First survey 

method was conducted to recruit participants for oral history interview as well as to see the general 

distribution of the community. Oral history interview was the second method to reveal deep 
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perception of the landscape change. Oral history interview was followed by the photo survey 

method to illustrate newly shared memories with the photo examples of physical and social 

landscape elements. Photo-voice recording was conducted later if  there were a missing landscape 

element in the photo album. Cognitive mapping was designed to extract the individualsô perception 

of the spatial organization of social activities in the landscape that is not either explained by words 

or illustrated by pictures.  Group mapping was designed for the same purpose with the cognitive 

mapping but from the communityôs perception. 

Field observations in the second site visit took place while conducting community-based 

methods. The researcher took notes about the physical setting of the community and individual 

meeting places such as weather, number of people, and indoor or outdoor settings. Also, 

participantsô reactions to the study were observed. These notes enabled the researcher to see the 

interest of the community in the study.  

The researcher observed activities taking place in the landscape from a distance and did 

drawings to illustrate relationships between people and landscapes. During oral history interviews, 

she did sketches of past landscapes to illustrate the traditional way of life. These sketches enabled 

the researcher to interpret landscapes that she has never experienced before. Visual interpretations 

provided meanings of the landscapes from the researcherôs point of view based on the stories and 

memories which were experienced by someone else.   

3.3.1 Quantitative Data Collection 

Quantitative data were derived from photo-mapping and survey as described in the following 

sections respectively.  

3.3.1.1 Photomapping 

Photo-mapping analysis was conducted to identify changes in physical landscape and social 

activities associated with physical settings in the landscape. Photo-mapping was used to quantify 
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land-use areas on aerial maps derived from the archival research.  Findings from this method 

provided landscape land use type changes in percentage over nearly sixty years.  

Old and contemporary aerial photos were used to show physical and social landscape change. 

Old aerial photos were obtained from General Command of Mapping, Turkey. The earliest aerial 

photo of the case study area was taken in 1959. Because of monetary limitation, only 3 aerial 

photos were obtained: the earliest one 1959, 10 years later 1969, and 20 years later 1989. During 

aerial photo selection from 1959 to 2017, aerial photos were reviewed. 1969 and 1989 have shown 

the most dramatic change in terms of land use and the urbanization pattern compared to the earliest 

aerial photo 1959. Also, the quality and the resolution were better than the other yearsô aerial 

photos. A mapping institute cartographer related that the quality of aerial photo is related to the 

weather condition on the date taken and the available technology. For example, land uses in the 

1959 aerial photo are not clear due to both technology and weather condition. 1969 and 1989 aerial 

photos present better resolution and clear views of the land use. Therefore, for comparison of land-

use and landscape change between years 1959-2017, 1969 and 1989 provided better information 

than other years.  

Methods 

¶ Drawing on Maps: The most recent map, 2017 was used as reference map as it has higher 

resolution compared to old aerial photos and it is in color. Resolution quality enabled the 

researcher to identify land use types much easier and the researcher could distinguish 

agricultural products based on the color tones.  

First, the researcher printed out each settlement of each year 2017, 1989, 1969, and 1959 and 

then colored the existing landscape elements on trace paper and compared to each one with 

recent one.  
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¶ Using Arc GIS Pro 2.1: Defining areas on the hard copy to the digital maps by using Arc GIS 

Pro 2.1 to calculate area size in numbers in each year for the percentage of landscape change. 

Four separate projects were created for each year. Each aerial photo- 1959, 1969 and 1989- 

were georeferenced by adding control points as coordinates were not known. Landscape 

features have been existing since 1959 were selected. Bridges, hill tops, and the historic 

mosque were the control points. By adding control points on the raster data and the default 

map 2017 were rectified. After rectified raster data, boundaries were defined with box frame 

for each settlement: downtown, neighborhood, and village. Polygon feature was created for 

land area such as buildings, tea fields, and line feature was created for road types such as trails, 

motor vehicle roads. Separate attribute tables were produced for each settlement in each year. 

For example, an attribute table that shows area size downtown 1959. By doing so, quantitative 

data were obtained from the photo-mapping analysis to compare downtown area size in 

different land-use types with each year downtown area as well as neighborhood and village.  

3.3.1.2 Survey 

In order to design the quantitative phase, two main determiners should be known in the 

quantitative research methodology: manipulation and randomized sampling. Manipulation means 

briefly controlling characteristics of the independent variables13, whereas randomized sampling is 

how the researcher draw the sample of people for the study from a population (Trochim, 2006). In 

this study, the quantitative phase of the research was based on the non-experimental design because 

there was neither randomization nor manipulation in the research design (See Figure 3.5).  

 

 

                                                 
13 Independent variable is defined as a relation: ñthe independent variable is what you (or nature) manipulatesò 

(Trochim, 2006). 



 69 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.5 Quantitative phase of the research design (diagram illustrates that quantitative 

phase was designed as an observational study) 

 

Variables 

 

If  we interpret the main research question in quantitative-base - How has local actorsô 

engagement with the landscape changed over time? - independent variable is landscape, dependent 

variable14 is local actors. Variables were grouped in each research question. (See Table 3.2) 

Independent variables represent the landscape elements in each landscape ïphysical or socialï and 

determined factors that cause landscape change. Dependent variables represent the local actors in 

the community with their demographic background and farming practice15, and past-present as 

time. The relationship between these two groups of variables show what landscape elements have 

changed from the perspective of participants. 

 

 

 

                                                 
14 Dependent variable is defined as a relation: ñthe dependent variable is what is affected by the independent variableò 

(Trochim, 2006). 
15 Farming is defined as people who are actively working on the field. Either land owners, wage workers or share 

croppers. Non-self-farming is defined as people who are not working in the field.   
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Table 3.2 Independent and dependent variables  

Independent Variables for RQ1a, RQ3a, RQ4a 

Physical Landscape 

 

 

 

 

 

Social Landscape 

Natural Landscape Elements 

Agricultural Landscape Elements 

Buildings 

Settlements 

Transportation Network 

 

Communication 

Solidarity 

Customs and Traditions 

Independent Variables for RQ2 

Agricultural Practices 

Construction Work 

Environmental Hazards 

Other 

Dependent Variables for RQ1a, RQ2 

Gender 

Age 

Employment Status 

Income Status 

Ethnicity 

Residency 

Farming Practice 

Dependent Variables for RQ3a, RQ4a 

Time 

  

 The prerequisites for survey method were literature review and archival documents of the case 

study area to prepare a survey questionnaire and initial site visit to know Findikliôs physical and 

social landscapes. A paper-based survey questionnaire was developed by the researcher as a first 

research method in this study. All  survey questions were prepared in English first, and then 
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translated to Turkish. Also, the researcher had additional translation (Lazuri) help to understand 

the specialized terms for the agricultural landscape and landscape elements as needed.  

 Survey method was used to collect demographic background information of the Findikli 

community and the communityôs perceptual information of cultural and social values of landscape 

elements and their change.  

A paper-based survey was designed to gather information in four sections.  

a. Information about demographic background of the community (Local actors as dependent 

variables for RQ1a, RQ2) 

b. Information about peopleôs relationships to farms (Local actors as dependent variables for 

RQ1a, RQ2) 

c. Information about peopleôs perception of environmental and social life change (RQ1a, RQ2) 

d. Information about peopleôs perception of cultural and social value of physical and social 

landscape elements (RQ3a, RQ4a)  

All survey questions were translated in Turkish by the researcher. 

a. Information about demographic background of the community 

The first section was to collect demographic information of the community and fifteen 

questions were designed with multiple choices. Participants were asked to answer what defines 

their demographic background relevant to the question. Thirteen questions in this section were 

asked in the following order: gender, age, marital status, number of household members, household 

members, education level, employment status, monthly income, ethnic status, religious status, 

birthplace, origin, residency. The question about ñresidencyò was detailed in a sub-section called 

ñFindikliò to understand if  people live outside of Findikli, how often and for how long they visit 

Findikli. This is important to see resident and non-resident perceptions of landscape change, as 
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these groups may experience the change differently times of the year, such as seasonal or annual.  

If  the stated choices did not fulfill  the participantsô background information, participants described 

the relevant information in the ñotherò line for the appropriate questions. This section provided 

categorical data about each participantôs demographic background to use for inferential statistical 

analysis.  

b. Information about peopleôs relationships to farms  

In the second section, questions about peopleôs relationships to farms were to gather how 

people use(d) their lands and for what purposes. This sectionôs questions were to understand past 

and present interactions between people and landscapes such as change of agricultural practices. 

This section consists six questions. Some questions were responded with 1=yes or 0=no such as 

whether the participant owned land to farm or not. Some questions were responded with multiple 

choices 1= checked or 0=unchecked such as what used to grow in the past for family use.  

c. Information about peopleôs perception of environmental and social life change 

This sectionôs responses are related to RQ1a: What landscape and/or landscape element 

changes have people perceived? Participants were asked to rate in what degree physical and social 

landscapes have been changed. The questions for level of landscape change were measured using 

a four-point Likert scale, where 0=no change, 1=low change, 2= medium change, 3= high change. 

Examples of the questions are stated below: 

¶ How much has the river changed? 

¶ How much have houses changed? 

¶ How much have religious activities changed? 

¶ How much has local clothing changed? 

 

The responses of the question for what caused landscape change is RQ2 and it was asked with 

multiple choices. Three reasons were listed as possible reasons that caused landscape change: 

agricultural practices, construction work, and environmental hazards. Participants added if they 
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thought another or additional reasons in ñotherò line. This question was measured with 1=checked 

and 0=unchecked.  

d. Information about peopleôs perception of cultural and social importance of physical and 

social landscape elements 

In the last category questions were about peopleôs perception of change in importance of 

physical and social landscape elements for the ethnic cultures in Findikli that are responses for 

RQ3a: What landscapes and/or landscape elementsô importance changed? Participants were asked 

to check what landscape elements were once and which ones are now culturally and socially 

significant for which ethnic culture. Physical and social landscape elements were categorized in 

two separate tables. This question was measured with 1=checked and 0=unchecked. Examples of 

the statements are stated below: 

¶ Forest was an important landscape element for Lazi culture. 

¶ Barn is an important landscape element for Hemshin culture. 

 

Related to this question, participants were asked to select the five most important landscape 

elements for each ethnic culture. This question was measured with 1=checked for 5 selected 

landscape elements. 

Another question type in this section is peopleôs perception of what landscape elements 

identify the cultural landscape for each ethnic culture as symbolic tangible and intangible 

landscape elements. Reponses are for RQ4a: What tangible and intangible landscape elements 

symbolized the cultural landscape in the past? And what now? Participants were asked to check 

what landscape elements represented past and/or present symbols in each culture. Physical and 

social landscape elements were categorized in two separate tables. This question was measured 

with 1=checked and 0=unchecked. Examples of the statements are stated below: 

¶ ñDolmatasò House is a symbol of Lazi culture. 
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¶ Corn mill was a symbol of Lazi culture. 

¶ ñImece16ò is a symbol of Hemshin culture. 

 

Related to this question, participants were asked to select the five most symbolic landscape 

elements for each ethnic culture in the past and at present. This question was measured with 

1=checked for 5 selected landscape elements. 

The final question in the survey questionnaire was asked whether participants would be willing 

to add more information regarding landscape change, cultural, and social landscape values. Also, 

participants were asked to provide their name, contact phone number and e-mail, if' they would be 

willing to be contacted about participating in an oral history interview.  

Survey Procedure 

This section presents pilot survey procedure, research protocol, and participant recruitment for 

survey and implementation of the survey method.  

a. Pilot Survey 

Survey questionnaire was tested before the implementation of the survey method for data 

collection. The researcher conducted survey in person with five participants from the study area to 

test clarity of the questions for different age groups. Pilot test participantsô age ranged from 30 to 

80 years-old. Based on the pilot test participantsô recommendations, survey questionnaire was 

revised and finalized.  

b. Research Protocol 

A research protocol was submitted for VT Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval to 

conduct the community-based methods. IRB research protocol consisted of a cover letter of the 

study, questions for survey, and consent form for the survey method. Final IRB approval enabled 

                                                 
16 Imece is a solidarity work that people work voluntarily in the field if someone needs help.  
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the researcher to implement survey for this study. All  IRB protocol documents were translated in 

Turkish by the researcher. 

c. Recruiting Participants 

To recruit participants for the study the researcher sought access to Findikli community 

members. Participants were recruited for the survey method in four ways: 

¶ Findikli Association List Serve; Findikli Association in Ankara invited the researcher to 

introduce the study to community members (See Figure 3.6). Thirty-five people attended to the 

meeting and created a contact list to come together in Findikli for the community meeting. This 

became a part of the recruitment participantsô method for the survey method. Once the meeting 

date, time, and place in Findikli was determined, Findikli Association in Ankara informed its 

members about the meeting via list serving. 

 
Figure 3.6 Findikli  Association meeting 

 

¶ Findikli Association Annual Meeting Party; The researcher attended the annual meeting to 

meet more community members. Flyers about the study were handed out in the party and the 

researcher announced the community meeting in person.  

¶ Coffee House Meetings; The researcher met community members in coffee houses where 

people usually meet. Free-form discussions about Findikliôs physical and social landscape change 

generated an interest about the study among community members. The researcher informed the 
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community members about the up-coming community meeting for the survey method and 

announced the date, time, and place.  

¶ Flyers; The researcher pinned up flyers announcing the community meeting in the several 

community gathering places. Also, people heard about the meeting by word of mouth. There was 

a snowball effect in the Findikli community to recruit participants.  

d. Conducting Survey Method 

A community meeting was held in the Findikli Municipality Community Center with the 

permission from local governance office in Findikli. Survey questionnaires were handed out in the 

community meeting. Each survey questionnaire had a cover letter, which introduces the study and 

a consent form which was signed by the participant. Sixty-two people participated in the survey 

during the community meeting and all participants turned in the survey questionnaires with consent 

forms to the researcher by meeting in a determined collection point. The community meeting lasted 

for 2 hours for presentation of the study and distribution of the survey questionnaires. Collecting 

all the surveys took one week. Some survey participants provided names for the researcher to 

contact for the interview method. The names of people who would be well informed on landscape 

change and local cultural heritage. By doing so, eight participants were recruited via snowballing. 

The researcher conducted the survey in person with these eight participants during the interview 

process. Consequently, seventy survey questionnaires were collected at the end of the data 

collection process. (See Figure 3.7) 



 77 

 
Figure 3.7 Distribution  of number of participants in each method 

 

Statistical Procedures for  Data Analysis 

This section introduces the statistical techniques used for the interpretation of data collected 

via survey. All  statistical analyses were related to the research questions in the quantitative phase-

RQ1a&2&3a and 4a. MATLAB  software was used to conduct statistical analyses. A significance 

level of  0.05 was used to test all analyses. Descriptive statistics were produced to organize all 

responses for the survey questions related to the research questions. T-test and one-way ANOVA 

were performed on the differences between independent variables and dependent variables.  
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a. Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive analysis was applied to landscape change in both physical and social landscape 

elements, reasons for landscape change, change in perceived importance of landscape elements, 

and symbolic tangible and intangible landscape element changes. The researcher measured the 

mean score, standard deviation, and number of respondents of each variable. 

b. T-test 

T-test was used to examine differences between variables in two categories, such as gender 

and ethnicity. In order to determine whether the group variances were equal or not Leveneôs test 

was computed. T-test enabled the researcher to reveal whether the means of two categories are 

significantly different from each other. A significance level of 0.05 was used to test for T-test. 

c. One-way ANOVA 

One-way ANOVA was used to examine the difference between variables in more than two 

categories, such as age groups and income. Post-Hoc Multiple Comparison analysis using Tukey-

HSD was used to identify which group is significantly different if there is a result that showed 

significant difference in one-way ANOVA. A significance level of 0.05 was used to test for one-

way ANOVA analysis.  

3.3.2 Qualitative Part 

The qualitative phase of the research was conducted in accordance with the norms of 

ethnographic research. Ethnographic research is defined by Rossman and Rallis (2012) as the study 

of culture. They stated that the purpose of ethnographic study is seeking to understand the culture 

of people or settings (p.92). As Graham (2009) has emphasized, ñEthnographic work is necessary 

to understand local ideologies of intangible culture in relation to safeguarding, documentation and 

representational practicesò (p.186). In keeping with this set of goals, the present ethnographic 
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study set out to describe the diversity and character of Findikliôs cultural landscapes for the 

purposes of revealing landscape meanings from the perspective of the local community and 

documenting their tangible and intangible assets.  

Qualitative data were collected via oral history interviews, photo-survey, photo-voice 

recording, and mapping methods. Each method is introduced for each one in four sections 

recruiting participants, research protocol, questions and conducting method. Qualitative data 

analysis is described in one section for all methods. 

3.3.2.1 Oral history interview 

Oral history interviews were conducted to collect in-depth information regarding perceptual 

physical and social landscape change and values. Stories, memories, and experiences were 

extracted by asking questions about past and comparing past and present. Oral history interviews 

provided specific details in peopleôs minds about the relationship between people and landscape.  

Recruiting Participants 

  

The researcher conducted oral history interviews with twenty-three participants. Out of a total 

of twenty-three interviewees, fifteen participants were recruited via the community meeting as 

they provided their names and contact information at the end of the survey questionnaire.  

The researcher asked interviewees recruited via survey at the end of the interview for the names 

of other people who would be well informed on landscape change and local cultural heritage. By 

doing so, eight participants were recruited via snowballing. Four participantsô names were 

provided and because they were over 80 years old, they could compare the distant past and present 

landscapes. The other four participantsô names were given because of expertise on local cultural 

heritage and local craftsmanship.  
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Eighteen interviewees were male and five interviewees were female. More detailed 

demographic background of the interviewees is shown in the following pie charts. (See Figure 3.8)  

Figure 3.8 Demographic background of the interviewees 

Research Protocol 

 

A research protocol for Institutional Review Board (IRB) to get permission for conducting 

community-based methods. The IRB research protocol consisted of interview protocol with 

questions and a consent form. Final IRB approval enabled the researcher to implement oral history 

interview for this study. All  IRB protocol documents were translated in Turkish by the researcher. 
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Interview protocol for this study was developed to detail survey questions. The researcher 

designed the interview questions as open-ended to provide a more flexible format to talk with 

participants.   

Questions 

 

Interview questions were grouped in two sections: physical landscape related and social 

landscape related. The purpose of the questions was to initiate the conversation between the 

researcher and the participant. All  interview questions were designed to build upon responses to 

the paper-based survey questions used at the community meeting. To obtain in-depth 

understanding of the landscape meanings and thick description of cultural and social values of 

landscape elements, ñhowò and ñwhyò questions were developed in addition to the survey 

questions. Participants provided more information than the questions warranted. It was the result 

of the flexibility  of the oral history interview method.  

Interview questions are described related to qualitative research questions. Both physical and 

social landscape related interview questions are grouped under the related research question. 

RQ1b: How have people perceived change of landscapes and/or landscape elements? 

¶ How do/did you experience physical and social landscape change in your family 

farmstead/neighborhood/village/valley/town?  

¶ How was your living environment and social life different in the past? How did you learn? 

What is the difference between past and present? 

¶ How was an ordinary day of your childhood? How is your day now? What is the difference 

between your childhood life and present life? 

¶ What was your daily interaction with your neighbor? How is it now? Is there any change? 

If  yes, why did it change? 

¶ Where did you get together in the past? Public gathering places? Where do you get together 

at present? 

¶ Are there any plants that are not grown at present but used to be grown in the past? What 

are they? Why they are not existing anymore? 

¶ How was the transportation in the past? How is it now? What is the difference? 

¶ How were the market areas in the past? How are they now? What is the difference? 

¶ What has been changed in the physical and social landscape? Why? 
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These interview questions provided past and present physical and social landscapes in terms 

of land-use, agricultural practices, spatial organization, and community relations.  

RQ2b: What do community members perceive to have caused landscape change?  

¶ If  you think that your childhoodôs physical and social landscape is changed, what caused 

it? When did it start? What is lost? What is gained because of change? 

¶ What has not been changed? Why? 

 

These interview questions provided information about reasons for change, how and why the 

landscape change started.  

RQ3b: How/Why importance of landscapes and/or landscape elements changed? 

¶ What physical and social landscape elements are important for you? Why? What was 

important in the past? Same? If  no, why did it change? 

¶ What kinds of ceremonies, festivals, events, games did you have in the past? What do you 

have now? Is there any change? If  yes, why did they change? 

¶ What kinds of craftsmanship tools did you have in the past? What do you have now? Is 

there any change? If  yes, what changed? 

¶ What kinds of craftsmanship building techniques did you have in the past? What do you 

have now? Is there any change? If  yes, what changed? 

¶ How was music in the past? How is it now? Instruments, songs, making instruments, etc. 

Is there any change? If  yes, why changed? 

¶ How was food in the past? Cooking techniques? Recipes? How is it now? Is there any 

change? If  yes, what changed? 

¶ What language did you learn as a mother language? What do you speak now? Is there any 

change? If  yes, what changed? 

¶ What/How were the religious activities? What/How now? Is there any change? If  yes, what 

changed? 

¶ Are there any ceremonies, events, daily communication habits, etc. that you have not 

experienced but heard about from older people? If  yes, what are they? Why they are not 

existing anymore? 

 

These interview questions provided a more detailed explanation of how the importance of 

landscapes and/or landscape elements have change over time and why this change happened.  

RQ4b: How/Why cultural landscape identity has changed? 

¶ What physical and social landscape element symbolizes your culture? What is your cultural 

background? 
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¶ Are there any cultural/traditional physical and social landscape elements that are 

abandoned/forgotten? What are they? Why were they abandoned/forgotten? If  any are in 

use, what are they? Why they are still in use? Is there any change in their function? 

¶ Would you please describe what you would name a contemporary Lazi dwelling area?  A 

Hemshin?  Would you please describe a typical Lazi dwelling area from the past (of how 

long ago?) A past Hemshin dwelling area? (also of how long ago?) 

 

These interview questions provided a rich explanation of the cultural landscape identity, and 

how and why the landscape identity has changed over time.  

Conducting Method  

 

The researcher conducted oral history interviews in 2-weeks between the last week of May 

2017 and second the week of June 2017. Once the survey questionnaires were collected, the 

researcher contacted the participants who provided names and contact information for the oral 

history interview. Fifteen interviews were scheduled on the phone and the researcher visited the 

participants in their homes to conduct the interviews. Fifteen interviews were conducted in one 

week. The researcher contacted the eight key informants that were recommended via snowballing. 

Eight participants were visited in their homes or work places for the interview.  

Participantsô homes were selected as the interview location in anticipation of their ability to 

point to what changed in their living environment. This was an opportunity for the researcher to 

understand what each participant meant about change.  

On-site oral history interviews were conducted individually and in groups. Group interviews 

were formed by the physical setting of the interview location. Interviews took place where 

participants live, thus their family members or neighbors spontaneously engaged in the activity. 

Based on the number of people with the actual interviewee, small or large group17 interviews were 

                                                 
17 Group sizes ranged from small groups with 2 or 3 participants, large groups of 4 to 8 participants. 
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established. Participants were free to talk while walking around or sitting at the table, inside or 

outside.  

 The researcher handed out the interview protocol and consent form and started the 

interview after obtaining the signed consent forms from the interviewees and ñunexpectedò 

participants. The researcher ensured all participants about confidentiality and asked the 

participants to pick a pseudonym by themselves. The pseudonyms were used during the data 

analysis. Also, the researcher informed the interviewees that participation in the interview was 

voluntarily and that they were free to end the interview anytime. Each interview was recorded 

using a voice recorder. Interviews typically lasted for an hour depending on the participantsô 

responses. The researcher took field notes during each interview about the physical setting of the 

location such as weather, time, and the participantôs outlook and reactions to the questions. Field 

notes provided insights on the participants when the researcher was coding the data.  

3.3.2.2 Photo survey  

 Photo survey was developed to collect information about landscape and landscape elementsô 

meanings. Unlike the survey questionnaire, photo-survey was used to collect qualitative data of 

participantsô memories and experiences about physical and social landscape. Visual images 

establish strong connections between people and their past experiences, memories and stories, thus 

photo-survey provided images related to the verbal information.  

Recruiting Parti cipants 

Photo survey was conducted with the participants of oral history interviews who were willing 

to participate in the photo survey method. Out of a total of twenty-three interviewees, eight 

participants were willing to participate in the photo survey.  
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Research Protocol 

A research protocol for Institutional Review Board (IRB) to get permission for conducting 

community-based methods. The IRB research protocol consisted of an image booklet with 

questions and a consent form. The Final IRB approval enabled the researcher to implement oral 

history interview for this study. All  IRB protocol documents were translated in Turkish by the 

researcher. 

The image booklet for this study was developed using archival documents, personal collections 

from community members (used with their permission), literature review on theses and 

dissertations about Findikli, and photos taken during the field trip. Therefore, the prerequisites for 

the photo survey method were the literature review, archival documents, and initial site visit to 

establish connections with people who had photo collections. Pictures represent Findikliôs past and 

present physical landscape ïriver, mountains, agricultural lands, vernacular housesï and social 

landscape ïceremonies, games, social meeting. The pictures were numbered and arranged in an 

8.5ò x 11ò landscape-oriented booklet. The booklet was designed with clear, large pictures for 

older participants to see details in the pictures. The researcher designed open-ended questions for 

each image to provide more flexible discussion.   

Questions 

Participants were asked to answer the following questions for each image: 

¶ Are you familiar with this landscape element as shown in the photograph? Yes No 

¶ How was this landscape element in the past? Is there any difference between today and the 

past? 

¶ Please describe the photograph with a short sentence. 
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Each image represented a landscape element, thus questions were asked by naming the 

landscape element in the image such as a river, barn, and a traditional agricultural tool. Social 

landscape was illustrated with pictures of  activities. For example, there were pictures of people 

working in the field together that represents solidarity work; children swimming in the river 

represents childrenôs outdoor life. Participants told what there was, how it changed, and what they 

feel about the images. Photo survey questions provided information to answer RQ1b. 

Conducting Method  

On-site photo surveys were conducted individually or in a group immediately after the oral 

history interview with volunteer interviewees. The researcher initiated the method after obtaining 

a signed consent form from the participant. Each photo survey was recorded using a voice recorder. 

Either the researcher or the participant held the image booklet and turned the pages when they 

were done talking about an image. Also, the image number was recorded for the ease of 

transcribing the information. 

3.3.2.3 Photo-voice recording 

The photo-voice recording method was conducted to identify what landscape elements 

had/have cultural and/or social significance for the community: how people described what they 

saw and the relation between the actual photo and the participantôs interpretation of the photo. 

Another significant point of this method was to be noted whether people rely on the facts to 

interpret what they see or whether they rely on their feelings, thoughts, and stories. In other words, 

via photo-voice recording participants could present their thoughts and feelings by looking at the 

visual material. 
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Recruiting Participants 

Photo-voice recording was conducted with the participants of oral history interviews who were 

willing to participate in the photo-voice recording method. Of twenty-three interviewees, four 

participants were willing to participate in the photo-voice recording.  

Research Protocol 

A research protocol for Institutional Review Board (IRB) to get permission for conducting 

community-based methods including photo-voice recording. Final IRB approval enabled the 

researcher to implement photo-voice recording for this study.  

The participants were asked to take a picture of what is most important in the landscape. The 

researcher provided a camera to the participant for taking pictures of such elements as tea fields, 

houses, or rivers. One participant selected a picture from the image booklet as the most important 

landscape element as it no longer exists.  

Questions 

Questions for the photo-voice recording were developed on-site regarding participantsô 

feelings and stories about the landscape element in the picture. Responses from photo-voice 

recording provided answers to the RQ3b. 

Conducting Method  

On-site photo-voice recordings were conducted individually. The researcher allowed the 

participant to take a picture after obtaining the signed consent form. Participants were asked to tell 

about the meaning of picture by looking at the picture on the camera. The researcher accompanied 

the participants during the process. Each activity was recorded using a voice recording.  
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3.3.2.4 Mapping 

The mapping method was used to collect information of past and present spatial organization 

of physical and social landscape elements, land-use, and social activities taken place in Findikli.  

The importance of this method was to identify visual landscape change.  

A research protocol for Institutional Review Board (IRB) to get permission for conducting 

community-based methods including mapping. Final IRB approval enabled the researcher to 

implement mapping for this study.  

The researcher conducted mapping method in two separate ways detailed in the following. 

a. Cognitive mapping: Participants produced hand-drawn cognitive maps in response to direct 

questions. (See Figure 3.9) Participants for this method were oral history interviewees who were 

willing to be a part of the cognitive mapping activity and took place right after the photo-voice 

recording. The researcher asked participants to draw both their past and present childhood 

neighborhood. They were free to write where their activities took place on the maps. Nine 

interviewees participated in the cognitive mapping activity and the researcher collected the signed 

consent forms and the maps at the end of the process. Results from the cognitive maps were used 

in photo-mapping analysis to determine spatial organization of landscape elements in past 

traditional landscape pattern.  

 
Figure 3.9 Cognitive mapping 
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b. Group mapping: Group mapping method was conducted in the settlement with the most 

participants in survey method. Participants for the group mapping were recruited with the help of 

the village headperson. Group size was a large group with eight participants. (See Figure 3.10) 

They were given an aerial photo of the settlement to point out what there was in the past, what 

there is now, and the past and present activities taking place. 

 
Figure 3.10 Group mapping process 

 

The researcher provided a high -quality aerial photo, drawing papers, colored pencils, and Post-

It notes for this mapping activity. After obtaining the signed consent forms, the process was 

recorded using a voice recorder.  

Information gathered via mapping method provided answers to RQ1b about change in spatial 

organization of landscape elements and social activities associated with physical landscape 

settings. 

Qualitative Data Analysis 

Each recording derived from the oral history interviews, photo surveys, photo-voice recordings 

and group mapping was transcribed verbatim using Express Scribe transcription software. 

Qualitative data were analyzed with a categorical approach in thick description. Eight phases stated 

in Rossman and Rallis (2012) were utilized during qualitative data analysis for this study: 

ñorganizing data, familiarizing yourself with the data, identifying categories, coding the data, 
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generating themes, interpreting, searching for alternative understandings, writing the reportò. 

(Rossman & Rallis, 2012, p.273)  

The researcher organized the data based on the conducted methods: oral history interview, 

photo survey, photo-voice recording and mapping. Each recording was transcribed and this 

enabled the researcher to familiarize herself with the data. Three transcripts (one from each 

method, excluding mapping) were coded on the hard copies preliminarily to identify initial 

categories. At this point, physical and social landscape categories identified in the survey 

questionnaire helped to lay out initial categories. Categories were created such as demographics, 

spatial organization, land-use, physical and social landscape elements, physical and social 

landscape change, and physical and social landscape values. Each code was defined in the coding 

book. Memos, initial thoughts, and inferences were noted, as well. Also, the researcher illustrated 

stories like agricultural activities in the past and the spatial organization of physical landscape 

elements.   

Codes and categories were developed transcript by transcript. When all transcripts were coded, 

final codes and categories were completed. The researcher filled all codes in the Dedoose© data 

management and analysis software for coding.  

The researcher created themes to analyze qualitative data. Themes provide the answers to 

research questions in a broad sense. The detailed process is discussed in Chapter Four. 

Reliability  and Validity  

Reliability and validity show whether a study is trustworthy or not. The researcher used 

triangulation for validity of the study. Triangulation is defined as building a big picture with several 

sources of data (e.g., transcripts) and methods (e.g., survey, interview). (Rossman & Fallis, 2012) 

For this study, the researcher collected data from surveys, oral history interviews, photo surveys, 
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photo-voice recordings, and mapping. Cresswell and Clark stated ñReliability has limited meaning 

in qualitative research, but it is popular in qualitative research when there is interest in comparing 

coding among several coders.ò (Cresswell & Clark, 2011, p. 212).  

Researcher Bias 

The researcherôs background and experience affected the study, as she has a family connection 

to the Lazi community, and has spent different time periods in a year in Findikli. Being a member 

of Lazi community provided an advantage for reaching Lazi community members and gaining 

trust in the community. However, she had limited access to the Hemshin community. Life 

experience in Findikli and awareness of the landscape change enabled her to compare her past and 

present times in Findikli. This is an advantage for the researcher to lay out domains of Findikli 

such as change in rural and urban settlement, peopleôs daily life routine, communication, and 

traditional social activities. Also, as she is familiar with the ethnographic background of Findikli, 

she did not have to immerse herself in the community before conducting community methods. 

This was an advantage saving time in the research process. All  in all, she tried to remain neutral 

in all phases of the research such as community meeting, coffee house meetings, and oral history 

interviews, even with her advantages and disadvantages.  

3.4 Mixing Quantitative and Qualitative  Methods 

This mixed methods study was designed in six phases as stated in details in Section 3.2 

Research Design. Data collection phase was conducted by quantitative and qualitative strands 

separately. Qualitative analysis was conducted separately. The quantitative analysis phase for 

photo mapping, especially in social land-use mapping, was conducted by mixing qualitative and 

quantitative strands. Social land-use areas were classified by qualitative strand and calculated by 

quantitative strand. Similarly, quantitative results were explained by qualitative results. Overall, 
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mixing occurred by qualifying quantitative data and results for the interpretation of findings.  

Details of the quantitative and qualitative parts with the phases are described in Chapter Four and 

findings are in Chapter Five.  

3.5 Limitations of Method 

There are limitations in photo-mapping and survey methods in this dissertation study. 

Photo-mapping limitations 

¶ As old aerial maps did not have coordinates, rectifying them to the 2017 base map was a 

limitation to be able get most accurate actual land area size.  

¶ Due to low image quality, defining land-use types was a limitation. For example, no area 

was defined as mixed wood-fruit-vegetable in 1959 year map and thus associated activity 

with this area ïvisiting at homeï could not be stated. However, the researcher was aware 

of the limitation of defining area type, thus include visiting at home as only a social activity 

in 1959 but not an area due to no land size value.   

¶  Due to mixed land-use defining area type was a limitation for this study. Mixed areas were 

defined as mixed wood-hazelnut and mixed wood-fruit-vegetable in photo-mapping 

analysis. Also, there is another mixed land-use type with tea and kiwi. However, all defined 

as kiwi  garden as tea were not visible.  

Survey limitations 

There are two limitation groups in survey method: conducting the method; and clarity of 

questions.  

Conducting survey method in the community meeting was a limitation; 

¶ Two hour community meeting was not sufficient time to fill  out all survey questions, 

¶ Individually responded survey questionnaires turned in as incomplete, 
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¶ Conducting in person surveys during oral history interviews provided more data compared 

to conducted survey in community meeting. 

Clarity of questions was a limitation in the following question types; 

Income: participants responded either total household income or individual income. 

Traditional agricultural practices: there is no distinction in the question between agricultural 

products. For example, most of participants indicated that they farm their vegetable garden 

traditionally but tea not. 

Culture: participants were confused about whether culture refers whole Findikli or specific 

culture in Findikli like Hemshin, Lazi.  

Games: Games whether refer childhood plays or folk dance is not clear for participants. 

Settlement scale: Landscape change questions did not refer whether village scale or all Findikli 

district scale. Surveys conducted in person revealed that participants indicated that for example, 

there was a circulation pattern change in downtown area but not in the village. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE RESULTS  

This chapter reports the quantitative and qualitative analyses results. Quantitative results are 

derived from the photo-mapping analysis and survey questionnaires whereas qualitative results are 

derived from the oral history interviews, photo surveys, photo-voice recordings, group mapping 

and cognitive mapping.  

As stated in Chapter 3, the objectives of this research were 1) to reveal landscape meanings 

with their cultural and social importance in a continuous cultural landscape from the perspective 

of local community and 2) to develop a community-based cultural landscape study method for 

documenting tangible and intangible landscape elements as a cultural landscape identity.  

Physical and social landscape change was analyzed to reveal what and how landscape elements 

were lost, gained, or transferred to understand how local actorsô engagement with the landscape 

has changed over time. Quantitative and qualitative analyses results are described in two sections, 

respectively.  

4.1 Quantitative Results 

Quantitative results are described with photo mapping analysis and quantitative method- 

survey analysis. Photo-mapping analysis results provided factual information of physical 

landscape change and social landscape change based on the physical landscape change. Survey 

analysis results revealed perceptions of physical and social landscape change in the eye of the 

community.  

4.1.1 Photo-mapping Analysis 

Community-based methods provide both communityôs and individualôs perceptual information 

about physical and social landscape change. To verify perceptual landscape change especially in 

terms of change in land area size photo-mapping was conducted using with GIS. For this method 
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old aerial photos from 1959, 1969 and 1989 and a recent map 2017 were compared and land-use 

area size quantitatively calculated. (See Figure 4.1) 

This section is described with the photo-mapping analysis method and photo-mapping results.  

4.1.1.1 Photo-mapping analysis method 

Aerial photos from 1959-2017 were analyzed and compared in three steps to define boundaries, 

to classify land-use areas, and to calculate land-use areas. 

Step 1: Defining Boundaries 

Due to time limitations, photo-mapping analysis was conducted within a defined boundary of 

the case study area. Three boundaries were defined using geographic land characteristics and built 

structures existing since 1959 to show the physical and social landscape change.  

Findikli has three different types of settlement patterns: urban, mixed rural and urban, and 

rural. The urban structure of Findikli is represented by the downtown area, thus its core area was 

defined as one of the mapping boundaries. Mixed rural and urban structure is represented by eight 

neighborhood settlements. The one closest to the downtown area was defined as another mapping 

boundary. Twenty-two villages form the rural pattern of Findikli. They are scattered along the 

valleys close to the river or mountains. The one located on riverside and closest to the downtown 

area was defined as another mapping boundary. Any mountainous village settlement was not 

defined due to the low quality of aerial photos.  
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Figure 4.1 Example of land-use area size calculation in downtown settlement 
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Three defined settlements characterize the general physical and social landscapes of Findikli. 

The most recent map, from 2017, was used as a base map. Each settlement boundary is defined in 

the following: 

Downtown settlement is defined by contemporary urban development. The downtown 

settlement is framed by the coast, end of the local government area, and neighborhood settlement. 

The boundary of the downtown settlement represents the urbanization pattern and commercial 

activities.  

Neighborhood settlement is defined by contemporary mixed urban and rural pattern. The 

neighborhood closest to the downtown area, Yenimahalle18 was selected because the oldest road 

in Findikli passes through that neighborhood and connects the fourteen out of twenty-two villages 

and the downtown area.  

Village settlement is defined by contemporary rural patterns. The village closest to the 

downtown area, Hara was selected as it was here that the group mapping was conducted. Village 

mapping-boundary limits for the village settlement covers the center of the village settlement 

rather than whole village limits as participants focused on the center of the village when comparing 

the past and present. Although Hara village is a riverside vill age for Lazi people, it represents the 

general physical and social characteristics of other villages. The 1959 aerial photo does not show 

the selected village settlement clearly. However, the 1959 aerial photo was used to compare 

downtown and neighborhood settlements with other years.  

Step 2: Classification of Land-use Area 

Land-use area classifications were created after consultation with residents who have known 

the area for the last sixty years and from information obtained from the interviews, since the image 

                                                 
18 Yeni means New, mahalle means neighborhood in Turkish. Yenimahalle: New Neighborhood 
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quality of aerial maps ï1959,1969 and 1989ï were not clear for a detailed reading of agriculture 

and building types.  

A physical landscape map was created by defining agricultural land-use types, buildings, paved 

lands, water sources, and transportation routes. A social landscape map was created based on the 

social activities that take place in the physical settings defined in the physical landscape map. 

Social activities such as active recreational activities take place in more than one defined area ï

swimming in river and sea. Also, one physical area like a corn field represents a multi-social 

activity area such as a traditional agricultural activity area and a childrenôs free play area. Each 

mapping classification is described in the following sections. 

A. Physical Land-Use Classification: Physical Landscape 

Mapping analysis revealed five categories of land-uses:  

1. Agricultural land-use  

2. Hardscape land-use 

3. Softscape land-use 

4. Waterscape 

5. Circulation pattern 

Land-use categories varied in different years for each settlement. The softscape category was 

classified only for the 2017 downtown settlement.  

1. Agricultural Land -Uses: Lands are used for agricultural production. 

a) Corn: Corn fields, land-use for corn production only. 

b) Tea: Tea fields, land-use for tea production only. 

c) Hazelnut: Hazelnut gardens, only for hazelnut production. Hazelnut trees, fruit trees, and 

forest trees were not distinguished clearly due to the image quality. In order to define a 
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hazelnut garden area, spatial organization of the land-use elements information derived 

from interviews, cognitive and community mappings were used. 

d) Mixed Wood-Fruit-Vegetable: Mixed land-use for forest trees, fruit trees, and vegetable 

gardens. Fruit trees, vegetable gardens, and forest trees were not distinguished clearly due 

to the image quality. Mixed wood-fruit-vegetable lands were defined after consultation 

with the residents who have been living in Findikli and have knowledge about land-use in 

the last sixty years. The spatial organization of the land-use elements information derived 

from interviews, while cognitive and community mappings were used to define mixed fruit, 

vegetables, and forest areas. 

e) Mixed Wood-Hazelnut: Mixed land-use for forest trees and hazelnut trees. The difference 

between mixed wood-fruit-vegetable and mixed wood-hazelnut is the location of lands in 

the area. Hazelnut trees are as tall as forest trees in the region, therefore, it was very hard 

to distinguish hazelnut trees from the forest trees. Also, local people told that hazelnut 

gardens are embedded in the woodlands, thus they are mixed woodlands. Hazelnut trees 

were used as a landscape border element between corn fields in the past and tea fields at 

present to show each familyôs land. Mixed wood-hazelnut represents that either one could 

be in that area. Consultation with interviewees, geographic location of forest and hazelnut 

trees, and spatial organization of the dwelling area were used to define areas. Based on the 

topography, high altitudes covered with taller vegetation were defined as mixed wood-

hazelnut, as well. 

f) Kiwi: Kiwi fields, land-use for kiwi production only.  

g) Fern: Fern plant cover, land-use for animal needs. High altitudes of the topography with 

short vegetation cover were defined as fern after the consultation of  residents and 
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interviewees. Only in the 1989 aerial photo were fern areas clear and distinguishable from 

mixed wood-hazelnut areas. Fern land was used for animal bedding rather than as pasture 

for the animals. 

h) Prepared for Tea Production: Areas with no vegetation or agricultural cover and seen as 

prepared soil were defined as prepared tea. Prepared tea land-use areas were clear in the 

2017 map and also match with the photos taken in the field observation. 

2. Hardscape Land-Use: Lands are used for man-made features as contrasted with 

vegetation. 

a) Buildings: Buildings include dwelling units, agricultural buildings, animal buildings, and 

industrial buildings. All building types such as houses, barns, storage units, and 

governmental offices were classified as buildings because of the limitations of the low 

quality of imagery to distinguish actual use. 

b) Vacant land: Vacant land areas with paved surface for indeterminant use.  

c) Paved land: Paved roads, public squares, and the coastal pier were defined as paved land. 

3. Softscape Land-Use: Lands are used for recreational uses paved with vegetation cover. 

a) Park: Land-use for parks as playgrounds and/or open green areas built in the residential 

areas and public gathering places. 

b) Soccer Field: Land-use for sports activity with turf field rather than hard surface. 

4. Waterscape Land-Use: Water dominant lands. 

a) Beach: Shore land for the area between sea and the coastal road. 

b) Riverbed: Shore land for both existing water flow and the river bed. 

5. Circulation Pattern:  Lands used for transportation routes. 
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a) Highway: High speed traffic area for motor vehicles, built in filled land area, and parallel 

with the coastline with sidewalks on the beachside. 

b) Coastal road: Medium speed traffic area for motor vehicles and parallel with the coastline 

with sidewalks. 

c) Primary Road: Main road (with sidewalks only in the downtown area) for motor vehicles 

and pedestrians in settlement limits.  

d) Secondary Road: Roads for motor vehicles and pedestrians, connecting tertiary roads to 

primary roads. 

e) Tertiary Road: Roads for motor vehicles and pedestrians, connecting individual buildings 

to the secondary road. 

f) Trail: Pedestrian walkways, connecting fields and buildings to each other and to either 

primary, secondary, or tertiary roads. 

g) Bridge: Bridge that connects either secondary roads or trails to the primary road.  

Some physical features were not defined. For example, back and front yards, infrastructure, 

boathouses, meeting points, and bazaars were not distinguished as separate land-uses because their 

detailed features were not clear in the aerial photos. Also, there was no pasture land defined as the 

selected boundaries for each settlement did not include pasture lands in Findikli. Pasture lands are 

located close to the peak of the mountains for sheep herds. Hazelnut gardens were used for grazing 

cows in the past. 

B. Physical Lands for Social Activities Classification: Social Landscape 

Social activity areas in the region were defined after consultation with local residents who have 

knowledge about the activities and their physical settings. Physical landscape areas are associated 
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with the same and/or different activities in each year. One area could be associated with multiple 

activities whereas one activity could take place in various land-use areas.  

Social activities were defined in the following list.  

1. Ceremonial Areas: Where ceremonies, weddings, and other traditional activities take 

place in the landscape.  

a) Craftmanship Activity Areas: Where people produce their local craftsmanship products 

such as agricultural tools and household equipment. 

b) Falconry Areas: Hunting areas. 

c) Ceremony, Wedding and Festival Areas: Areas for traditional ceremonies like the hazelnut 

ceremony and traditional weddings and festivals.  

2. Childrenôs Outdoor Activity Areas:  Traditional childrenôs games and activities 

associated with landscape.  

a) Free Play Area: Childrenôs activities in nature and playgrounds. 

b) Water Activity Area: Safe waterscape for children. 

3. Communication Areas: Where people see each other and meet. 

a) Meeting/Gathering Area: In garden communication, meeting on the sidewalks or gathering 

in public squares. 

b) Visiting at Home: Where people visit each other in private outdoor home places. 

4. Contemporary Agricultural Areas : Newly introduced agricultural products, 

contemporary agricultural methods for new and traditional products such as new 

techniques for hazelnut harvesting.  

a) Contemporary Agricultural Practice Area: Where the activities take place in the landscape. 

For example, hazelnut gardens were not areas for contemporary agricultural activities in 
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1959; however, in 2017, hazelnut areas are defined as contemporary agricultural area as 

traditional agricultural methods and activities are not taking place. 

5. Indoor Living an d Working Areas: Private life such as family life and public life such 

as government works. 

a) Indoor Living and Working Area: Inside the buildings, not in the landscape. 

6. Outdoor Recreational Areas: Where people have more structured recreational activities 

for multi-age groups. 

a) Active Recreational Activity Area: Sports and swimming. 

b) Passive Recreational Activity Area: Picnicking and fishing. 

7. Religious and Spiritual Activity Areas: Where people experience their religious and/or 

spiritual activities such as praying, performing ablution.  

a) Religious Activity Area: Funeral area or praying area. 

b) Spiritual Activity Area: Where spiritual traditions are performed 

8. Traditional Agricultural Areas:  Where traditional agricultural practices take place.  

a) Traditional Agricultural Activity Area: Areas associated with traditional agricultural 

practices such as preparing soil, harvesting products, transportation of the products, 

preparing land and animal food. 

Step 3: Land-use Area Calculation 

Each defined land-use area was calculated by using Arc GIS Pro 2.1 on the 2017 base map. 

Older aerial maps, from 1959,1969 and 1989, were georeferenced on the digital 2017 map. Older 

aerial maps were rectified using reference points shown in all maps such as the summits of 

mountains or corners of buildings.  However, the older maps were slightly offset from the base 
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map, thus, each boundary areaôs size was calculated according to the 2017 base map. The studied 

area size for each settlement is shown in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1 Area size for  each studied settlement type 

Settlements Area Size / km2 

Downtown 1.4 

Neighborhood 1.6 

Village 0.5 

 

 For physical landscape mapping, four separate projects were created for each year: 1959, 

1969, 1989, and 2017. The studied settlement typeôs boundary was box-framed in each project. 

Within the box frame for each studied area, a polygon feature was created for land-use such as 

agriculture or hardscape and a line feature was created for circulation patterns. Each yearôs polygon 

and line features were created separately to be able to compare with one and another. Once areas 

were defined for each year, separate attribute tables19 were exported as Excel files to create charts 

for landscape change between 1959 and 2017. For example, the downtown corn field area size was 

0.37 km2 in 1959 and 0.24 km2 in 1969. Base physical landscape maps were created in ArcGIS 

2.1. Illustrations for the clarity of the maps were created in Adobe Photoshop CC 2017.  

For the social landscape mapping, social activity areas were calculated with the defined 

physical settings that are associated with the social activities. For example, free play area in the 

childrenôs outdoor activity area category in the downtown settlement was composed of corn fields, 

hazelnut gardens and vacant land for the year 1959. The area size of the free play area in 1959 was 

calculated by summing up the corn field, hazelnut, and vacant land area sizes downtown in 1959. 

Social landscape maps were created in Adobe Photoshop CC 2017, as a  physical landscape map 

was used as a base map.  

                                                 
19 Attribute table presents the area size for each defined area (e.g. corn field, tea field) as quantitative data. 
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4.1.1.2 Photo-mapping results 

Photo-mapping analysis documented physical and social landscape changes. Factual results of 

landscape change were used to compare with the perceptual information derived from survey and 

qualitative methods.  

1. Physical Landscape Change 

Photo-mapping results in all studied areas in each settlement demonstrate that agricultural 

land-use is the predominant land-use even though it has decreased from 1959 (86.7%) to 2017 

(71.7%). Hardscape land use has significantly increased from 1959 (3.6%) to 2017 (19.1%). (See 

Figure 4.2)  

 
Figure 4.2 Land-uses as percent of Findikliôs land area 

 

In terms of agricultural land-use types, the highest change was in óteaô from 1959 (1.3%) to 

2017 (27.7%). On the other hand ócorn fieldô has decreased by  17%. (See Figure 4.3) 
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Figure 4.3 Agricultural  land-use as percent of Findikliôs land area 

Paved lands have significantly increased, especially from 1989 (2.2%) to 2017 (10.0%). Also, 

buildings have increased from 1959 (0.6%) to 2017 (7.3%). (See Figure 4.4) 

 
Figure 4.4 Hardscape land-use as percent of Findikliôs land area 

 

In waterscape elements, the riverbed area has decreased from 1959 (6.7%) to 2017 (5.0 %) 
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Figure 4.5 Waterscape as percent of Findikliôs land area 

 

Circulation patterns have changed in terms of transportation routes for vehicles and 

pedestrians. Road lengths have significantly increased from 1959 (11.7 km) to 2017 (43.5 km). 

(See Figure 4.6) Roads have also been diversified for different type of users ïvehicles and 

pedestrians.  

 
Figure 4.6 Circulation  pattern as kilometers of studied area in Findikli  
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2017 (18.2 km). Also, trails have increased from 1959 (6.1 km) to 1989 (1.7 km), but decreased 

between 1989 (18.7 km) to 2017 (11.8km). Tertiary roads and highway have appeared only in 

2017.  

Physical landscape change in each studied settlement type is detailed in the following.  

Downtown 

The downtown area has changed significantly since 1959. Agriculture was the predominant 

land-use from 1959 (79.3%) to 1989 (75.2%). However agricultural practices declined 

significantly between 1989 and 2017. The 2017 map reveals only 38.7% agricultural land-use. 

Hardscape land-use became the predominant land-use in 2017, especially with downtown 

expansion toward the sea. Photo-mapping results revealed that hardscape land-use has increased 

from 1959 (7.6%) to 2017 (43.2%). Only in 2017, softscape land-use appeared in 4.9% of the 

downtown area. (See Figure 4.7 and 4.8) 

 
Figure 4.7 Land-uses as percent of Findikliôs downtown land area 
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Figure 4.8 Land-use layers of each studied year of Findikliôs downtown land area 
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The type of agricultural land-use has also changed. For instance, tea fields have significantly 

increased between 1959 (1%) to 2017 (24%). On the other hand, corn fields dramatically decreased 

from 1959 (17%) to 1989 (4.3%). Corn fields have disappeared by 2017. (See Figure 4.9) 

 
Figure 4.9 Agricultural  land-use as percent of Findikliôs downtown land area 
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15% between 1959 and 2017. (See Figure 4.10) 

 
Figure 4.10 Hardscape land-use as percent of Findikliôs downtown land area 
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Softscape land use appeared in 2017 and the percentage of the softscape land is 5% of the total 

studied downtown area. 4% of the softscape land is composed of parks and the rest of the land use 

is for soccer fields. Softscape land use appears only in the downtown settlement. (See Figure 4.11)  

 
Figure 4.11 Softscape land-use as percent of Findikliôs downtown land area 
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The primary roads in the studied downtown land area of Findikli do not show a significant 

change. On the contrary, secondary roads significantly increased from 1959 (1.7 km) to 2017 (11.5 

km). (See Figure 4.13) 

 
Figure 4.13 Circulation  pattern as kilometers of studied area in downtown Findikli  
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Figure 4.14 Land-uses as percent of Findikliôs studied neighborhood area 

 

Although there is not a significant change in the total agricultural land-use in Yenimahalle, 

agricultural land-use types have dramatically changed. For example, corn fields have significantly 

decreased from 1959 (13.4%) to 1989 (4.5%). The 2017 map reveals that there is no longer a corn 

field in Yenimahalle. Tea fields , however, increased from 1959 (1.3%) to 2017 (29.9%). (See 

Figure 4.15) 

 
Figure 4.15 Agricultural  land-use as percent of Yenimahalle 
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Hardscape land-use has changed with the increase of building land-use. For example, building 

land-use has increased from 0.2% in 1959 to 2.7% in 2017. (See Figure 4.16) 

 
Figure 4.16 Hardscape land-use as percent of Yenimahalle 

 

The only waterscape is riverbed area in Yenimahalle. There is a slight change in the riverbed 

between years 1959 (6.7%) and 2017 (2.9%). (See Figure 4.17) 
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Trails were the predominant means of circulation from 1959 (1.7 km) to 1989 (8.2 km). 

However, secondary roads (5.6 km) have become more common than trails(4.1 km) in 2017. (See 

Figure 4.18) 

 
Figure 4.18 Circulation  pattern as kilometers of Yenimahalle 
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Figure 4.19 Land-uses as percent of Hara 

 

Agricultural land-use has changed in types since 1969. For example, corn fields have 

dramatically decreased from 1969 (14.0%) to 1989 (2.3%). The 2017 map revealed that there is 

no longer any corn production in Hara. On the contrary, tea fields have significantly increased 

from 1969 (12.9%) to 2017 (32.3%). (See Figure 4.20) 

 
Figure 4.20 Agricultural  land-uses in Hara 
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The percentage of hardscape land use change varies in each year. The most obvious change 

has occurred in building land-use. Buildings have increased from 0.5% in 1969 to 1.5% in 2017. 

(See Figure 4.21) 

 
Figure 4.21 Hardscape land-uses in Hara 

 

Photo-mapping results revealed that waterscape only as riverbed in Hara has not significantly 

changed from 1969 (5.3%) to 2017 (5.4%) .  (See Figure 4.22) 
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Primary roads in Hara do not show a significant change. Trails had increased from 1969 (1.7 

km) to 1989 (2.5 km), then decreased by 2017 (1.7 km). Secondary and tertiary roads appeared in 

2017. (See Figure 4.23) 

 
Figure 4.23 Circulation  pattern as kilometers of Hara 
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Figure 4.24 Social activity  areas in studied areas of Findikli  

 

The type of social activities in areas have also changed. For example, ceremonial activities and 

wedding areas have significantly decreased from 1959 (1.40 km2) to 2017 (0.003 km2). (See Figure 

4.25) 

 
Figure 4.25 Ceremonial activity  areas in studied areas of Findikli  
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Figure 4.26 Children outdoor activity  areas in studied areas of Findikli  

 

Communication activity areas have significantly decreased in terms of meeting and gathering 

areas from 1959 (2.02 km2) to 2017 (0.34 km2). (See Figure 4.27) 

 
Figure 4.27 Communication activity  areas in studied areas of Findikli  
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Figure 4.28 Contemporary agricultural  activity  areas in studied areas of Findikli  

 

Indoor living and working areas have slightly changed since 1959. Photo-mapping results 

revealed that indoor living and working areas have increased from 0.02 km2 to 0.26 km2 in 2017. 

(See Figure 4.29) 

 
Figure 4.29 Indoor  living and working areas in studied areas of Findikli  
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Figure 4.30 Recreational activity  areas in studied areas of Findikli  

 

Religious and spiritual activity areas has dramatically changed since 1959. The 2017 map 

revealed that there is no area left for either religious or spiritual activities in the region. (See Figure 

4.31) 

 
Figure 4.31 Recreational activity  areas in studied areas of Findikli  
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Figure 4.32 Recreational activity  areas in studied areas of Findikli  

 

Change in social activity areas is described in each settlement types in the following.  

Downtown 

After consultation with local residents, photo-mapping results for studied areas -downtown, 

Yenimahalle, Hara- revealed that types of social activity areas have changed for two reasons: 1) 

change in physical setting, 2) abandoned or newly obtained activities. (See Figure 4.33)  
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Figure 4.33 Social activity  areas as layers of each studied year of Findikliôs downtown 

 

In the downtown area, for example, falconry as a ceremonial activity is associated with mixed 

wood-hazelnut areas. Since the size of mixed wood-hazelnut areas has decreased from 1959 to 

2017, the falconry activity area has decreased as well. In other words, as a tradition, falconry 

activity has been sustained but because of the physical setting limitation, it has decreased. On the 

other hand, festival as another ceremonial activity in the downtown area was associated with the 
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pier. However, local festivals have not been sustained since the late 1990s, thus the pier has not 

been defined as a festival area even though it is still existing. (See Figure 4.34)  

 
Figure 4.34 Ceremonial activity  areas in studied area of downtown Findikli  

 

Free play area as a type of childrenôs outdoor activity area has significantly decreased from 

1959 (75%) to 2017 (4%) in the studied downtown area. After consultation with local residents, 

photo-mapping results revealed that this change has occurred because of two reasons: 1) physical 

settings for free play area such as corn fields and hazelnut gardens have been decreased in size; 2) 

parents at present do not allow their children to play outside freely because of safety issues (e.g., 

more cars around). Also, free play area has transitioned to supervised playground areas and only 

in playgrounds in downtown. (See Figure 4.35) 
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Figure 4.35 Children outdoor activity  areas in studied area of downtown Findikli  

 

Visiting at home as a type of communication activity has been lost in 2017 due to the loss of 

outdoor settings for visiting activities. Local residents emphasized during photo-mapping analysis 

that visiting activities take place in indoor settings. Also, communication in gardens, defined as 

meeting and gathering in social maps, has significantly decreased from 1959 (51%) to 2017 (24%) 

because of both physical setting limitations (decrease in size of the area) and abandoned activities 

(e.g. no more corn production). (See Figure 4.36) 
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Contemporary agricultural activity areas were only defined with tea fields in years 1959, 1969 

and 1989. However, after consultation with the local residents, photo-mapping results demonstrate 

that contemporary agricultural activity areas have been defined with hazelnut gardens, tea fields, 

kiwi  fields, and mixed wood-hazelnut areas. Accordingly, contemporary agricultural activity areas 

have increased from 1959 (1%) to 2017 (39%). (See Figure 4.37) 

 
Figure 4.37 Contemporary agricultural  activity  areas in studied area of downtown 

Findikli  

 

Indoor living and working areas have significantly increased from 1959 (1%) to 2017 (15%) 

as the buildings have increased in the studied area of downtown Findikli. (See Figure 4.38) 
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Figure 4.38 Indoor  living and working areas in studied area of downtown Findikli  

 

Recreational activity areas for multi-age groups have decreased from 1959 to 2017. Local 

residents indicated that recreational activities have not been abandoned, but because of the 

limitation of physical settings, the recreational activity areas have been decreased. (See Figure 4. 

39)   

 
Figure 4.39 Recreational activity  areas in studied area of downtown Findikli  
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local residents, photo-mapping results revealed that religious activities are not associated with 

outdoor physical settings anymore. Similarly, spiritual activity areas have decreased from 1959 

(21%) to 1969 (18%) and were lost in 1989 and 2017. Local residents stated that spiritual activities 

have been abandoned, thus even if  the associated physical settings were available for the spiritual 

activities, they would not have been sustained. (See Figure 4.40) 

 
Figure 4.40 Religious and spiritual  activity  areas in studied area of downtown Findikli  
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areas in 1989. However, after consultation with the local residents, photo-mapping results 

demonstrate that traditional agricultural activities have been sustained only in mixed wood-fruit-

vegetable areas in 2017. Accordingly, traditional agricultural activity areas have significantly 
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Figure 4.41 Traditional  agricultural  activity  areas in studied area of downtown Findikli  

 

Neighborhood 

 After consultation with local residents, photo-mapping results for Yenimahalle revealed 

that types of social activity areas have been changed. In Yenimahalle, ceremonial activity areas 

have significantly decreased. For example, the falconry activity area has decreased from 1959 

(78%) to 2017 (44%). Also, the 2017 map demonstrated that ceremonial activity areas such as the 

molasses ceremony areas and traditional wedding areas have been lost. (See Figure 4.42)  
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Free play area has significantly decreased from 1959 (92%) to 1989 (50%) and was lost in 

2017. After consultation with local residents, photo-mapping results revealed that this change is 

related to a decrease in population of children in Yenimahalle and to a change of childrenôs games. 

(See Figure 4.43) 

 
Figure 4.43 Children outdoor activity  areas in Yenimahalle 
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Figure 4.44 Communication activity  areas in Yenimahalle 
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only defined with tea fields in the years 1959, 1969, and 1989. However, after consultation with 

the local residents, photo-mapping results demonstrate that contemporary agricultural activity 

areas have been associated with hazelnut gardens, tea fields, kiwi  fields, and mixed wood-hazelnut 

areas. Accordingly, contemporary agricultural activity areas have increased from 1959 (1%) to 

2017 (94%). (See Figure 4.45) 
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Indoor living and working areas have slightly increased from 1959 (0.2%) to 2017 (2.7%) 

based on the increase of buildings. (See Figure 4.46) 

 
Figure 4.46 Indoor  living and working activity  areas in Yenimahalle 

 

Recreational activity areas for multi age groups have changed since 1959. River is still an 

active recreational activity area in Yenimahalle. (See Figure 4.47)  
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Religious and spiritual activity areas in Yenimahalle have changed since 1959. For example, 

religious activity areas have decreased from 1959 (6.7%) to 1989 (3.3%). After consultation with 

local residents, the 2017 map revealed that religious activities are not associated with outdoor 

physical settings anymore in Yenimahalle, like downtown. (See Figure 4.48) 

 
Figure 4.48 Religious and spiritual  activity  areas in Yenimahalle 
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Figure 4.49 Traditional  agricultural  activity  areas in Yenimahalle 

Village 

After consultation with local residents, photo-mapping results for Hara revealed that the types 

of social activity areas have been changed since 1969. In Hara, areas for ceremonial activity, 

childrenôs outdoor activity, communication activity, recreational activity, religious and spiritual 

activities, and traditional agricultural activity have significantly decreased from 1969 to 2017. On 

the other hand, contemporary agricultural activity areas and indoor living and working areas have 

increased since 1969 in Hara.  

Ceremonial activity and wedding areas have significantly decreased in Hara from 1969 (54%) 

to 2017 (0.6%). Falconry activity as a tradition has been sustained but because of the physical 

setting limitation, it has decreased from 1969 (51.3%) to 2017(37.3%). (See Figure 4.50)  
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Figure 4.50 Ceremonial activity  areas in Hara 

 

Free play area as a type of childrenôs outdoor activity area has significantly decreased from 

1969 (79%) and was lost in 2017 (0%). Local residents indicated for Hara that the change is related 

to a decrease in population of children and change a in children games, like in Yenimahalle. (See 

Figure 4.51) 

 
Figure 4.51 Children outdoor activity  areas in Hara 
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in indoor settings. Also, communication in gardens as defined as meeting and gathering in the 

social map has significantly decreased from 1969 (41%) to 2017 (1%) because of both physical 

setting limitations (decrease in size of area) and abandoned activities (e.g. hazelnut production). 

(See Figure 4.52) 

 
Figure 4.52 Communication activity  areas in Hara 

 

Contemporary agricultural activity areas were only defined with tea fields in years 1969 and 

1989 in Hara. However, after consultation with the local residents, photo-mapping results 

demonstrate that contemporary agricultural activity areas have been defined with hazelnut gardens, 

tea fields, kiwi  fields, and mixed wood-hazelnut areas. Accordingly, contemporary agricultural 

activity areas have increased from 1969 (13%) to 2017 (91%). (See Figure 4.53) 
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Figure 4.53 Contemporary agricultural  activity  areas in Hara 

 

Indoor living and working areas have slightly increased from 1969 (0.5%) to 2017 (1.5%) as 

the buildings have increased in Hara. (See Figure 4.54) 

 
Figure 4.54 Indoor  living and working areas in Hara 
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Figure 4.55 Recreational activity  areas in Hara 

 

Religious and spiritual activity areas have significantly changed in Hara since 1969 and were 

lost in 2017. After consultation with local residents, photo-mapping results revealed that religious 

activities are not associated with outdoor physical settings anymore in Hara, like in downtown and 

Yenimahalle. Also, spiritual activities are defined as abandoned activities, thus even if  associated 

physical settings were available the spiritual activities would not have been sustained in Hara. 

(See Figure 4.56) 
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Traditional agricultural activity areas were defined with hazelnut gardens, corn fields, mixed 

wood-hazelnut areas, mixed wood-fruit-vegetable areas, and the river in 1969 and with hazelnut 

gardens, corn fields, mixed wood-hazelnut areas, and mixed wood-fruit-vegetable areas in 1989. 

However, after consultation with the local residents, photo-mapping results demonstrate that 

traditional agricultural activities have been sustained only in mixed wood-fruit-vegetable areas in 

2017. Accordingly, traditional agricultural activity areas have significantly decreased from 1969 

(86%) to 2017 (1%). (See Figure 4.57) 

 
Figure 4.57 Traditional  agricultural  activity  areas in Hara 
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example, land work differs by gender as womenôs work and menôs work; and ethnic culture defines 

traditional activities in land. Income, farming practice20, and employment that affect peopleôs 

preferences in the landscape, thus these background features may provide different aspects in 

landscape change perception as well. Age and residency background features that may provide 

landscape change perception information based on how long people experienced the landscape 

change.  

The total survey participant number is seventy (n=70). In terms of majorities in the 

demographic features , 77.2% is Lazi and 77.2% is male. (See Table 4.2)  

Table 4.2 Distribution  of participantôs background based on ethnicity and gender  

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Ethnicity  

Lazi 54 %77.2 

Hemshin 9 %12.8 

Other 7 %10 

Gender  

Female 16 %22.8 

Male 54 %77.2 

 

The majority of the demographic features in income is medium income with 41.4%; in farming 

practice is self-farming with 47.1%; and in employment is non-working with 54.3%. Employment 

is grouped by working people and non-working people to gather valid numbers in statistical tests. 

(See Table 4.3) 

 

 

                                                 
20

 Farming practice is defined as people actively participate in the farming practices themselves. 
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Table 4.3 Distribution  of participantôs background based on income, self-farming, 

employment 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Income  

Low 10 %14.2 

Medium 29 %41.4 

High 24 %34.2 

Missing Value 7 %10 

Farming Practice  

Self-farming 33 %47.1 

Non-self-farming 31 %44.2 

Missing Value 6 %8.7 

Employment   

Non-working 38 %54.3 

Unemployed 4  

Student 1  

Retired 33  

Working 32 %45.7 

Civic Service 5  

Private Sector 7  

Land-related 14  

Other 6  

 

The majority of the demographic feature in age is 55-64 with 37.1%; and in residency is 

resident with 78.5%. To understand the impact of tea production on landscape change perception, 

age is grouped as before tea generation, transition generation, and after tea generation. The before 

tea generation age is older than 64, the transition generation age is between 55 and 64, and the 

after tea generation age is between 18 and 54. (See Table 4.4)  
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Table 4.4 Distribution  of participantôs background based on age and residency  

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Residency  

Resident 55 %78.6 

Non-resident 15 %21.4 

Age   

After Tea Generation 26 %37.1 

18-24 0  

25-34 3  

35-44 10  

45-54 13  

Transition Generation 26 %37.1 

55-64 26  

Before Tea Generation 18 %25.8 

65-80 13  

80+ 5  

 

4.1.2.2 Quantitative method results 

This section describes survey method results in the relevant research questions: 1) What 

landscape and/or landscape element changes have people perceived? 2) What caused the landscape 

change? 3) What landscapes and/or landscape elementsô importance changed? 4) What landscape 

elements symbolized the cultural landscape in the past? And what now?  

Quantitative results derived from surveys are described in the following sections. 
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1. Research Question 1a: What landscape and/or landscape element changes have people 

perceived? 

Perceptions of landscape change are influenced by the presence and/or absence of landscape 

elements associated with physical landscapes as well as associated social activities. As it also 

possible that use of the elements makes a difference rather than just presence and/or absence.  

Perceptual information results about landscape change derived from the survey questionnaire 

were analyzed in two categories: perception of physical landscape change and perception of social 

landscape change. Physical landscape has five categories of physical landscape elements21 such as 

nature, whereas social landscape has three categories of social landscape elements22 such as 

solidarity works.  

Participants ranked landscape change perception based on the degree of change on a four-point 

scale: 0=no change, 1=low change, 2=moderate change, 3=high change. The mean scores for the 

variables vary in each category because participants rated differently. Evaluation of the degree of 

landscape change is defined as low change with a mean score between 0 and 1.5; as medium 

change with a mean score between 1.5 and 2.5; and as high change with a mean score over 2.5.  

Perception of Physical Landscape Change Based upon Peopleôs Memories and Presence of 

Physical Landscape Element 

Descriptive statistics analysis shows that the perception of physical landscape change in natural 

landscape areas by all participants was highest in óseaô with a mean score of  2.58. It was lowest 

in óriverô with a mean score of 2.38. In four other physical landscape categories, the perception of 

physical landscape change in agricultural landscape elements was highest in ócornô with a mean 

score of 2.95 and lowest in ókiwi  fieldô with a mean score of 2.03. In building elements, the highest 

                                                 
21 Physical landscape categories and elements are shown in Table 4.5. 
22 Social landscape categories and elements are shown in Table 4.12. 
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landscape change perception was in óboathouseô with a mean score of 2.89 and lowest in óbridgeô 

with a mean score of 2.53. In settlement elements ómarket areaô was the highest with a mean score 

of 2.88, and óyaylaô23 was the lowest with a mean score of 2.31. The perception of physical 

landscape change in transportation elements was highest in ócoastal roadô with a mean score of 

2.92 and lowest in ótrailô with a mean score of 2.62. (See Table 4.5) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
23 Yayla is a settlement in the peak of the mountains 



 146 

Table 4.5 Physical landscape change descriptive statistics 

Variables Number Mean Standard Deviation 

Natural    

Forest 66 2.561 0.726 

River 66 2.379 0.89 

Sea 66 2.576 0.842 

Agriculture    

Backyard 58 2.362 0.931 

Corn Field 65 2.954 0.276 

Frontyard 58 2.345 0.928 

Hazelnut 66 2.364 0.888 

Kiwi  Field 30 2.033 1.098 

Tea Field 51 2.137 1.114 

Buildings    

Agri. Buildings 62 2.774 0.556 

Animal Buildings 64 2.703 0.706 

Boathouse 57 2.895 0.409 

Bridge 60 2.533 0.833 

House 67 2.806 0.557 

Port 62 2.839 0.518 

Settlement    

Dwelling Area 63 2.651 0.826 

Market Area 65 2.877 0.415 

Mezra24 45 2.444 0.893 

Public Sphere 63 2.365 0.989 

Yayla 42 2.31 1.024 

Transportation    

Coastal Road 63 2.921 0.272 

Highway 66 2.909 0.29 

M-vehicle Road 67 2.896 0.354 

Trail 62 2.629 0.773 

                                                 
24 Mezra is a settlement where agricultural practices taking place between yayla and village. 
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Based on the descriptive statistics analysis, fifteen out of twenty-four physical landscape 

elements were perceived with a high degree of change and the remaining nine elements were 

perceived with a medium degree of change. There is not a low degree or no change defined 

physical landscape element by the participants. There was no significant difference between Lazi 

and Hemshin ethnic groups in perception of physical landscape change based on T-test results. 

Gender plays an important role in agricultural practices in Findikli. Therefore, in order to have 

a better understanding of peopleôs perception in physical landscape change as related to oneôs 

active role in agricultural practices, T-test was computed using gender to see whether there is a 

significant difference. P value is taken as p<0.05. If  p value is lower than 0.05, there is a significant 

difference defined; if  p value is between 0.05 and 0.1, there is a marginal difference defined.  

Gender significantly differs in perception of physical landscape change concerning five 

physical landscape elements: forest, river, agricultural buildings, animal buildings and bridge, as 

shown in Table 4.6. For example, female participantsô perception of landscape change in animal 

buildings ( =3)  is significantly different than male participants ( = 2.62).  

Table 4.6 T-test for  physical change perception by gender 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Male Female Male Female Male Female F p 

Forest -2.6 46.86 0.012 2.48 2.85 0.77 0.36 52 14 16.87 0 

River -2.57 50.19 0.013 2.27 2.73 0.96 0.45 51 15 11.56 0.001 

Agri. Bu. -3.27 48 0.002 2.71 3 0.62 0 49 13 16.21 0 

Ani. Bu. -3/45 49 0.001 2.62 3 0.77 0 47 14 16.04 0 

Bridge -3.27 5721 0.001 2.42 2.92 0.9 0.27 47 13 16.04 0 

 

There is no statistically significant difference between two ethnic groups -Lazi and Hemshin- 

in T-test results. Ethnicity  
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Based on the T-test results, female participants stated high degree of change in all physical 

landscape elements shown in Table 4.6 whereas for male participants there are only two elements 

defined with high degree change. 

ANOVA results show that income status does not differ significantly in perception of physical 

landscape change in any physical landscape elements. However, only one landscape element -

dwelling area- is marginally significantly different for the income status variable. Post hoc analysis 

indicates that high income level ( = 2.3) marginally differs from medium income level ( = 2.87). 

(See Table 4.7)  

Table 4.7 Physical change-settlements perception by income 

Variables ANOVA  Post-Hoc 

 df F SS p Low 

M1 
Medium 

M1 
High 

M3 

Dwelling Area 54 2.87 3.99 0.064 2.67 2.87 2.3 

 

Farming practice significantly differs in only one physical landscape element. Non-self-

farming participants ( = 2.53) significantly differ from self-farming participants ( = 2.35) in 

physical landscape change perception in óbackyardô. (See Table 4.8) 

Table 4.8 T-test for  physical change perception by farming practice 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Non-

Self 

Self Non-

Self 

Self Non-

Self 

Self F p 

Backyard 2.43 43.83 0.019 2.65 2.07 0.62 1.08 26 28 12.59 0 

 

Similarly, employment status significantly differs in only one but different physical landscape 

element. Non-working participants ( = 2.88) significantly differ from working participants ( = 

2.5)  in physical landscape change in óanimal buildingsô. (See Table 4.9) 
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Table 4.9 T-test for  physical change perception by employment status 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Non-

Work. 

Work. Non-

Work. 

Work. Non-

Work. 

Work. F p 

Backyard 2.13 39.39 0.038 2.88 2.5 0.4 0.9 34 30 23.47 0 

 

Residency status significantly differs in only one physical landscape element. Non-resident 

participants ( = 1.64) significantly differ from resident participants ( = 2.57) in physical landscape 

change perception in ópublic sphereô. (See Table 4.10)  

Table 4.10 T-test for  physical change perception by residency status 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t Df p Non-

Res. 

Res. Non-

Res. 

Res. Non-

Res. 

Res. F p 

Tea -1.72 49 0.092 1.63 2.27 1.28 1.03 11 40 1.9 0.174 

Dwelling -1.91 16.91 0.073 2.2 2.79 1.14 0.65 15 48 13.64 0 

Public S. -2.69 16.49 0.015 1.64 2.57 1.21 0.81 14 49 8.34 0.005 

 

Residents perceived high degree change in dwelling area and public sphere whereas non-

resident perceived medium degree change in same landscape elements. 

ANOVA results show that only one landscape element ïriverï is statistically significantly 

different for the generation status variable. Post hoc analysis indicates that after tea generation (

= 2.04) significantly differs from before tea generation ( = 2.68). On the other hand, ANOVA 

results show that three landscape elements ïfrontyard, tea, animal buildingï are statistically 

marginally different for the generation status variable. (See Table 4.11) 
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Table 4.11 ANOVA  for  physical change perception by generation status 

Variables ANOVA  Post-Hoc 

 Df F SS p After  Tea 

M1 
Transition 

M1 
Before Tea 

M3 

River 63 3.3 4.89 0.043 2.04 2.52 2.68 

Frontyard 55 2.51 4.11 0.09 2 2.47 2.62 

Tea 48 3.01 6.92 0.058 2.4 1.74 2.62 

Ani. Bu. 61 2.52 2.4 0.088 2.5 2.7 3 

 

Before tea generation perceived all physical landscape elements shown in Table 4.11 with a 

high degree change compared to other generation groups.  

Social Landscape Change Based upon Peopleôs Memories and Presence of Social Activities 

Descriptive statistics analysis shows that the perception of social landscape change in 

communication by all participants was highest in ócorn mill  meetingô with a mean score of  3. It 

was lowest in óneighboringô with a mean score of 2.78. In other two social landscape categories, 

the perception of social landscape change in solidarity elements was highest in óbardiô with a mean 

score of 2.92; lowest in ómolasses ceremonyô with a mean score of 2.73. In custom and tradition, 

the highest landscape change perception was in ócraftsmanship of toolsô with a mean score of 2.77; 

lowest in ólocal foodô with a mean score of 1.46. (See Table 4.12)  
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Table 4.12 Social landscape change descriptive statistics 

Variables Number Mean Standard Deviation 

Communication    

Corn Mill  Meeting 55 3 0 

In Garden 60 2.883 0.372 

Neighboring 64 2.766 0.611 

Solidarity    

Bardi25 60 2.917 0.462 

Burning Corn 58 2.914 0.47 

Hazelnut Ceremony 61 2.869 0.465 

Imece26 60 2.883 0.454 

Molasses Ceremony 56 2.732 0.726 

Custom&Tradition    

Craftsmanship-Building 56 2.643 0.699 

Craftsmanship-Tool 52 2.769 0.581 

Festival 56 2.661 0.695 

Games 55 2.473 0.959 

Language 61 2.082 1.13 

Local Clothing 50 2.52 0.863 

Local Food 50 1.46 1.232 

Making Local Instruments 41 2.341 0.938 

Playing Local Instruments 45 2.133 1.036 

Folk Song 52 2.385 0.993 

Religious Activities 31 1.961 1.199 

Traditional Wedding 65 2.677 0.64 

 

Gender significantly differs in perception of social landscape change in five social landscape 

elements: hazelnut ceremony, craftsmanship for buildings, games, local clothing and religious 

activities, as shown in Table 4.13. For example, female participantsô perception of landscape 

                                                 
25 Bardi is a traditional hay stack. 
26 Imece is a type of communal work. 
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change in local clothing ( = 3) significantly differs ffom male participants ( = 2.38). There was 

no significant difference between Lazi and Hemshin ethnic groups in perception of social 

landscape change based on T-test results. 

Table 4.13 T-test for social change perception by gender 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Non-

Res. 

Res. Non-

Res. 

Res. Non-

Res. 

Res. F p 

Hazelnut 

Ceremony 

-2.23 49 0.031 2.84 3 0.5 0 50 11 4.81 0.032 

Crafts. 

Building 

-2.47 47.98 0.017 2.56 2.91 0.75 0.28 44 12 11.56 0.001 

Games -3.17 52.98 0.002 2.34 2.91 1.04 0.28 43 12 15.52 0 

Local 

Clothing 

-4.11 38 0.001 2.38 3 0.93 0 39 11 21.75 0 

Religious 

Activities 

-2.36 24.18 0.026 1.8 2.54 1.24 0.82 40 11 4.27 0.043 

 

Income status and farming practice do not differ significantly in any social landscape elements. 

However, ANOVA results show that only one landscape element -playing instrument- is 

statistically marginally different for the income status variable. Post hoc analysis indicates that 

medium income level ( = 2.5) marginally differs from low income level ( = 1.83). (See Table 

4.14)  

Table 4.14 Social change-custom and tradition  perception by income 

Variables ANOVA  Post-Hoc 

 df F SS p Low 

M1 
Medium 

M1 
High 

M3 

Playing 

Instrument 

38 3 6.05 0.061 1.83 2.55 1.76 

 

Employment status significantly differs in two social landscape elements. Non-working 

participants ( = 3) significantly differ from working participants ( = 2.75) in perception of social 

landscape change in ñmolasses ceremonyò. (See Table 4.15) 
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Table 4.15 T-test for  social change perception by employment status 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Non-

Work. 

Work. Non-

Work. 

Work. Non-

Work. 

Work. F p 

In Garden 2.54 28 0.016 3 2.75 0 0.51 31 39 41.64 0 

Molasses 

Ceremony 

-2 34.54 0.054 2.56 2.92 0.93 0.27 30 26 18.63 0 

Crafts. 

Building 

2.06 34.81 0.046 2.82 2.44 0.38 0.89 29 27 20.52 0 

 

Generation status and residency status do not differ significantly in any social landscape 

elements. However, ANOVA results show that only one landscape element -in garden- is 

statistically marginally different for the generation status variable. Post hoc analysis indicates that 

before tea generation ( = 3) marginally differs from after tea generation ( = 2.75) (See Table 4.16) 

Table 4.16 Social change-communication perception by generation 

Variables ANOVA  Post-Hoc 

 df F SS p After  Tea 

M1 
Transition 

M1 
Before Tea 

M3 

In Garden 57 2.77 0.72 0.07 2.75 2.95 3 

 

2. Research Question 2: What do community members perceive to have caused landscape 

change?  

Participants were asked to answer what reasons that caused landscape change in survey 

questionnaire. The question for what caused landscape change was asked with multiple choices. 

Three possible reasons caused landscape change were included: agricultural practices, construction 

work, and environmental hazards. Participants added if  they thought another or additional reasons 

in óotherô line. This question was measured with 1=checked and 0=unchecked.  
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Descriptive statistics results show that the perception of reasons for landscape change was 

highest in óconstruction worksô with a mean score of 0.78. Agricultural practices were perceived 

as a reason with a mean score of 0.67 and environmental hazards with 0.48. (See Table 4.17) 

Table 4.17 Descriptive statistics for  reasons for  landscape change 

Variables Number Mean Standard Deviation 

Agricultural Practices 64 0.67 0.47 

Construction Works 64 0.78 0.41 

Environmental Hazards 64 0.48 0.5 

Other 64 0.45 0.5 

 

In order to have a better understanding of peopleôs perception in reasons for landscape change, 

T-test and one-way ANOVAôs were computed using demographic background groups 1,2 and 3 

described in ódescription sampleô section.  

In demographic background features, only gender significantly differs in  perception of reasons 

for landscape change. Female participants ( = 1) significantly differ from male participants ( = 

0.72) in perception of reasons for landscape change in óconstruction worksô. On the other hand, 

gender marginally differs in agricultural practices and environmental hazards. (See Table 4.18) 

Table 4.18 T-test for  perception of reasons for  landscape change by gender 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Male Female Male Female Male Female F p 

Agriculture 

Practices 

0.25 62 0.797 0.68 0.64 0.47 0.49 50 14 0.23 0.63 

Construction 

Work 

-4.37 49 0.001 0.72 1 0.45 0 50 14 56.49 0 

Environ. 

Hazards 

-0.14 62 0.896 0.48 0.5 0.5 0.51 50 14 0.02 0.883 

 

Peopleôs residency, farming practice and employment marginally differs in perception of 

reasons for landscape change. (See Table 4.19, Table 4.20, and Table 4.21) 
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Table 4.19 T-test for  perception of reasons for  landscape change by residency 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Non-

Res. 

Res. Non-

Res. 

Res. Non-

Res. 

Res. F p 

Agriculture 

Practices 

-1.56 62 0.125 0.5 0.72 0.51 0.45 14 50 3.25 0.076 

Construction 

Work 

0.04 62 0.964 0.78 0.78 0.42 0.41 14 50 0 0.928 

Environ. 

Hazards 

-1.08 62 0.288 0.35 0.52 0.49 0.5 14 50 3.84 0.054 

Other 0.39 62 0.695 0.5 0.44 0.51 0.5 14 50 0.19 0.657 

 

Table 4.20 T-test for  perception of reasons for landscape change by farming practice 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Non-

Self 

Self Non-

Self 

Self Non-

Self 

Self F p 

Agriculture 

Practices 

-1.19 51.8 0.24 0.62 0.77 0.49 0.42 27 31 5.36 0.024 

Construction 

Work 

-1.24 48.29 0.223 0.74 0.87 0.44 0.34 27 31 6.57 0.013 

Environ. 

Hazards 

-0.3 56 0.768 0.44 0.48 0.5 0.5 27 31 0.28 0.595 

Other 0.74 56 0.458 0.51 0.41 0.5 0.5 27 31 0.59 0.443 

 

Table 4.21 T-test for perception of reasons for landscape change by employment 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Non-

Work. 

Work. Non-

Work. 

Work. Non-

Work. 

Work. F p 

Agriculture 

Practices 

-0.45 62 0.658 0.64 0.7 0.48 0.46 34 30 0.79 0.376 

Construction 

Work 

-0.94 62 0.351 0.73 0.83 0.44 0.37 34 30 3.7 0.058 

Environ. 

Hazards 

-1.24 62 0.222 0.41 0.56 0.49 0.5 34 30 0.11 0.736 

Other -0.7 62 0.487 0.41 0.5 0.49 0.5 34 30 0.93 0.337 

 

3. Research Question 3a: What landscapes and/or landscape elementsô importance changed? 

Peopleôs perception in change of landscape elementsô importance is analyzed in two 

categories: perception in change of physical landscape elementsô importance and perception in 

change of social landscape elementsô importance.  
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Participants were asked to check what landscape elements were once and which ones are now 

culturally and socially significant for the Findikli community in Lazi and Hemshin culture 

separately. This question was measured with 1=checked and 0=unchecked.  

Perception in Change of Physical Landscape Elementsô Importance  

Perception in change of physical landscape elementsô importance was analyzed for Findikli 

community in landscapes associated with Lazi and Hemshin cultures.  

For Lazi culture, descriptive statistics results show that the perception of important physical 

landscape element óin the pastô was highest in ówood bridgeô and óhazelnut gardenô with mean 

scores of  0.9 for both, and the lowest in ókiwi fieldô with a mean score of 0.21. On the other hand, 

the perception of important physical landscape element óat presentô was highest in ótea fieldô with 

a mean score of 0.95, and the lowest in óbaguô with a mean score of 0.14. (See Table 4.22)  

Table 4.22 Change of importance of physical landscape elements for  Lazi culture descriptive 

statistics 

Variables Number Mean Standard Deviation 

  Past Present Past Present 

Natural      

Forest 42 0.76 0.73 0.43 0.44 

River 42 0.76 0.83 0.43 0.37 

Sea 42 0.78 0.69 0.41 0.46 

Agriculture      

Backyard 42 0.78 0.35 0.41 0.48 

Beehive-Bogina 42 0.57 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Camre-Mangana27 42 0.85 0.19 0.35 0.39 

Corn Field 42 0.85 0.21 0.35 0.41 

Frontyard 42 0.78 0.33 0.41 0.47 

Hazelnut 42 0.9 0.42 0.29 0.5 

                                                 
27 Camre-Mangana is a toll mash fruits especially pears to make molasses.  
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Kiwi  Field 42 0.21 0.66 0.41 0.47 

Tea Field 42 0.47 0.95 0.5 0.21 

Buildings      

Bagu28 42 0.71 0.14 0.45 0.35 

Barn 42 0.85 0.19 0.35 0.39 

Boathouse 42 0.61 0.61 0.49 0.49 

Corn Mill  42 0.88 0.21 0.32 0.41 

Dolmatas House29 42 0.85 0.42 0.35 0.5 

Pier 42 0.57 0.61 0.5 0.49 

Serender30 42 0.88 0.3 0.32 0.46 

Stone Bridge 42 0.85 0.33 0.35 0.47 

Suspension Bridge 42 0.85 0.28 0.35 0.45 

Trail 42 0.8 0.28 0.39 0.45 

Wood Bridge 42 0.9 0.21 0.29 0.41 

Wood House 42 0.78 0.23 0.41 0.43 

Settlement      

Bazaar 42 0.69 0.73 0.46 0.44 

Dwelling Area 42 0.69 0.5 0.46 0.5 

Market Area 42 0.66 0.78 0.47 0.41 

Mezra 42 0.66 0.33 0.47 0.47 

Public Sphere 42 0.59 0.47 0.49 0.5 

Yayla 42 0.71 0.28 0.45 0.45 

 

The change was analyzed by looking at difference the importance of landscape elements 

between past and present. Therefore, peopleôs perception in change of physical landscape 

elementsô importance was computed with T-test by using time -past and present- variable with the 

response of all survey participants.  

                                                 
28 Bagu is a traditional storage building especially gor hazelnut. 
29 Dolmatas House is a vernacular house made of stone and wood. 
30 Serender is a traditional storage buildings for corn, hazelnut and fruits. 
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For Lazi culture, nineteen out of twenty-nine physical landscape elements are statistically 

significantly different between past and present for all participants. For instance, importance of 

corn field in past ( = 0.85) significantly differ from importance of corn field at present ( = 0.21) 

for all participants. Participants perceived that corn field importance has been decreased from past 

to present. On the other hand, importance of tea field in past ( = 0.47) significantly differ from 

importance of tea field at present ( f= 0.95) for all participants with perception of importance 

increase. (See Table 4.23) 
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Table 4.23 T-test for  perception in change of physical landscape elementsô importance for 

Lazi culture by time 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Past Today Past Today Past Today F p 

Backyard 4.35 80.1 0.001 0.78 0.35 0.41 0.48 42 42 8.33 0.004 

Camre-

Mangana 

8.11 82 0.001 0.85 0.19 0.35 0.39 42 42 1.35 0.246 

Corn Field 7.63 82 0.001 0.85 0.21 0.31 0.41 42 42 2.94 0.089 

Frontyard 4.63 80.47 0.001 0.78 0.33 0.41 0.47 42 42 5.97 0.016 

Hazelnut 5.29 66.67 0.001 0.9 0.42 0.29 0.5 42 42 67.22 0 

Kiwi Field -4.64 80.47 0.001 0.21 0.66 0.41 0.47 42 42 5.97 0.016 

Tea Field -5.62 55.43 0.001 0.47 0.95 0.5 0.21 42 42 181.22 0 

Bagu 6.4 77.17 0.001 0.71 0.14 0.45 0.35 42 42 10.93 0.001 

Barn 8.11 82 0.001 0.85 0.19 0.35 0.39 42 42 1.35 0.246 

Corn Mill 8.16 77.79 0.001 0.88 0.21 0.32 0.41 42 42 5.7 0.019 

Dolmatas 

House 

4.52 73.79 0.001 0.85 0.42 0.35 0.5 42 42 36.44 0 

Serender 6.48 73.42 0.001 0.88 0.3 0.32 0.46 42 42 21.14 0 

Stone Bridge 5.71 75.66 0.001 0.85 0.33 0.35 0.47 42 42 18.72 0 

Suspension 

Bridge 

6.4 77.17 0.001 0.85 0.28 0.35 0.45 42 42 10.93 0.001 

Trail 5.6 80.44 0.001 0.8 0.28 0.39 0.45 42 42 4.22 0.042 

Wood 

Bridge 

8.76 74.25 0.001 0.9 0.21 0.29 0.41 42 42 9.94 0.002 

Wood House 5.92 82 0.001 0.78 0.23 0.41 0.43 42 42 0.26 0.607 

Dwelling 

Area 

1.79 81.5 0.076 0.69 0.5 0.46 0.5 42 42 6.96 0.009 

Mezra 3.2 82 0.001 0.66 0.33 0.47 0.47 42 42 0 1 

Yayla 4.29 82 0.001 0.71 0.28 0.45 0.45 42 42 0 1 

 

 Only one physical landscape element ï the dwelling area - is statistically marginally different 

between past and present for all participants as shown in the Table 4.23. Also, only kiwi  and tea 

have gained more importance from past to present compared to other landscape elements shown 

in the table.  

For Hemshin culture, descriptive statistics results show that the perception of important 

physical landscape element óin the pastô was highest in óyaylaô with mean score of 0.88 and the 
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lowest in ókiwi fieldô with a mean score of  0.11. On the other hand, the perception of important 

physical landscape element óat presentô was highest in ótea fieldô with a mean score of 0.85, and 

the lowest in óbaguô with a mean score of 0.11. (See Table 4.24)  

Table 4.24 Change of importance of physical landscape elements for  Hemshin culture 

descriptive statistics 

Variables Number Mean Standard Deviation 

  Past Present Past Present 

Natural      

Forest 27 0.81 0.74 0.39 0.44 

River 27 0.66 0.77 0.48 0.42 

Sea 27 0.51 0.51 0.5 0.5 

Agriculture      

Backyard 27 0.74 0.33 0.44 0.48 

Beehive-Bogina 27 0.55 0.48 0.5 0.5 

Camre-Mangana 27 0.7 0.14 0.46 0.36 

Corn Field 27 0.81 0.33 0.39 0.48 

Frontyard 27 0.81 0.37 0.39 0.49 

Hazelnut 27 0.59 0.37 0.5 0.49 

Kiwi  Field 27 0.11 0.51 0.32 0.5 

Tea Field 27 0.4 0.85 0.5 0.36 

Buildings      

Bagu 27 0.59 0.11 0.5 0.32 

Barn 27 0.77 0.4 0.42 0.5 

Boathouse 27 0.37 0.25 0.49 0.44 

Corn Mill  27 0.81 0.33 0.39 0.48 

Dolmatas House 27 0.62 0.29 0.49 0.46 

Pier 27 0.44 0.33 0.5 0.48 

Serender 27 0.7 0.29 0.46 0.46 

Stone Bridge 27 0.77 0.33 0.42 0.48 

Suspension Bridge 27 0.77 0.29 0.42 0.46 

Trail 27 0.85 0.22 0.36 0.42 
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Wood Bridge 27 0.74 0.22 0.44 0.42 

Wood House 27 0.74 0.25 0.44 0.44 

Settlement      

Bazaar 27 0.59 0.66 0.5 0.48 

Dwelling Area 27 0.7 0.37 0.46 0.49 

Market Area 27 0.62 0.7 0.49 0.46 

Mezra 27 0.77 0.48 0.42 0.45 

Public Sphere 27 0.51 0.4 0.5 0.5 

Yayla 27 0.88 0.59 0.32 0.5 

 

Nineteen out of twenty-nine physical landscape elements are statistically significantly different 

between past and present for all participants. For instance, importance of corn field in past ( = 

0.81) significantly differ from importance of corn field at present ( = 0.33) for all participants. 

Participants perceived that corn field importance has been decreased from past to present. On the 

other hand, importance of tea field in past ( = 0.4) significantly differ from importance of tea field 

at present ( = 0.85) for all participants with perception of importance increase. (See Table 4.25) 
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Table 4.25 T-test for perception in change of physical landscape elementsô importance for 

Hemshin culture by time 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Past Today Past Today Past Today F p 

Backyard 3.22 52 0.002 0.74 0.33 0.44 0.48 27 27 1.36 0.247 

Camre-

Mangana 

4.89 49.03 0.001 0.7 0.14 0.46 0.36 27 27 7.25 0.009 

Corn Field 4.01 50.16 0.001 0.81 0.33 0.39 0.48 27 27 6.26 0.015 

Frontyard 3.65 49.71 0.001 0.81 0.37 0.39 0.49 27 27 9.33 0.003 

Kiwi Field -3.52 43.78 0.001 0.11 0.51 0.32 0.5 27 27 39.4 0 

Tea Field -3.74 47.34 0.001 0.4 0.85 0.5 0.36 27 27 19.51 0 

Bagu 4.2 44.22 0.001 0.59 0.11 0.5 0.32 27 27 31.11 0 

Barn 2.93 50.61 0.005 0.77 0.4 0.42 0.5 27 27 7.93 0.006 

Corn Mill 4.01 50.16 0.001 0.81 0.33 0.39 0.48 27 27 6.26 0.015 

Dolmatas 

House 

2.55 52 0.013 0.62 0.29 0.49 0.46 27 27 1.26 0.266 

Serender 3.21 52 0.002 0.7 0.29 0.46 0.46 27 27 0 1 

Stone Bridge 3.6 52 0.001 0.77 0.33 0.42 0.48 27 27 3.25 0.077 

Suspension 

Bridge 

3.97 52 0.001 0.77 0.29 0.42 0.46 27 27 1.5 0.225 

Trail 5.87 52 0.001 0.85 0.22 0.36 0.42 27 27 1.95 0.168 

Wood 

Bridge 

4.37 52 0.001 0.74 0.22 0.44 0.42 27 27 0.39 0.534 

Wood House 3.96 52 0.001 0.74 0.25 0.44 0.44 27 27 0 1 

Dwelling 

Area 

2.55 52 0.013 0.7 0.37 0.46 0.49 27 27 1.26 0.266 

Mezra 2.32 50.33 0.024 0.77 0.48 0.42 0.5 27 27 11.43 0.001 

Yayla 2.59 44.22 0.012 0.88 0.59 0.32 0.5 27 27 31.11 0 

 

Similar to Lazi, only kiwi  and tea have gained more importance from past to present. 

Evaluation of value/importance of landscape elements is defined as ñlow valued/low 

importanceò with mean score between 0.0 and 0.25;  as ñlow-moderate valued/ low-moderate 

importanceò with mean score between 0.25 and 0.50; as ñmoderate valued/moderate importanceò 

with mean score 0.50; as ñhigh-moderate valued/ high-moderate importanceò with mean score 
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between 0.50 and 0.75; and as ñhigh valued/high importanceò with mean score between 0.75 and 

1.  

Based on the evaluation, the following table shows physical landscape elementsô importance 

that significantly differ in past and present is not shared by Lazi and Hemshin cultures. Importance 

of fourteen physical landscape elements that are significantly different in past and present 

represents different importance degree for Lazi and Hemshin ethnic groups. For example, corn 

field was perceived as high valued physical landscape element in both Lazi and Hemshin cultures 

in the past. However, corn fieldôs importance is less in Lazi culture than Hemshin culture at 

present. Another example is that yayla was defined with high-moderate importance for Lazi culture 

in the past and low-moderate at present. On the other hand, yayla was more important for Hemshin 

culture in the past and is at present than Lazi culture. (See Table 4.26) 
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Table 4.26 Physical landscape elements that are significantly different  in past and present 

represents different  importance degree for  Lazi and Hemshin 

Variables Lazi Hemshin 

 Past Present Past Present 

Agriculture     

Backyard H LM  HM LM  

Camre-Mangana H L HM L 

Corn Field H L H LM  

Buildings     

Bagu HM L LM  L 

Barn H L H LM  

Corn Mill  H L H LM  

Dolmatas House H LM  HM LM  

Serender H LM  HM LM  

Trail H LM  H L 

Wood Bridge H L HM L 

Wood House H L HM LM  

Settlement     

Dwelling Area HM M HM LM  

Mezra HM LM  H LM  

Yayla HM LM  H HM 

L: Low Valued/Importance                         LM:  Low-Moderate Valued/Importance                            M: Moderate Valued/Importance  

                      HM: High- Moderate Valued/Importance                                         H: High Valued/Importance 

 

Perception in Change of Social Landscape Elementsô Importance  

Perception in change of social landscape elementsô importance was analyzed for both Lazi and 

Hemshin cultures.  

For Lazi culture, descriptive statistics results show that the perception of important social 

landscape element óin the pastô was highest in óneighboringô and óimeceô with mean scores of  0.82 

for both, and the lowest in ómaking instrumentsô with a mean score of 0.48. On the other hand, the 
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perception of important social landscape element óat presentô was highest in ólocal foodô with a 

mean score of 0.56, and the lowest in ócorn mill  meeting, burning corn leaves and bardiô with a 

mean score of 0.02. (See Table 4.27)  
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Table 4.27 Change of importance of social landscape elements for  Lazi culture descriptive 

statistics 

Variables Number Mean Standard Deviation 

  Past Present Past Present 

Communication      

Corn Mill  Meeting 39 0.58 0.02 0.49 0.16 

In Garden 39 0.64 0.23 0.48 0.42 

Neighboring 39 0.82 0.25 0.38 0.44 

Solidarity      

Bardi31 39 0.64 0.02 0.48 0.16 

Burning Corn 39 0.64 0.02 0.48 0.16 

Hazelnut Ceremony 39 0.74 0.1 0.44 0.3 

Imece 39 0.82 0.07 0.38 0.26 

Molasses Ceremony 39 0.69 0.15 0.46 0.36 

Custom&Tradition      

Craftsmanship-Building 39 0.69 0.1 0.46 0.3 

Craftsmanship-Tool 39 0.64 0.15 0.48 0.36 

Festival 39 0.66 0.25 0.47 0.44 

Games 39 0.69 0.12 0.46 0.33 

Language 39 0.64 0.17 0.48 0.38 

Local Clothing 39 0.61 0.05 0.49 0.22 

Local Food 39 0.66 0.56 0.47 0.5 

Making Local Instruments 39 0.48 0.23 0.5 0.42 

Playing Local Instruments 39 0.58 0.33 0.49 0.47 

Folk Song 39 0.66 0.25 0.47 0.44 

Religious Activities 39 0.56 0.48 0.5 0.5 

Traditional Wedding 39 0.76 0.48 0.42 0.5 

 

Peopleôs perception in change of social landscape elementsô importance was computed with 

T-test by using time -past and present- variable with the response of all survey participants.  

                                                 
31 Making Bardi is a method to make hay stacks for animal food made of corn leaves or fern. 
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Eighteen out of twenty social landscape elements are statistically significantly different 

between past and present for all participants. For instance, importance of corn mill  meeting in past 

( = 0.58) significantly differ from importance of corn mill  meeting at present ( = 0.02) for all 

participants. Participants perceived that corn mill  meeting importance has been decreased from 

past to present. There is no social landscape element perceived significantly different between past 

and present with perception of importance increase. (See Table 4.28) 

Table 4.28 T-test for perception in change of social landscape elementsô importance for 

Lazi culture by time 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Past Today Past Today Past Today F p 

Corn Mill 

Meeting 

6.73 45.76 0.001 0.58 0.02 0.49 0.16 39 39 236.28 0 

In Garden 3.96 74.75 0.001 0.64 0.23 0.48 0.42 39 39 6.02 0.016 

Neighboring 5.98 76 0.001 0.82 0.25 0.38 0.44 39 39 2.7 0.104 

Bardi 7.51 46.15 0.001 0.64 0.02 0.48 0.16 39 39 156.78 0 

Burning 

Corn 

7.51 46.15 0.001 0.64 0.02 0.48 0.16 39 39 156.78 0 

Hazelnut 

Ceremony 

7.43 67.75 0.001 0.74 0.1 0.44 0.3 39 39 14.29 0 

Imece 9.81 67.73 0.001 0.82 0.07 0.38 0.26 39 39 7.93 0.006 

Molasses 

Ceremony 

5.66 71.81 0.001 0.69 0.15 0.46 0.36 39 39 11.1 0.001 

Crafts. 

Building 

6.58 65.67 0.001 0.69 0.1 0.46 0.3 39 39 24.8 0 

Crafts. Tools 5 70.57 0.001 0.64 0.15 0.48 0.36 39 39 18.81 0 

Festival 3.93 76 0.001 0.66 0.25 0.47 0.44 39 39 2.16 0.145 

Games 6.1 69.26 0.001 0.69 0.12 0.46 0.33 39 39 16.69 0 

Language 4.63 72.5 0.001 0.64 0.17 0.48 0.38 39 39 13.23 0 

Local 

Clothing 

6.5 52.98 0.001 0.61 0.05 0.49 0.22 39 39 103.77 0 

Making 

Local Ins. 

2.41 73.88 0.018 0.48 0.23 0.5 0.42 39 39 15.39 0 

Playing 

Local Ins. 

2.32 76 0.023 0.58 0.33 0.49 0.47 39 39 1.82 0.181 

Folk Song 3.93 76 0.001 0.66 0.25 0.47 0.44 39 39 2.16 0.145 

Traditional 

Wedding 

2.65 73.88 0.009 0.76 0.48 0.42 0.5 39 39 15.39 0 
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For Hemshin culture, descriptive statistics results show that the perception of important social 

landscape element óin the pastô was highest in óweddingô and óimeceô with mean scores of  0.73 

for both, and the lowest in ólanguageô with a mean score of 0.34. On the other hand, the perception 

of important social landscape element óat presentô was highest in ólocal foodô with a mean score 

of 0.65, and the lowest in ómaking bardiô with a mean score of 0. (See Table 4.29)  
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Table 4.29 Change of importance of social landscape elements for Hemshin culture 

descriptive statistics 

Variables Number Mean Standard Deviation 

  Past Present Past Present 

Communication      

Corn Mill  Meeting 23 0.52 0.04 0.51 0.2 

In Garden 23 0.6 0.26 0.49 0.44 

Neighboring 23 0.65 0.3 0.48 0.47 

Solidarity      

Bardi 23 0.6 0 0.49 0 

Burning Corn 23 0.47 0.04 0.51 0.2 

Hazelnut Ceremony 23 0.52 0.08 0.51 0.28 

Imece 23 0.73 0.34 0.44 0.48 

Molasses Ceremony 23 0.47 0.08 0.51 0.28 

Custom&Tradition      

Craftsmanship-Building 23 0.43 0.13 0.49 0.46 

Craftsmanship-Tool 23 0.39 0.13 0.49 0.34 

Festival 23 0.6 0.17 0.49 0.38 

Games 23 0.65 0.13 0.48 0.34 

Language 23 0.34 0.08 0.48 0.28 

Local Clothing 23 0.69 0.34 0.47 0.48 

Local Food 23 0.69 0.65 0.47 0.48 

Making Local Instruments 23 0.39 0.3 0.49 0.51 

Playing Local Instruments 23 0.6 0.47 0.49 0.51 

Folk Song 23 0.65 0.47 0.48 0.51 

Religious Activities 23 0.52 0.39 0.51 0.49 

Traditional Wedding 23 0.73 0.43 0.44 0.5 

 

All  social landscape elements shown in Table 4.29 have lost importance from past to present. 

Fifteen out of twenty social landscape elements are statistically significantly different between 

past and present for all participants. For instance, importance of corn mill  meeting in past ( = 0.52) 
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significantly differ from importance of corn mill  meeting at present ( = 0.04) for all participants. 

Participants perceived that corn mill  meeting importance has been decreased from past to present. 

There is no social landscape element perceived significantly different between past and present 

with perception of importance increase. (See Table 4.30) 

Table 4.30 T-test for perception in change of social landscape elementsô importance for 

Hemshin culture by time 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Past Today Past Today Past Today F p 

Corn Mill 

Meeting 

4.15 29.13 0.001 0.52 0.04 0.51 0.2 23 23 108.27 0 

In Garden 2.48 44 0.016 0.6 0.26 0.49 0.44 23 23 3.27 0.077 

Neighboring 2.46 44 0.017 0.65 0.3 0.48 0.47 23 23 0.37 0.542 

Bardi 5.84 22 0.001 0.6 0 0.49 0 23 23 443.52 0 

Burning 

Corn 

3.77 29.13 0.001 0.47 0.04 0.51 0.2 23 23 108.27 0 

Hazelnut 

Ceremony 

3.55 34.71 0.001 0.52 0.08 0.51 0.28 23 23 46.6 0.217 

Imece 2.83 44 0.006 0.73 0.34 0.44 0.48 23 23 1.56 0.217 

Molasses 

Ceremony 

3.2 34.71 0.002 0.47 0.08 0.51 0.28 23 23 46.6 0 

Crafts. 

Building 

2.38 38.74 0.022 0.43 0.13 0.5 0.34 23 23 23.29 0 

Crafts. Tools 2.06 39.07 0.045 0.39 0.13 0.49 0.34 23 23 18.7 0 

Festival 3.3 41.45 0.001 0.6 0.17 0.49 0.38 23 23 10.86 0.001 

Games 4.19 39.59 0.001 0.65 0.13 0.48 0.34 23 23 13.64 0 

Language 2.21 35.71 0.033 0.34 0.08 0.48 0.28 23 23 25.44 0 

Local 

Clothing 

2.46 44 0.017 0.69 0.34 0.47 0.48 23 23 0.37 0.542 

Traditional 

Wedding 

2.15 43.36 0.036 0.73 0.43 0.44 0.5 23 23 5.1 0.028 

 

Based on the evaluation, the following table shows social landscape elementsô importance that 

significantly differ in past and present is not shared by Lazi and Hemshin cultures. Importance of 

eleven social landscape elements that are significantly different in past and present represents 

different importance degree for Lazi and Hemshin ethnic groups. For example, in garden 
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communication was perceived as high-moderate valued social landscape element in both Lazi and 

Hemshin cultures in the past. However, its importance is less in Lazi culture than Hemshin culture 

at present. Another example is that imece was defined with high-moderate importance for Lazi 

culture in the past and low at present. On the other hand, imece was less important for Hemshin 

culture in the past and is more at present than Lazi culture. (See Table 4.31) 

Table 4.31 Social landscape elements that are significantly different  in past and present 

represents different  importance degree for  Lazi and Hemshin 
 

Variables  Lazi Hemshin 

  Past Present    Past Present 

Communication      

In Garden  HM L HM LM  

Neighboring  H LM  HM L 

Solidarity      

Burning Corn  HM L LM  L 

Imece  H L HM LM  

Molasses Ceremony  HM L LM  L 

Custom&Tradition      

Craftsmanship-Building  HM L LM  L 

Craftsmanship-Tool  HM L LM  L 

Festival  HM LM  HM L 

Language  HM L LM  L 

Local Clothing  HM L HM LM  

Traditional Wedding  H LM  HM LM  

L: Low Valued/Importance                         LM:  Low-Moderate Valued/Importance                            M: Moderate Valued/Importance  

                      HM: High- Moderate Valued/Importance                                         H: High Valued/Importance 
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Related to this question, participants were asked to select five most important landscape 

elements for today for each ethnic culture, Lazi and Hemshin. This question was measured with 

1=checked for 5 selected landscape elements. (See Table 4.32 and Table 4.33) 

Table 4.32 Most valued/important physical landscape elements for  Lazi and Hemshin 

cultures 

Lazi 

Variables  Number 

Tea Field 22 

River 35 

Sea 24 

Dolmatas House 21 

Hazelnut Garden 15 

Hemshin 

Variables  Number 

Yayla 21 

Tea Field 19 

River 18 

Forest 18 

Beehives 6 
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Table 4.33 Most valued/important social landscape elements for  Lazi and Hemshin cultures 

Lazi 

Variables  Number 

Neighboring 23 

Local Food 22 

Wedding 18 

Hazelnut Ceremony 17 

Imece 16 

Hemshin 

Variables  Number 

Wedding 12 

Neighboring 11 

Imece 8 

Folk Song 8 

Playing Local Instruments 7 

 

4. RQ4a: What landscape elements symbolized the cultural  landscape in the past? And what 

now? 

Peopleôs perception in change of symbolic landscape elements is analyzed in two categories: 

perception in change of tangible landscape elements identified with or symbolic of the cultural 

landscapes of regional ethic groups, and perception in change of intangible landscape elements 

identified with or symbolic of the cultural landscapes of regional ethic groups. 

Participants were asked to identify the landscape elements were once and which ones are now 

symbolic for the Lazi and Hemshin culture separately. This question was measured with 

1=checked and 0=unchecked.  
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Perception in Change of Tangible Landscape Elements Identified with or Symbolic of the 

Cultural Landscapes 

Perception in change of tangible landscape elements identified with or symbolic of the cultural 

landscapes of regional ethic groups was analyzed for both Lazi and Hemshin cultures as Findikliôs 

cultural landscape has been shaped by these cultures.  

For Lazi culture, descriptive statistics results show that the perception of symbolic physical 

landscape element óin the pastô was highest in óriverô and ódolmatas houseô with a mean score of  

0.73, and the lowest in ókiwiô with a mean score of 0.16. On the other hand, the perception of 

symbolic physical landscape element óat presentô was highest in óriverô with a mean score of 0.91, 

and the lowest in ópierô with a mean score of 0.15. (See Table 4.34) 

Table 4.34 Change of tangible landscape elements with  identified or symbolic of cultural  

landscape for  Lazi culture  

Variables Number Mean Standard Deviation 

  Past Present Past Present 

Natural      

Forest 42 0.61 0.66 0.49 0.47 

River 42 0.73 0.91 0.44 0.28 

Sea 42 0.71 0.75 0.45 0.43 

Agriculture      

Backyard 42 0.3 0.24 0.46 0.43 

Beehive-Bogina 42 0.3 0.33 0.46 0.47 

Camre-Mangana 42 0.33 0.24 0.47 0.43 

Corn Field 42 0.54 0.26 0.5 0.44 

Frontyard 42 0.3 0.31 0.46 0.46 

Hazelnut 42 0.57 0.44 0.5 0.5 

Kiwi  Field 42 0.16 0.37 0.37 0.49 

Tea Field 42 0.61 0.84 0.49 0.36 

Buildings      



 175 

Bagu 42 0.35 0.22 0.48 0.42 

Barn 42 0.3 0.17 0.46 0.38 

Boathouse 42 0.4 0.26 0.49 0.44 

Corn Mill  42 0.35 0.37 0.48 0.49 

Dolmatas House 42 0.73 0.73 0.44 0.44 

Pier 42 0.19 0.15 0.39 0.36 

Serender 42 0.57 0.66 0.5 0.47 

Stone Bridge 42 0.33 0.37 0.47 0.49 

Suspension Bridge 42 0.3 0.33 0.46 0.47 

Trail 42 0.23 0.22 0.43 0.42 

Wood Bridge 42 0.28 0.33 0.45 0.47 

Wood House 42 0.28 0.31 0.45 0.47 

Settlement      

Bazaar 42 0.16 0.2 0.37 0.4 

Dwelling Area 42 0.23 0.26 0.43 0.44 

Market Area 42 0.26 0.28 0.44 0.45 

Mezra 42 0.3 0.24 0.46 0.43 

Public Sphere 42 0.19 0.22 0.39 0.42 

Yayla 42 0.19 0.2 0.39 0.4 

 

In order to have a better understanding, T-test was computed using past and present for 

perception of symbolic tangible landscape elements.  

Four out of twenty-nine landscape symbolic tangible physical landscape elements ïriver, corn 

field, kiwi  field and tea fieldï have statistically significantly different perceptions of change 

between past and present for all participants. For instance, corn field as a symbolic tangible 

landscape element in past ( = 0.54) significantly differ from present ( = 0.26) for all  participants. 

Participants perceived that corn field was a symbolic tangible landscape element in the past 

compared to present. On the other hand, tea field as a symbolic tangible landscape element in past 

( = 0.61) significantly differ from present ( = 0.84) for all participants. Participants perceived that 
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tea field is a symbolic tangible landscape element at present compared to past.  (See Table 4.35) 

This reflects actual changes in the land area used for corn and tea production. 

Table 4.35 T-test for perception in change of tangible landscape elements with identified 

or symbolic of cultural landscape for Lazi culture by time 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Past Today Past Today Past Today F p 

River -2.14 69.4 0.036 0.73 0.91 0.44 0.28 42 45 21.64 0 

Corn Field 2.74 82.1 0.007 0.54 0.26 0.5 0.44 42 45 10 0.002 

Kiwi Field -2.26 82.07 0.026 0.16 0.37 0.37 0.49 42 45 21.18 0 

Tea Field -2.42 75.62 0.018 0.61 0.84 0.49 0.36 42 45 23.94 0 

 

River and tea field have gained more symbolic meaning from past to present compared to other 

landscape elements shown in Table 4.35. 

For Hemshin culture, descriptive statistics results show that the perception of symbolic 

physical landscape element óin the pastô was highest in óforestô with a mean score of  0.77, and the 

lowest in óboathouseô and ópierô with a mean score of 0.04. On the other hand, the perception of 

symbolic physical landscape element óat presentô was highest in óriverô with a mean score of 0.78, 

and the lowest is same with the past. (See Table 4.36) 

Table 4.36 Change of tangible landscape elements with  identified or symbolic of cultural  

landscape for  Hemshin culture  

Variables Number Mean Standard Deviation 

  Past Present Past Present 

Natural      

Forest 22 0.77 0.75 0.42 0.44 

River 22 0.68 0.78 0.47 0.41 

Sea 22 0.22 0.21 0.42 0.41 

Agriculture      

Backyard 22 0.36 0.17 0.49 0.39 
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Beehive-Bogina 22 0.4 0.32 0.5 0.47 

Camre-Mangana 22 0.54 0.28 0.5 0.46 

Corn Field 22 0.54 0.28 0.5 0.46 

Frontyard 22 0.36 0.21 0.49 0.41 

Hazelnut 22 0.45 0.35 0.5 0.48 

Kiwi  Field 22 0.22 0.25 0.42 0.44 

Tea Field 22 0.5 0.64 0.51 0.48 

Buildings      

Bagu 22 0.27 0.14 0.45 0.35 

Barn 22 0.45 0.35 0.5 0.48 

Boathouse 22 0.04 0 0.21 0 

Corn Mill  22 0.36 0.32 0.49 0.47 

Dolmatas House 22 0.31 0.35 0.47 0.48 

Pier 22 0.04 0 0.21 0 

Serender 22 0.36 0.35 0.49 0.48 

Stone Bridge 22 0.31 0.25 0.47 0.44 

Suspension Bridge 22 0.27 0.17 0.45 0.39 

Trail 22 0.31 0.28 0.47 0.46 

Wood Bridge 22 0.31 0.21 0.47 0.41 

Wood House 22 0.59 0.5 0.5 0.5 

Settlement      

Bazaar 22 0.31 0.28 0.47 0.46 

Dwelling Area 22 0.22 0.14 0.42 0.35 

Market Area 22 0.31 0.28 0.47 0.46 

Mezra 22 0.31 0.42 0.47 0.5 

Public Sphere 22 0.27 0.17 0.45 0.39 

Yayla 22 0.72 0.71 0.45 0.46 

 

There is no physical landscape element as a symbolic tangible landscape element that 

statistically significantly differ from past to present. However, only one out of twenty-nine 



 178 

physical landscape elements -corn field- is statistically marginally different between past and 

present for all participants. (See Table 4.37) 

Table 4.37 T-test for perception in change of tangible landscape elements with identified 

or symbolic of cultural landscape for Hemshin culture by time 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Past Today Past Today Past Today F p 

Corn Field 1.86 42.83 0.068 0.54 0.28 0.5 0.46 22 28 4.15 0.047 

 

No landscape element has gained more symbolic meaning from past to present. 

Perception in Change of Intangible Landscape Elements Identified with or Symbolic of the 

Cultural Landscapes 

Perception in change of intangible landscape elements identified with or symbolic of the 

cultural landscapes of regional ethic groups was analyzed for both Lazi and Hemshin cultures as 

Findikliôs cultural landscape has been shaped by these cultures.  

For Lazi culture, descriptive statistics results show that the perception of symbolic social 

landscape element óin the pastô was highest in óimeceô with a mean score of  0.82, and the lowest 

in óclothingô with a mean score of 0.3. On the other hand, the perception of symbolic social 

landscape element óat presentô was highest in ólocal foodô with a mean score of 0.74, and the lowest 

in ócorn mill  meetingô, óburning cornô, and ólocal clothingô with a mean score of 0.1. (See Table 

4.38) 
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Table 4.38 Change of intangible landscape elements with  identified or symbolic of cultural  

landscape for  Lazi culture  

Variables Number Mean Standard Deviation 

  Past Present Past Present 

Communication      

Corn Mill  Meeting 39 0.41 0.1 0.49 0.3 

In Garden 39 0.51 0.23 0.5 0.42 

Neighboring 39 0.69 0.53 0.46 0.5 

Solidarity      

Bardi 39 0.43 0.12 0.5 0.33 

Burning Corn 39 0.41 0.1 0.49 0.3 

Hazelnut Ceremony 39 0.71 0.35 0.45 0.48 

Imece 39 0.82 0.3 0.38 0.46 

Molasses Ceremony 39 0.58 0.25 0.49 0.46 

Custom&Tradition      

Craftsmanship-Building 39 0.53 0.38 0.5 0.49 

Craftsmanship-Tool 39 0.35 0.2 0.48 0.4 

Festival 39 0.46 0.23 0.5 0.42 

Games 39 0.33 0.2 0.47 0.4 

Language 39 0.64 0.51 0.48 0.5 

Local Clothing 39 0.3 0.1 0.46 0.3 

Local Food 39 0.64 0.74 0.48 0.44 

Making Local Instruments 39 0.28 0.23 0.45 0.42 

Playing Local Instruments 39 0.33 0.35 0.47 0.48 

Folk Song 39 0.51 0.51 0.5 0.5 

Religious Activities 39 0.35 0.33 0.48 0.47 

Traditional Wedding 39 0.61 0.64 0.49 0.48 

 

Nine out of twenty social landscape elements as symbolic intangible landscape elements are 

statistically significantly different between past and present for all participants. For instance, imece 

as a symbolic intangible landscape element in past ( = 0.82) significantly differ from present ( = 
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0.3) for all participants. Participants perceived that imece was a symbolic intangible landscape 

element in the past compared to present. (See Table 4.39) 

Table 4.39 T-test for perception in change of intangible landscape elements with identified 

or symbolic of cultural landscape for Lazi culture by time 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Past Today Past Today Past Today F p 

Corn Mill 

Meeting 

3.28 63.25 0.001 0.41 0.1 0.49 0.3 39 39 51.78 0 

In Garden 2.65 73.88 0.009 0.51 0.23 0.5 0.42 39 39 15.39 0 

Bardi 3.17 66.63 0.002 0.43 0.12 0.5 0.33 39 39 41.52 0 

Burning 

Corn 

3.28 63.25 0.001 0.41 0.1 0.49 0.3 39 39 51.78 0 

Hazelnut 

Ceremony 

3.36 76 0.001 0.71 0.35 0.45 0.48 39 39 2.04 0.157 

Imece 5.26 73.55 0.006 0.82 0.3 0.38 0.46 39 39 7.13 0.009 

Molasses 

Ceremony 

3.12 74.94 0.002 0.58 0.25 0.49 0.44 39 39 7.53 0.007 

Festival 2.17 73.94 0.032 0.46 0.23 0.5 0.42 39 39 14.47 0 

Local 

Clothing 

2.28 65.67 0.025 0.3 0.1 0.46 0.3 39 39 24.8 0 

 

No social landscape element has gained more symbolic meaning from past to present. 

For Hemshin culture, descriptive statistics results show that the perception of symbolic social 

landscape element óin the pastô was highest in ófolk songô and ótraditional weddingô with a mean 

score of  0.77, and the lowest in ólanguageô with a mean score of 0.22. On the other hand, the 

perception of symbolic social landscape element óat presentô was highest in ófolk songô with a 

mean score of 0.76, and the lowest in óburning cornsô and óhazelnut ceremonyô with a mean score 

of 0.04. (See Table 4.40) 
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Table 4.40 Change of intangible landscape elements with  identified or symbolic of cultural  

landscape for  Hemshin culture  

Variables Number Mean Standard Deviation 

  Past Present Past Present 

Communication      

Corn Mill  Meeting 18 0.44 0.09 0.51 0.3 

In Garden 18 0.61 0.19 0.5 0.4 

Neighboring 18 0.72 0.38 0.46 0.49 

Solidarity      

Bardi 18 0.55 0.09 0.51 0.3 

Burning Corn 18 0.38 0.04 0.5 0.21 

Hazelnut Ceremony 18 0.55 0.04 0.51 0.21 

Imece 18 0.61 0.38 0.5 0.49 

Molasses Ceremony 18 0.38 0.14 0.5 0.35 

Custom&Tradition      

Craftsmanship-Building 18 0.38 0.14 0.5 0.35 

Craftsmanship-Tool 18 0.27 0.09 0.46 0.3 

Festival 18 0.44 0.33 0.52 0.48 

Games 18 0.61 0.38 0.5 0.49 

Language 18 0.22 0.09 0.42 0.3 

Local Clothing 18 0.66 0.42 0.48 0.5 

Local Food 18 0.61 0.71 0.5 0.46 

Making Local Instruments 18 0.44 0.33 0.51 0.48 

Playing Local Instruments 18 0.66 0.61 0.48 0.49 

Folk Song 18 0.77 0.76 0.42 0.43 

Religious Activities 18 0.27 0.23 0.46 0.43 

Traditional Wedding 18 0.77 0.57 0.42 0.5 

 

Six out of twenty social landscape elements as symbolic intangible landscape elements are 

statistically significantly different between past and present for all participants. For instance, 

neighboring as a symbolic intangible landscape element in past ( = 0.72) significantly differ from 
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present ( = 0.38) for all participants. Participants perceived that neighboring was a symbolic 

intangible landscape element in the past compared to present. (See Table 4.41) 

Table 4.41 T-test for perception in change of intangible landscape elements with identified 

or symbolic of cultural landscape for Hemshin culture by time 

Variables T-test Mean Std Size Leveneôs Test 

 t df p Past Today Past Today Past Today F p 

Corn Mill 

Meeting 

2.54 26.59 0.017 0.44 0.09 0.51 0.3 18 21 29.87 0 

In Garden 2.85 32.51 0.007 0.61 0.19 0.5 0.4 18 21 6.88 0.012 

Neighboring 2.2 37 0.033 0.72 0.38 0.46 0.49 18 21 1.78 0.189 

Bardi 3.35 26.59 0.002 0.55 0.09 0.51 0.3 18 21 29.87 0 

Burning 

Corn 

2.67 22.45 0.013 0.38 0.04 0.5 0.21 18 21 53.53 0 

Hazelnut 

Ceremony 

3.91 22.26 0.001 0.55 0.04 0.51 0.21 18 21 69.83 0 

Molasses 

Ceremony 

1.73 30.22 0.092 0.38 0.14 0.5 0.35 18 21 12.49 0.001 

Crafts. 

Building 

1.73 30.22 0.092 0.38 0.14 0.5 0.35 18 21 12.49 0.001 

 

There are two social landscape elements as symbolic intangible landscape elements -molasses 

ceremony and craftsmanship for buildings- that statistically marginally differ from past to present 

as shown in Table 4.41. No social landscape element has gained more symbolic meaning from past 

to present. 

Related to this question, participants were asked to check what landscape elements were once 

and which ones are now symbolic for each ethnic culture, Lazi and Hemshin. This question was 

measured with 1=checked and 0=unchecked for 5 selected landscape elements. (See Table 4.42 

and 4.43) 
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Table 4.42 Five (5) most selected tangible landscape elements with  identified or symbolic of 

cultural  landscape for  Lazi and Hemshin cultures  

Lazi 

Variables (Past) Number Variables (Present) Number 

Dolmatas House 22 River 26 

River 21 Dolmatas House 24 

Sea 18 Tea Field 23 

Tea Field 16 Serender 21 

Forest 14 Sea 20 

Hemshin 

Variables (Past) Number Variables (Present) Number 

Yayla 13 Yayla 16 

River 9 River 14 

Forest 9 Forest 13 

Wood House 8 Tea Garden 9 

Corn Field 6 Wood House 8 
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Table 4.43 Five (5) most selected intangible landscape elements with  identified or symbolic 

of cultural  landscape for  Lazi and Hemshin cultures 

Lazi 

Variables (Past) Number Variables (Present) Number 

Imece 21 Local Food 21 

Hazelnut Ceremony 16 Wedding  17 

Language 14 Language 16 

Local Food 14 Neighboring 15 

Neighboring 13 Folk Song 14 

Hemshin 

Variables (Past) Number Variables (Present) Number 

Neighboring 7 Local Food 10 

Local Food  7 Wedding 9 

Imece 6 Folk Song 9 

Wedding 5 Playing Loc. Instrument 8 

Folk Song 5 Neighboring 6 

 

4.2 Qualitative Results 

Qualitative results were derived from oral history interviews, photo surveys, photo-voice 

recordings, and cognitive and group mappings. Each qualitative method recording was transcribed 

and coded using Dedoose Software to identify and categorize themes in landscape change. Themes 

were created based on the data obtained from all qualitative methods. Results are introduced in the 

following sections. 

4.2.1 Qualitative Results for Research Question 1b (RQ1b):  How have people perceived 

landscape changes and/or landscape element changes? 

According to conducted qualitative methods, participants indicated that there is a physical 

landscape change in eight categories: agriculture + nature, hardscape, softscape, waterscape, 

settlement, circulation/infrastructure, landscape structures, and traditional agriculture equipment. 
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Participants responded about how physical landscape has changed in terms of what has been lost, 

gained, and transferred. (See Table 4.44) For example, elementary schools, small grocery stores, 

and multi-purpose shops in village settlements have been abandoned or destroyed thus social-

educational service buildings are lost in the village scale physical landscape. On the other hand, 

concrete houses, tea factories, and tea delivery points are new building structures in both urban 

and rural settlements. In terms of landscape structures, participants emphasized that they do not 

see fences, garden gates, and wheel whetstones in each family farmstead any longer. However, 

they noticed that families have begun to build garden walls to separate lands even within same 

family. In general, all respondents stated that use of yayla, mezra, and back and front yards have 

transitioned from agricultural use to recreational use in terms of social activities from communal 

activities to individual activities. Community recreational places in village settlements (festival 

area and informal soccer field have replaced with tea field) have changed from recreational use to 

agricultural use. However, in the downtown area, parks, playgrounds, and organized soccer fields 

have appeared.  
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Table 4.44 Qualitative results in perception of physical landscape change 

PHYSICAL LANDSCAPE CHANGE 

 Lost Gained Transferred 

 No Longer Present Decreased  
Recreation 
Use 

Agricultural 
Use 

Aesthetic  
Use 

Hardscape 

Shops* 
Schools*  

Corn mill 

Animal Build. 
Agri. Build. 

Dolmatas House 

Stone Brid. 
Suspension Brid. 

Wood Brid. 

Wood House 

Concrete Houses 
Tea Delivery Points 

Tea Factories 

Boathouse 
as ósea 

houseô 

  Serender 

Landscape 

Structures 

Krosta32 

Tikshayi33 
Fences 

     

Agriculture+ 

Nature 

Corn field 
Hemp garden 

Ona34 

Trad. natural 
seeds 

Hazelnut Garden 
Forest 

Sea fish 

River fish 

Tea field 
Kiwi  field 

B.&F.yards   

Traditional 

Agriculture 

Equipment 

Bardi 

Omchvetela35 
Camre-mangana 

Bogina Fenni Kovan    

Circulation/ 

Infrastructure 

Manchgha36 

Sea access 
River access 

Trails 
Motor vehicle roads 

Telpher 
Electric lines 

   

Softscape Soccerfield*      

Waterscape 
 Toba37 

Natural 

coast/Beach 

    

Settlement 

Festival Area* 

Public Sphere* 

Skiing Area 
Traditional 

Settlement Pattern 

  Mezra as 

picnic area 

 
Yayla as 

camping 

area 

  

*  Only in rural area 

 

                                                 
32 Krosta is a wheel whetstone. 
33 Tikshayi is a garden gate 
34 Ona is a garden for millet. 
35 Omchvetela is a traditional natural manure pit 
36 Manchgha is a traditional aqueduct 
37 Toba is a river pond. 
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Physical landscape change was perceived as either a development or a deterioration by the 

participants. For example, concrete buildings represent a modern urban area as stated by Gunes-

Yildiz -Ay: 

ñIn the past there were buildings like bagu in the downtown area, but now Findikli 

is a city!ò 

 ñBoathouses became important now, they are ósea housesôò 

On the other hand, Yildirim  stated: 

ñBoathouses for only rich people now! They are not used for their main purpose: 

fishing. Rich people turned all boathouses to summer houses!ò 

In social landscape change, participants stated that they perceived the change in six categories: 

solidarity, communication, custom and tradition, agricultural activities, special events, and 

demography/life. They responded about how social landscape has changed in terms of what has 

been lost, gained, or transferred. (See Table 4.45) For instance, communal works called óimeceô in 

corn field works, hazelnut works, buildings, transportation and forestry works were lost in the 

social landscape. Participants explained that there is no replacement of the solidarity works, so 

nothing is gained in this sense. Agricultural activities related to corn were lost, hazelnut production 

and associated activities have decreased, and tea production has increased. Apiculture activities 

have transformed from traditional to contemporary methods. 

Physical landscape is defined by social landscape. Since animal related activities are lost, 

physical settings for animal activities are lost too. For example, one of the interviewees, Yildirim,  

stated: 
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ñAnimals were used to graze in yayla due to the large land area. Also, people used 

to grow vegetables there. They used to live there in whole summer season. Now, 

there is nobody, no garden, and no animal!ò 

 

Similarly, social landscape is defined by physical landscape. Peopleôs relationship with 

the sea has decreased according to  Badulasi: 

ñIn the past, we were able to cross road to reach the beach area. There was a 

connection between people and sea. But now, connection is lost! They left big rocks 

on the beach. Black Sea turned to Rock Sea38!ò 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
38 Black means óKaraô, Rock means óKayaô, Sea means óDenizô in Turkish. Kara-Deniz turned to Kaya-Deniz. 
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Table 4.45 Qualitative results in perception of social landscape change 

SOCIAL LANDSCAPE CHANGE 

 Lost Gained Transferred 

 Extinct Decreased  
Traditional to 
Contemporary Routine to Special 

Communication 

Meeting while 
working in the 

field  

Visiting-sleep 
over 

Visiting-daily    

Special Events 

Soccer 
tournament 

Trad. Wedding 

óBayramô 
Festivals 

    

Agri. Activities 

Animal related 
activities 

Hemp related 

activities 
Corn related 

activities 

Craftsmanship 
Tools 

Hazelnut 
Related 

Activities 

Molasses 
Activities 

Tea related activities Apiculture activities Fishing (recreation) 

Solidarity Activities 

Imece:Corn, 
Hazelnut, 

Buildings, 

Transportation, 
Timber work 

    

Demography/Life 

Winter Village 
Life 

Extended Family 

Life 

Childrenôs 
outdoor life 

Village 

Population 
Local People 

Population 

New cultural group 
ósharecropperô 

New ethnic group 

óGeorgianô 
Economic welfare 

 Year round village life 
to seasonal life 

Contemporary 

Activities 

  Tea related work 

activities 

Kiwi  related work 
activities 

  

Custom/Tradition 
  Playing local 

instruments 
Making local 

instruments 

Local Food Cooking Local Food 

 

4.2.2 Qualitative Results for Research Question 2 (RQ2): What do community members 

perceive to have caused landscape change?  

Participants responded about what caused landscape change in four categories: environmental 

hazards, tea production, technology, and politics. Most of the participants perceived technology as 
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both an advantage and a disadvantage for both physical and social landscapes. For instance, 

technology gave people an advantage when transporting the products using telpher cable. On the 

other hand, traditional solidarity works like hazelnut ceremonies to harvest hazelnuts with a crowd 

of people were replaced with mechanized patos39 which diminished work time.  

Tea production and environmental hazards were perceived as having negative impacts on the 

physical landscape. (See Table 4.46) For example, both environmental hazards and tea production 

caused land-slides that damaged settlements, buildings, agricultural lands, and roads.  

People heavily suggested that after tea production, peopleôs preferences have transferred from 

communal to individual. The purchasing power of land owners in the market has increased as a 

result of tea production.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
39 Patos is an agricultural equipment for winnowing hazelnuts. Patos winnows one ton of hazelnut in three minutes. 
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Table 4.46 Qualitative results in perception of reasons for  landscape change 

REASONS FOR LANDSCAPE CHANGE 

Physical Landscape Social Landscape 

 Lost Gained Transferre

d 
Lost Gained Transferred 

 Extinct Damaged  

 

Extinct Damaged   

Environmental 

Hazards 

Historic 
Buildings 

Buildings 
Infrastructure 

Agri. Land 

   

Tea Production 

Functional 

use of 

Serender 
Diversity 

in agri. 

productio
n 

Agri. Land ï 

land slide due 

to tea 
equipment 

Soil, water, 

air- pollution 
due to tea 

manure 

  Solidarity 

works 

imece 
types 

Communi

cation 

with 
neighbors 

Cash money 

more 

flexibility  in 
the market 

Closed 

economy to 

global 
economy 

Technology 

 River, sea, soil 

- pollution 
Easy 

transportation

-telpher lines  
roads 

Easy work-

agri. 
machinery 

  Ceremoni

es due to 

agri 
machinery 

Communi

cation due 
to TV, 

internet 

Comfort at 

home 

Easy access 
to 

information 

Awareness 
of 

environment 

 

Politics 

Diverse 

agri. 
Land-use 

Social-

educationa
l 

buildings* 

   Job 

opportunit
ies- local 

migration 

out 
Year 

round 

village 
life-

consolidat

ion of 
schools 

  Local Agri. 

Policies to 
National Agri. 

Policies 

 

4.2.3 Qualitative Results for Research Question 3b (RQ3b): How importance of landscapes 

and/or landscape elements changed? 

Participants responded about how the importance of landscapes and/or landscape elements 

changed by addressing values of the elements. These values are defined in six categories for 

physical landscape: aesthetic, cultural, economic, heritage, historic, and natural based on the 

qualitative data. People identified the change of importance of landscape elements as lost value, 
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gained value, or transferred value in response to nature, agriculture, buildings, settlement, and 

agricultural equipment. (See Table 4.47) 

Participants indicated that traditional agricultural lands have lost both their cultural and 

economic values. For example, hazelnut garden and corn field do not have cultural and economic 

importance for the Findikli community. On the other hand, tea field gained an economic value but 

not a cultural value. Participants stated that tea fields only mean money. 

Some landscape elements have more than one value according to participantsô perception. For 

example, yayla settlement was used for agricultural use like animal husbandry in the past. People 

emphasized that yayla still has an economic value but the use was transferred from agriculture to 

tourism. Also, yayla settlement is defined with natural landscape elements thus it represents natural 

value as well.  

Participants perceived that the dolmatas house has gained its multi-generational heritage value 

and historic value as well as cultural value with its unique vernacular architecture. Similarly, 

serender used to have an economic value since it was used for storing traditional agricultural 

products in the past, however, its economic value was transferred from agricultural use to tourism 

use. Participants noticed that people tend to build serender as lodging buildings along cultural 

tourism routes.   
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Table 4.47 Qualitative results in perception of change in physical landscape elementsô 

importance 

PHYSICAL LANDSCAPE ELEMENTSô IMPORTANCE  

 Lost Gained Transferred  

Aesthetic  

Downtown area due to high-story 
buildings 

Urban&rural settlements due to 

concrete buildings and infrastructure 
like electric lines 

River due to concrete channels  

Sea coast due to highway and rocky 
beach 

Tea Field-its shape and form 
Vernacular buildings- material 

wood and stone 

Agricultural equipment: camre-
mangana, krosta, corn mill -

functions to decorative 

 

Cultural 
Corn field 
Hazelnut Garden 

Dolmatas House 
Serender 

Corn mill 

 

Economic 

Corn Field 

Hazelnut Garden 

Vegetable&Fruit Gardens 
Bardi 

Animal Buildings 

Agricultural Buildings-Mandre, 
Bageni, Bagu 

Agricultural Equipment 

Mezra 

Tea field 

Kiwi  field 

Tea factories 
Natural elements: River, sea, forest 

Yayla: agri. Economy to tourism economy 

Serender: agri economy to tourism economy 

Heritage 
 Dolmatas House 

Abandoned village schools 
Serender 

Yayla 

 

Historic  Dolmatas House  

Natural 

 Forest-after timber work-natural 

preservation 

Valley-after HEPP- natural 
preservation 

Mezra-after abandoned turned to 

natural area 
Yayla 

 

 

In terms of the importance of social landscape elements, participants stated the change in 

three categories: cultural, economic, and heritage. (See Table 4.48) Participants perceived that 

native language has lost its heritage value but gained cultural value. Village life has lost its 

economic value whereas urban life has gained. Traditional agricultural activities like corn imece 

and hazelnut harvesting have lost both cultural and economic values, however, tea work activities 

created a culture in Findikliôs social landscape with its economic value. For example, as local 
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people gained more money with tea production, they hired sharecroppers from neighboring cities 

and the sharecroppers became in charge of managing lands. This resulted in diminishing local 

people interaction each other in the fields whereas dominating sharecroppersô communication with 

each other and tea buyers40. 

Table 4.48 Qualitative results in perception of change in social landscape elementsô 

importance 

SOCIAL LANDSCAPE ELEMENTSô IMPORTANCE  

 Lost Gained Transferred  

Cultural 

Imece 

Ceremonies 
Weaving 

Traditional farming 

Native Language 

Playing local instruments 
Tea work activities 

Traditional craftsmanship for tools 

 

Economic 

Village Life 

Trad. Farming Activities 

Animal Husbandry Activities 

Urban life 

Traditional Craftsmanship for 

building 
Contemporary Farming Activities 

Craftsmanship for instruments 

Traditional craftsmanship for tools-heritage 

economy to tourism economy 

Heritage 
Native Language 

Craftsmanship for buildings 

Craftsmanship for instruments 

Musical Instruments  

 

4.2.4 Qualitative Results for Research Question 4b (RQ4b): How has cultural landscape 

identity changed? 

Participants responded about past and present landscape elements that were/are symbolic in or 

were/are symbolic of Findikliôs cultural landscape. Based on the perception of past and present 

ósymbolsô, the researcher analyzed the perception in change of cultural landscape identity. 

Participants perceived change in tangible landscape elements that identify Findikliôs cultural 

landscape in five categories: nature, agriculture, building, settlement, and traditional agricultural 

equipment. (See Table 4.49) 

                                                 
40 Tea buyers are working for governmental or private tea factories. 
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According to participantsô responses, most of the tangible elements as symbols in Findikliôs 

cultural landscape has been lost. For example, corn field and hemp garden used to identify the 

cultural landscape, now it is identified by tea fields. Since agricultural products have been lost, 

related traditional agricultural equipment such as mekiyaloni, omcvetela, and camre-mangana that 

were symbolic tangible elements in Findikliôs cultural landscape became extinct as well.    

Table 4.49 Qualitative results in perception of change in tangible landscape elements 

identified with  or  symbolic of cultural  landscape  

TANGIBLE LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS THAT IDENTIFY CULTURAL LANDSCAPE 

 Lost Gained Transferred 

 Extinct Decreased  
 

Settlement  Mezra 

Yayla 
 

Agri. Land 
Corn Field 

Ona 

Hemp Garden 

Hazelnut Tea Field  

Building 
 Animal Buildings 

Trails 
Tea factories 

Tea Delivery Points 
Coffee Houses in Urban Area 

 

Nature 
 Natural plants, 

boxwood and 

rhododendron 

Toba 

  

Traditional 

Agriculture 

Equipment 

Orme/Ormesa 

Mekiyaloni 
Bardi 

Omcvetela 

Camre-mangana 
Taka  

Bogina   

 

In terms of intangible landscape elements, participants perceived change in four categories: 

communication, agricultural activities, custom and tradition, and solidarity. Participants stated 

what intangible landscape elements identify the cultural landscape in terms of what is lost, gained, 

and transferred. (See Table 4.50) 
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Local food culture, native language, and local music are intangible elements that identify the 

cultural landscape. These intangible landscape elements created a recognition of the region on a 

national scale.  

Imece in buildings, hazelnut winnowing, and making molasses are maintained as nostalgic 

events at present.  

Table 4.50 Qualitative results in perception of change in intangible landscape elements 

identified with  or symbolic of cultural  landscape 

INTANGIBLE LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS THAT IDENTIFY CULTURAL LANDSCAPE 

 Lost Gained Transferred 

 Extinct Decreased 
Free winter time 

Nostalgia Recognition 

Communication Shepherd Visits 

Sleepover visits 
   

Agri. Activities 

Animal related 

Corn related 

Hemp related 

Hazelnut related 

Fishing in River 

Fishing in Sea 

 Molasses 

Ceremony 

Hazelnut 
Ceremony 

 

Custom& 

Tradition 

Yayla activities 
Local plays 

Trad. Wedding 

 ósharecropperô culture  Native Language 
Local Food  

Local Music 

Solidarity 

Building 

Corn 

Hazelnut 
Timber work 

Transportation 

  Building 

Hazelnut 

Molasses 
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CHAPTER FIVE: FINDINGS  

The objectives of this research were 1) to reveal cultural heritage or other values from the 

perspective of local community members even as the landscapes and landscape elements are 

rapidly changing and/or losing cultural and social significance and 2) to develop a community-

based cultural landscape study method for documenting tangible and intangible landscape 

elements for preservation and management actions in cultural landscape studies. 

This chapter discusses the significant findings of this dissertation study and examines the 

findings of the research method in terms of importance for professional cultural landscape studies. 

This chapter is organized in two sections: findings about the case study area and the findings about 

the research method.  

5.1 Findings About the Case Study Area 

Interpretations detail the results stated in mixed tables. Mixed tables are composed of three 

phases: photo-mapping results, survey results, and all qualitative methodsô results: oral history 

interview, photo survey, photo-voice recording, and mapping, respectively. Results are discussed 

under two categories: 1) loss of traditional built environment and activities, 2) awareness off loss 

culture. 

5.1.1 Finding One: Loss of Traditional Built Environment and Activities 

Photo-mapping, survey, and qualitative methodsô results revealed that there is a loss of 

traditional built environments and activities. Changes in physical landscape ïtraditional built 

environmentï and social landscape ïtraditional activitiesï are interpreted interdependently.  

5.1.1.1 Loss in traditional built environment 

Findikliôs traditional built environment was defined by agricultural land-use pattern and 

agricultural buildings such as corn mills, hazelnut storage buildings and barns. Agricultural 

economy used to represent the closed economy with hazelnut production for sale and corn 
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production for family use. However, after tea production introduced to the region, local economy 

replaced with global economy, and agricultural economy represents monoculture production for 

the global market. The economy-based change affected Findikliôs traditional physical landscape 

and the traditional activities in the landscape as well as peopleôs relationships to landscape and 

each other.  

The most dramatic physical change happened in downtown area because agricultural land-use 

pattern significantly decreased and rural character of the downtown area has replaced with the 

urban fabric. Neighborhood and village settlements still represent the rural character with the 

agricultural land-use pattern but diversity of land-use significantly diminished due to monoculture 

of tea production. Therefore, animal husbandry, hazelnut, corn, timber work and fishing related 

built structures have started to disappear in the physical landscape of Findikli. For example, 

hazelnut, corn, and grazing land have been replaced by tea fields. Corn fields have extremely 

decreased and have been entirely lost in the downtown area and some neighborhoods and village 

settlements. (See Table 5.1)  Because of the economic benefit of tea production, people tend to 

create more tea fields in their lands. One of the interviewees, Kapkap, stated: 

ñPeople have turned everywhere (all the ins and out of the lands) to tea fields! Even peak 

of the mountains you will see tea soon! Because, tea has the best economic benefits!ò (See 

Figure 5.1) 
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Figure 5.1 Tea fields continue to increase in Findikli 

  

Community perception of change in backyards and frontyards is that vegetable and fruit 

production significantly decreased and yards have been replaced by tea fields for more production. 

However, based on the engagement with the land, landscape change perception differed in the 

perception of self-farming practitioners. For example, quantitative results revealed that non-self-

farming participants perceived a high degree of change in backyard whereas self-farming 

participants perceived a medium change because self-farming participants still maintain farming 

activities in backyards for producing vegetables.   
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Table 5.1 Mixed table for physical landscape change-agriculture and nature 

SUB-

THEME 

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS QUALITATIVE RESULTS 

Photo-mapping Survey OHI+PS+PVR+M41 

Decrease Increase 
Low  

Change 

High 

Change 
Lost or Decreased Gained Transferred 

Agriculture 

Corn 

17% 

Tea 

26.3% 

x 

Corn- 

Mean= 

2.95 

Backyard 

Tea Field Backyard 

Corn Field 

Hazelnut 

48% 

Forest 

Frontyard 

and 
Hazelnut Garden 

Mixed 

W-H 

23.5% 
Kiwi 

2.9% 

Forest- 

Mean= 

2.57 

Hemp Garden 

Kiwi Field Front yard 
Nature 

óChkvayi' and 'Ona' 

Mixed 

W-Ft-V 

3.7% 

Trad. Natural Seeds 

Sea Fish 

River Fish 

 

Another significant change occurred in building types in the traditional landscape of Findikli. 

Agricultural and animal buildings ïmandre, bageni, serender, bagu, corn millï were abandoned 

or destroyed and tea delivery points and tea factories have appeared in the physical landscape. (See 

Figure 5.2) For two physical landscape elements ïagricultural and animal buildingsï female 

participants were significantly more aware of physical landscape change than male participants, 

perhaps because women have traditionally been in charge of agricultural and animal buildings. 

(See Table 5.2) 

 

                                                 
41 OHI+PS+PVR+M: Oral History Interview+Photo Survey+Photo-voice Recording+Mapping (Cognitive and Group) 
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Figure 5.2 Serender a traditional  storage building  

 

Table 5.2 Mixed table for physical landscape change-hardscape 

SUB-

THEME 

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS QUALITATIVE RESULTS 

Photo-mapping Survey OHI+PS+PVR+M 

Decreased  Increased  
Low  

Change 

High 

Change 
Lost or Decreased Gained Transferred 

Hardscape x 
Buildings 

6.2% 
x 

Agri. Buil. 

Mean= 

2.77 

Agricultural Buildings 

Concrete 

Houses 

Boathouse 

as Sea 

House 

Animal Buildings 

Ani. Buil. 

Mean= 

2.70 

Corn Mill 

Dolmatas House 

Boathouse 

Mean= 

2.89 

Schools 
Tea 

Delivery 

Points 

 'Serender' 

as 

Decorative 

Shops 

Bridge 

Mean= 

2.53 

Stone Bridge 

Suspension Bridge 

Tea 

Factories 

House 

Mean= 

2.81 

Wood Bridge 

Wood House 

Port 

Mean= 

2.84 

 

 

Since land-use pattern and buildings have changed, spatial organization of the buildings and 

the circulation pattern have significantly changed. For example, trails have been replaced with 

motorized roads for tea trucksô access to the tea delivery points and tea factories. Gradually, motor-

vehicle roads have been built to the farm lands rather than the dwelling areas. Consequently, 
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transportation has become faster and easier for people, therefore, motor vehicle roads are more 

preferable than trails. (See Table 5.3) 

Also, dwelling areas have changed in overall Findikliôs physical landscape. People tend to live 

in urban area for more comfortable life standards compared to village life such as heating of the 

house. The economic benefit of tea production enabled people to move to the downtown area. One 

of the interviewees, Badulasi, stated: 

ñWhen people started to earn more money, they desired to live in urban area, thus they left 

their homes in the rural area.ò 

 

Table 5.3 Mixed table for physical landscape change-transportation and waterscape 

SUB-THEME 

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS QUALITATIVE RESULTS 

Photo-mapping Survey OHI+PS+PVR+M 

Decrease Increase 
Low  

Change 

High 

Change 

Lost or 

Decreased 
Gained Transferred 

Transportation 

and 

Infrastructure 
x 

Highway 

2.5 km 

x 

Coast- 

Mean= 

2.921 

Manckha 

Electric 

Lines 

x 

Highway- 

Mean= 

2.909 

River Access 

Primary 

Road  

3.2 km 

M. Road- 

Mean= 

2.896 

Sea Access 
Motor 

Vehicle 

Roads 
Trail- 

Mean= 

2.629 

Trails 

Trail 

4km 
  Telpher 

Lines 

Waterscape 

Riverbed 

0.7% 
x x 

Sea- 

Mean= 

2.576 

River Ponds 

'Toba', Quality 

of Water x x 

Beach 

2.1% 

Natural 

Coast/Beach 

 

In terms of river and beach access have changed for two reasons: 1) big floods happened in the 

past; 2) Hydroelectric Power Plant (HPP) channeled the riverside, and coastal highway on the 

coast. There is a significant difference in perception of river change between ñthe before tea 

generationò and ñthe after tea generationò, perhaps because people used to drink water from the 

river before tea production was introduced to the area. However, ñthe after tea generationò has not 
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experienced it as the river has been polluted by chemical fertilizer for tea production. This change 

affected peopleôs access to the river and their relationship with it in terms of swimming, fishing, 

and picnicking. (See Table 5.3) Also, the natural coast line has disappeared as the area has been 

filled to expand the downtown area.   

5.1.1.2 Loss in traditional activities 

The traditional way of life was mostly defined by traditional agricultural activities in Findikli. 

Traditional recreational, social, and ceremonial activities are associated with agricultural and 

natural physical settings. Although the contemporary way of life is predominantly represented by 

agricultural activities, traditional culture has been lost. Traditional activities have been affected by 

two main reasons: 1) tea production, and 2) consolidation of schools.  

 Tea production caused that traditional agricultural work activities have been transformed from 

communal work life to individual work life due to the transformation of characteristic of 

agriculture from polyculture42 to monoculture43. Diverse agricultural production was to meet 

family needs. People used to volunteer to allocate time to neighborsô works. However, when mass 

production has started, people have devoted time only to their own tea production works.  

Consequently, imece culture has been lost. (See Table 5.4) All imece types such as imece for timber 

work, imece for building houses, imece for harvesting hazelnuts, and imece for harvesting corn 

have been lost as physical settings associated with these activities have been replaced by new 

agricultural production ïtea. Loss of imece also caused other intangible heritage to be lost. For 

example, women used to prepare soil for the corn fields through imece and this way, women used 

to produce spontaneous folk songs. Shared song making has not transferred to other social 

activities and no longer occurs.  

                                                 
42 Polyculture as a characteristic of traditional agriculture in Findikli involving productions of hazelnut, corn, 

vegetable, fruit and crops for animals.  
43 Monoculture as a characteristic of contemporary agriculture in Findikli involving tea production. 
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Table 5.4 Mixed table for social landscape- solidarity  

SUB-

THEME 

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS QUALITATIVE RESULTS 

Photo-

mapping 

Survey OHI+PS+PVR+M 

Low 

Change 
High Change Lost Gained Transferred 

Solidarity x x 

Bardi- Mean= 

2.917 
Building Imece 

x x 

Burning Corn- 

Mean= 2.914 
Corn Imece 

H.Ceremony- 

Mean= 2.869 
Hazelnut Imece 

Imece- Mean= 

2.883 
Timber Work imece 

M. Ceremony- 

Mean= 2.732 
Transportation Imece 

 

On the other hand, a new culture has emerged as tea requires more labor-power for mass 

production. When local people were insufficient in number (due to out migration for job and 

education purposes) to farm tea fields, people from neighboring cities44 moved to rural areas in 

Findikli. These people have been called sharecroppers (yarici) and have established their culture 

with tea related activities. For example, sharecroppers regularly meet each other in tea delivery 

points to sell their daily harvest in the season. Tea delivery points have turned into communication 

area for this new cultural group. (See Table 5.5) 

 Also, as vernacular buildings have disappeared, craftsmanship for buildings has also gradually 

vanished from the traditional activities of Findikli. Similarly, craftsmanship for tools has decreased 

( e.g., agricultural tools) as there is no need for them. Qualitative results revealed that most of the 

traditional methods have been replaced by contemporary methods such as agriculture machinery 

for preparing fields for cultivation. 

 

 

 

                                                 
44 Mostly from Rize, Trabzon and Erzurum ï provinces of Turkey. 
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Table 5.5 Mixed table for social landscape demography and life 

SUB-

THEME 

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS QUALITATIVE RESULTS 

Photo-

mapping 

Survey OHI+PS+PVR+M 

Low 

Change 

High 

Change 
Lost Gained 

Transferr

ed 

Demography 

and 

Life 
x x x 

Children's Outdoor Life 

 

Economic Welfare 

 

Year-

round 

Village 

Life to 

Seasonal 

Extended Family Life 

New Cultural Group 

Sharecropper 'Yarici' 

 

Local People Population 

 

New Ethnic Group 

Georgian 

Winter Village Life 

 
 

Village Population  

 

Work activities associated with the production of corn flour and of animal food have been 

lost. People perceived social landscape change in corn related activities at the highest level. For 

example, corn mill  meeting and making bardi have been lost in the social landscape of Findikli. 

Corn fields and corn mills used to be meeting points especially for women working in the field 

and grinding corns in the mill. Similarly, hazelnut gardens were meeting points for people while 

working in the field. After tea production, work fields have not been defined as communication 

activity areas because of the tea fieldôs non-porous physical characteristic prevents people from 

getting together between jobs. This also affected local clothing. women used to wear traditional 

outfits to work in corn fields and hazelnut gardens. However, their traditional outfit is not 

appropriate for tea fields as it prevents easy moving among the tea bushes. Therefore, the 

traditional outfit ïfota45ï has been replaced with pants to work more comfortably among tea 

bushes. Quantitative results revealed that the before tea generation is more aware of 

communication activity change in gardens as it no longer occurs. (See Table 5.6)  

 

                                                 
45 Fota is a traditional outfit for women. Kind of apron wearing with skirt. 
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Table 5.6 Mixed table for social landscape- communication and 

custom/tradition  

SUB-THEME 

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS QUALITATIVE RESULTS 

Photo-

mapping 

Survey OHI+PS+PVR+M 

Low 

Change 
High Change Lost Gained Transferred 

Communication x x 

Corn Mill 

Meeting 

Mean= 3 

In garden 

x x In Garden 

Mean= 2.883 

Visiting 

Sleep over 

Neighboring 

Mean= 2.766 

Visiting 

Daily 

Custom 

and Tradition 
x 

Local 

Foods- 

Mean= 

1.46 

Crafts. Buil. 

Mean= 2.643 

Trad. 

Wedding 

Making 

Local 

Ins. 

Local Food: 

Daily to 

Special 
Crafts. Tool 

Mean= 2.769 

Local Clothing 

Mean= 2.52 
Playing 

Local 

Ins. 

Local Food 

Cooking: 

Trad. to Con. 
Trad. Wedding 

Mean= 2.677 

 

5.1.2 Finding Two: Awareness of Loss Culture 

Losing physical landscape elements caused a loss in associated social activities in the 

landscape. In other words, people have perceived landscape change through the change in visual 

characteristics of landscape as well as sensory elements ïsmell, taste and voice - and in social 

activities  and communication. In this sense, survey and qualitative methodsô results revealed that 

the local community is aware of the loss in culture in Findikli as a result of changes in the physical 

environment ïtangible outcome, and in social activities ïintangible outcome. 

The traditional way of life has been transformed to the contemporary way of life in aesthetic, 

cultural, economic, heritage, historic, and natural values. Quantitative results revealed that people 

have perceived that agricultural and animal buildings have lost their traditional values/importance 

in contemporary life. Qualitative results demonstrated that the importance of agricultural 

buildings, e.g. serender, has transferred from agricultural economy to cultural tourism economy. 
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(See Table 5.7) Also, qualitative results revealed that people were eager to preserve vernacular 

agricultural buildings as a point of heritage that represents their sense of place and attachment.  

Table 5.7 Mixed table for physical landscape elements' importance change-buildings 

SUB-

THEME 

QUANTITATIVE 

RESULTS 
QUALITATIVE RESULTS 

Photo-

mapping 

Survey OHI+PS+PVR+M 

p<0.05 Aesthetic Cultural Economic Heritage Historic 

Buildings x 

Bagu 

Gained: 

Vernacular 

Buildings 

due to 

wood and 

stone 

materials 

Gained: Corn 

Mill, Dolmatas  

House, 

Serender 

Lost: 

Agricultural 

and Animal 

Buildings 

Gained: 

Abandoned 

Shools, 

Dolmatas 

House 

Gained: 

Dolmatas 

House 

Barn 

Corn Mill 

Dolmatas 

House 

Serender Gained: 

Dolmatas 

House, 

Serender, Tea 

Factories 

 

Stone Bridge 

Suspension B. 

Trail Transferred: 

Serender: 

from 

Agriculture to 

Tourism 

Economy 

Wood Bridge 

Wood House 

 

On the other hand, traditional agricultural landscape elements have lost their economic and 

cultural importance in the eye of the community. Quantitative results revealed that backyard, 

camre-mangana, corn, and frontyard were economically and culturally more important in the past 

for both Lazi and Hemshin people. The economic value of traditional agricultural landscape 

elements has been substituted with a contemporary one ïtea. Cultural values have been lost, 

however, as activities associated with these agricultural landscape elements have been lost. (See 

Table 5.8) 

Traditional settlementsô importance has been transformed by the change in the traditional way 

of life. For example, mezra and yayla have lost their economic values based on the quantitative 

results. Qualitative results revealed that yayla has lost its economic importance in agriculture use 

but gained value in tourism use. On the other hand, mezra and yayla have gained natural 
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importance as they are used as natural areas at present. This is because peopleôs perception of 

landscape change created an awareness of nature preservation at present. For example, for 

Hemshin culture, the change in trails was perceived as having the highest level of importance. 

Hemshin people used to go to yayla through the trails very often in the past. After building motor-

vehicle roads to yayla, trails have been abandoned.  The importance of yayla has transformed from 

agricultural use to tourism purposes. Besides, yayla has been perceived as a heritage place for 

Hemshin culture to empower a sense of place attachment. 

Table 5.8 Mixed table for physical landscape elements' importance change 

SUB-

THEMES 

QUANTITATIVE 

RESULTS 
QUALITATIVE RESULTS 

Photo-

mapping 

Survey OHI+PS+PVR+M 

p<0.05 Aesthetic Cultural Economic Heritage Historic Natural 

Agriculture x 

Backyard 

Gained: Tea 

field with its 

shape  

Lost: 

Corn 

Field, 

Hazelnut 

Garden 

Lost: Corn 

Field, Hazelnut 

Garden, 

Vegetable 

Garden x x x 

Camre-

Mangana 

Corn 

Frontyard 

Hazelnut* Gained: Tea 

Field, Kiwi 

Field 

Kiwi  

Tea 

Settlement x 

Dwelling 

Area** 

Lost: 

Downtown 

with high story 

buildings 

x 

Lost: Mezra 

Gained: 

Yayla 
x 

Gained: 

Mezra, 

Yayla 

Mezra Lost: Urban 

and Rural 

Settlements 

with concrete 

building, 

infrastructure 

  

Transferred: 

Yayla from 

Agri. to 

Tourism 

Economy 

  

Yayla 

 

The traditional way of life in Findikli was mostly shaped by communal agricultural work 

activities. Quantitative results revealed that people perceived a high degree of change in traditional 

activities between the past and present. Qualitative results demonstrated that people have lost their 

extended family life and village life. Communal work activities were a necessary action in the 

past; however, they have been transformed to social memory action to empower peopleôs place 
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attachment. For example, interviewees emphasized that only a few families in the region maintain 

traditional activities such as molasses ceremonies as nostalgic events from the past. (See Table 

5.9) For instance, molasses and hazelnut ceremonies have been perceived as nostalgic events by 

the community to remember traditions and embrace a sense of place attachment. By doing so, 

necessity actions of the past have been transformed to social activities at present. (See Figure 5.3) 

Table 5.9 Mixed table for cultural landscape identity change 

SUB-

THEMES 

QUANTITATIVE 

RESULTS 

QUALITATIVE RESULTS 

Photo 

Mapping 

Survey OHI+PS+PVR+M 

p<0.05 Lost Gained Transferred 

Solidarity x Burning Corns Building Imece x Building Imece from Daily Routine to 

Nostalgia Hazelnut C. Corn Imece 

Imece* Hazelnut Imece Hazelnut C. from Daily Routine to 

Nostalgia Making Bardi Timber Work 

imece 

Molasses C.** Trans. Imece Molasses C. from Daily Routine to 

Nostalgia   

*Only for Lazi    **For Hemshin 0.05<p<0.1 
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Figure 5.3 Traditional molasses ceremony used to be a family work. It is a nostalgic event 

at present (Illustration by Niyazi Alisan)  

As a summary of findings about the case study area is that local people had a very strong 

relationship with their agricultural landscape however as traditional agriculture diminished, the 

relationship is lost or significantly decreased. This also resulted in the transformation of communal 

work life to individual work life. Another significant finding is that sense of place attachment for 

local people is transformed, diminished or lost. For example, communityôs landscape perception 

changed from heritage values to economic values. Consequently, the loss in culture established an 

awareness of good old days in the Findikli community at present. 

5.2 Findings About the Research Method 

Based on the results, the high degree of change in traditional physical and social landscape was 

revealed by community-based methods. The findings about the research method indicated that 

community-based methods provided saturated qualitative information about sense of community 

and collective memory; and reveal a high quality and quantity of information about landscape 

elements and values. (See Table 5.10) Following table shows the overlap and mutually supporting 

information types derived from different community-based methods conducted in this study. For 

example, via oral history method information of community demographics, spatial organization, 

land-use physical and social landscape values, physical and social landscape change and elements 

were gathered. 
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Table 5.10 Type of information collected by community-based methods  

 TYPE OF INFORMATION  

METHODS Demographics 
Spatial 

Organization 
Land-Use 

Landscape 

Values 

Landscape 

Change 

 

Landscape 

Elements 

Survey +  + + +  

Oral History 

Interview 
+ + + + + + 

Photo Survey + + + + + + 

Photo-voice 

Recording 
 +  + + + 

Cognitive 

Mapping 
+ + + + + + 

Group 

Mapping 
+ + + + + + 

 

Also, this study method enables the researcher and the community to become more involved 

in the study and the landscape to reveal landscape meanings from both professional and the 

community perspectives.  

Conducting community-based methods in a certain designed sequence enabled the researcher 

to collect more saturated data and to verify data during the data collection process. Oral history 

interview, photo-survey, photo-voice recording and cognitive mapping methods were conducted 

together as data derived from each method complemented to one another. Survey and group 

mapping methods provide a bigger picture of the community perception of landscape change. 

Community-based cultural landscape study method has both major and minor limitations 

related to the case study area and the research method itself.  

Major limitations for the case study area and the method were in photo-mapping and survey 

methods. For photo-mapping method, low quality of images limited defining land-use areas more 

accurately. Also, mixed land-use areas such as tea and kiwi are hard to define in 2D maps even if 
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the image quality is high. Another limitation is in accurately geo-referencing coordinates of the 

old maps. It limited getting actual area size as they were offset to the 2017 reference map. Also, 

lack of GIS files limited verifying landscape area size change more accurately. 

For survey method, the number of participants was a limitation to test perception of different 

group of people. For example, number of Hemshin  participants was very low compared to Lazi 

people, therefore not sufficient results could be derived. Another limitation was about conducting 

survey in a community meeting. Community meeting limited participantsô work on the 

questionnaire therefore incomplete questionnaires were returned. Giving extra time for participants 

to fill out  questionnaires completely somehow worked as there were unclear questions for the 

participants. Therefore, conducting in-person surveys during oral history interviews provided more 

data compared to conducted survey in the community meeting.  

In terms of case study area itself, weather conditions were minor limitations for the study as  

some scheduled meetings were postponed. Also, visiting each settlement required private car as 

there was not a public transportation to most of the settlements.  

Clarity of questions was a minor limitation for the research method. For example, participants 

were confused to response landscape change in either village scale or all Findikli district scale.  

Overall, results of Findikli are valid as gathered information was verified by different methods. 

Therefore, the proposed researched method is transferable to any place who has a living population 

with an experience of recent landscape change.   
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CHAPTER SIX : IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter is organized in two sections: implications and conclusion. Implication section 

connects the study findings and the literature review. Conclusion section presents overall summary 

of the study with contributions and recommendations.  

6.1 Implications of the Study 

Two main components were highlighted as implications in this study: 1) the loss of a direct 

connection to past landscapes shaped by traditional agriculture and 2) Not a continuous production 

of the traditional physical and social culture by local actors.    

The loss of a direct connection to past landscapes shaped by traditional agriculture 

Results from the photo-mapping illustrated that  physical landscape elements have changed as 

well as associated social activities. Survey results revealed that the degree of change is high in 

most of the physical and social landscape elements. Qualitative results indicated consequences of 

landscape changes on the traditional way of life in Findikli in social, economic, and cultural terms.  

Emergence of new culture due to tea production has highly affected the Findikli communityôs 

connection to its past traditions. The new culture has two components: 1) a new contemporary 

shared culture for both Lazi and Hemshin people and 2) the sharecropper culture. This new multi-

faceted culture has caused people to lose their older sense of place attachment in their environment. 

For instance, the share croppers are establishing a new attachment based upon their direct 

engagement with the tea landscape. On the other hand local people are creating a new óheritage 

nostalgiaô and recreational attachment to some places (not all) and the Laz and Hemshin appear to 

be creating a stronger sense of place attachment to urban social areas and activities and less to the 

former agricultural landscapes important to older people. 
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 Traditional activities created a shared work ground for each ethnic group independently due to 

the geography of the settlements. Lazi and Hemshin cultures used to have separate traditional ways 

of life but they experienced a sense of place attachment to their lands in the same way. For 

example, both groups used to work in the fields communally, had a sustainable level of production,  

and they were self-sufficient. The traditional way of life  created ñthe personality of locationò for 

individuals as well as groups of people. (Hayden, 1997, p.15) Also, Ersoy (2007a) stated that 

Hemshin and Lazi people used to have different lifestyles in the recent past46 based on the 

characteristics of settlement locations. However, after the introduction of tea production (but not 

right after), Lazi and Hemshin cultures started to merge in response to new contemporary life. 

Both groups of people have started to experience tea related agricultural practices and rapidly 

abandoned their traditional lives.  

 The increase of tea production in Findikli and the migration of the younger generation to bigger 

cities resulted in a need for more labor power. Sharecroppers, as outsiders, have brought their own 

cultures to the region. Agricultural life has transformed from land owners to sharecroppers. 

Therefore, agricultural life has been impacted by the sharecropperôs life which has affected the 

local peopleôs sense of place attachment to their own lands. Jackson (1995) stated that people feel 

a sense of place by sharing time and that place together. In this case, local people have lost their 

shared sense of place and time.  

 Losing sense of place attachment to the lands has also resulted in  the transformation of 

communal work life to individual work life. This also refers to what Jackson (1995) stated about 

ñsharing time and place togetherò; traditional work habits have been lost, as well. 

                                                 
46 Recent past refers to before tea production in the 1950.  
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 The transformation of rural life to urban life due to the consolidation of schools created a new 

sense of place for ñrural peopleò in the ñurban area.ò This new sense of place has been established 

ñhow people define themselves in the physical environment.ò (Knox & Mayer, 2013) In other 

words, it was discovered that Lazi and Hemshin cultures were unique in the past, but that the new 

shared cultural landscape allowed for a new sense of belonging for both groups of people in the 

shared environment. 

Not a continuous production of the traditional physical and social culture by local actors.    

Results from the surveys demonstrated that there is a difference in importance of the cultural 

landscape elements in the past and presence. Qualitative results revealed in what values of the past 

and present cultural landscape elements have been changed including: aesthetic, cultural, 

economic, heritage, historic and natural.  

The need for preserving natural and cultural heritage has been recognized by the Findikli 

community. People perceived change in the visual characteristics of landscape as well as in social 

activities, as traditional life was represented by both tangible and intangible qualities.  

Losing physical landscape and its associated social activities has damaged the cultural 

landscape integrity of Findikli. Scholars emphasize two related categories: collective memory of 

landscape (Roberts, 1994, p.135; Francaviglia, 2000, p.45; Butland, 2012, p.192; Mitsche et al., 

2013, p.69) and evaluation of tangible and intangible values together (Roberts, 1994, p.133; 

Ruggles & Sinha, 2009, p.79; Mitsche et al., 2013, p.69). In this regard, the Findikli community 

has not been sustaining its collective memory of landscape as it abandoned communal work 

activities in the shared environment. Also, the contemporary cultural landscape of Findikli is not 

evaluated by tangible and intangible together as most of intangible heritage qualities have been 

lost.  
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Based on UNESCO-World Heritage Centerôs criteria for cultural landscape, Findikliôs 

traditional cultural landscape has lost its authentic character on a local scale by losing its sense of 

place. However, the loss of cultural landscape integrity established an awareness of the loss of 

culture in the community. Based on this, sense of place has changed from local agricultural 

production to local heritage and heritage tourism due to agriculture economy change. Recognition 

of local heritage provides an increase on the focus of past traditions for local people and a scenic 

quality for tourists rather than promoting continued traditional cultural landscape.  

Sense of place as an intangible quality of peopleôs landscape perception concerns both tangible 

and intangible characteristics of landscapes. This is  new knowledge for cultural landscape studies 

in terms of management and preservation actions, as they are mostly initiated in tangible qualities 

of landscape, which allows for the recovery of tangible and intangible landscape elements.  

6.2 Conclusion of the Study 

After tea production introduced to the Findikli region, cultural landscape of Findikli has started 

to change. This landscape change has been perceived by the local community over time. Since 

local people have had better economic status because of the tea production, family-oriented 

agricultural production ïhazelnut and cornï has been gradually abandoned for maintaining life. 

By doing so, corn fields have been replaced with tea fields and most of hazelnut gardens have 

transformed to woodlands. Land-use pattern has changed in the traditional physical landscape of 

Findikli. Accordingly, vernacular buildings such as serender, bagu, and barn have gradually 

disappeared in the tangible heritage of Findikli. To sum up, tea production has brought a better 

economic welfare to the region, thus people tend to produce more tea. More tea production has an 

impact on land-use pattern and traditional agricultural buildings. This economic development, 

first, has been perceived as an advantage and a power to manage the lands by the local community. 
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For example, local people hire wage workers or sharecroppers from neighboring provinces to farm 

their lands. Younger generation migrate to bigger cities for education or job opportunities, thus 

old residents hire more wage workers and sharecroppers. Consequently, this demographic 

transformation is resulted in creating a new ñoutsider-residentò community in Findikli. On the 

other hand, in the local community ïHemshin and Lazi peopleï, a shared culture emerged. 

Hemshin and Lazi people used to live their traditions in a similar way but in different locations. 

For example, both group of people used to have a communal work tradition to maintain works 

such as harvesting crops, building houses, and transporting people and products. However, after 

tea production communal work activity was transformed to individual work activity. Hemshin and 

Lazi people became land owners without farming, wage workers and sharecroppers became 

managers without owning the lands. In the past, there was a distinction between Lazi and Hemshin 

people, now there is a distinction between local and outsiders.  

Change and transformation in the demographic character of the Findikliôs cultural landscape ï

people and socio-economic statusï triggered the local people to become aware of a significant 

change in their traditional social life. Awareness started with change in dwelling settlement and 

population. Local people tend to live in urban area most of the year and spend summer in the rural 

settings. This resulted in leaving rural settings to sharecroppers. However, consolidation of schools 

ïstarted in early 1990sï caused rural areas to be abandoned in each school year. For instance, 

village population is very low in winter. Accordingly, the population of children has significantly 

decreased in rural areas and childrenôs outdoor activities have mostly transformed from outdoor to 

indoor, and from free play to play in areas designed/developed for play that began to weaken the 

relationship between children and landscape. 
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Later, people became aware of lack of relationships between each other. In the past, there was 

a daily interaction between neighbors such as working in the field together, visiting each other but 

now, people see each other mostly in special occasions such as weddings and Eids47.  

Local people ïthe before tea and transition generationsï perceived that they are losing their 

sense of place attachments due to new agriculture practice ïteaï, new outsider community and 

lower number of young local population. They feel that they are losing intangible heritage such as 

good communication between each other and engaging in shaping their physical environment with 

traditions. They are missing the good old days. Therefore, they are eager to hand down their 

traditions orally to younger generation. Surprisingly, younger generation is interested in 

maintaining old traditions and regenerating lost heritage in Findikli.  

Overall, local community perceptions of landscape change in response to the main research 

question are influenced by the presence and/or absence of landscape elements associated with 

physical landscapes and social activities. It possible that the use of the elements makes a difference 

also rather than just a presence and/or absence. This relates back to memory and place attachment.  

The loss of tangible and intangible qualities of the landscape resulted in a loss of peopleôs sense 

of belonging to their lands and this has created a feeling in peopleôs perception of ñthe good old 

daysò. 

In terms of methodology of this study, a community-based mixed method revealed cultural 

landscape meanings in a more understandable and relatable way compared to researcher-oriented 

methods. Because community has a more direct and longer term connection with the landscape, 

community-based cultural landscape methods are the best way to reveal and document cultural 

landscape elements. Through data documenting community experience, memories, and 

                                                 
47 Eids are Islamic traditions like Ramadan Eid and Sacrifice Holiday. 
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perceptions, researchers are able to enhance their understanding of the landscapes they study. In 

order to increase the amount of information they have to work with, researchers can apply various 

methods in their studies. Surveys, interviews, mapping, and photo-voice recording activities 

provide oral, written, and visual data to help them more fully understand cultural landscapes. 

This study made contributions to case study area and cultural landscape studies. To case study 

area, this study provides a rich archive of Findikliôs traditional tangible and intangible landscape 

elements that are documented before totally becoming lost. To cultural landscape studies, this 

study provides a method to discover traditional cultural heritage and landscape values under the 

threat of change and a guidance to document them with the community-based methods to increase 

quality and quantity of information.  

As recommendations, the information of this study about the case study area can be used for 

authentic interpretation in cultural tourism purpose in Findikli. Also, the information of this study 

about the research method can be used for documentation studies in preservation and/or 

management of cultural landscapes in general. 

As a conclusion, a poem written by one of the interviewees, Yasar Cervatoglu, is shared here 

with his permission. The poem is an example of a perception of physical and social landscape 

change in Findikli48. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
48 The poem was translated in English from Turkish by the researcher. 
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I am in a long time ago 

(Gidiyorum yillar oncesine) 

I am on the one side of the Mzghu49 Valley 

(Bir yamacimda Mzghu vadisinin) 

 

Lumberjack Hikmet is on the other side 

(Karsi yamacta oduncu Hikmet) 

Shepherd Muhammet is putting the goat to sleep 

(Keci uyutan coban Muhammet) 

I am calling out! 

(Sesleniyorum!) 

I hear the melodies from the neighboring serenders 

(Nagmeler geliyor komsu serenderlerinden) 

Gramophone plays the song ótelegraph wiresô 

(Telefonun tellerine turkusunu caliyor gramafon) 

We cannot hear each other 

(Duyamiyoruz birbirimizi) 

Cannot see either 

(Goremiyoruz) 

Year 1950-1955 

(Yil 1950-1955) 

Spring is on our villages, 

(Yasiyor baharini koylerimiz) 

Hazelnut and tea gardensé 

(Findik ve cay bahcelerimiz) 

Year 1955-1965 

(1955-1965 yillari ) 

Fadimes and hikmets are on the fields 

(tarlalarda Fadimeler Hikmetler) 

 

 

                                                 
49 Name of the valley in Findikli 
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Singing songs by carrying babies and woods 

(inliyor turkuleriyle karsi tepeler 

kucaklarinda bebeleri 

arkalarinda devasa odun yukleriyle) 

 

Soil smell like mother 

(toprak kokusu anamiz avradimiz) 

They worked very hard without any complain 

(banamisin demeden ve giklari cikmadan) 

 

They always worked together as if they were in festivals 

(bir dugune gidercesine beraberdiler) 

They produced corn and hazelnut first 

(misir ve findik urettiler onceleri) 

 

Nowadays tea 

(simdilerde ise cay) 

In very long hazelnut imeces 

(uzun menzilli findik imecelerinde) 

 

Their songs were echoed in the darkness of the night 

(koyler arasi atma turkuler esliginde 

yankilandi gecenin karanligi) 

 

ñI cannot see you where are you? 

I told my love everyone who is Muslim or notò 

(goremeyirum seni ne yanasun ne yana 

gorene sevda verdum gavura Muslumana) 

 

Songs started with love 

(turkuler boyle baslar) 

These are our childhood stories dear brother Hikmet! 

(iste boyle Hikmet kardesim 

iste boyle cocukluk oykulerimiz) 

 

Now I am in the year 1970s with my basket made of hazelnut 

(findikcubugundan sepetime alarak arkama 

uzandim 1970li yillara) 

 

Although it was a gold year of tea, 

(her ne kadar yasatiliyorsa da altin yili cayin) 
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I could not hear any songs from the valleys 

(duyamadim bir daha yamaclarindan gelen turkulerinin sesini) 

 

I could not see any hazelnut imeces of my neighbors 

(goremedim findik imecelerini komsularimin) 

Gul Ayse with her shiny scarf 

(alninda valalari parildayan Gul Ayse) 

 

Forging bald Hasan, 

(demir doven dazlak Hasan) 

 

Carpenter Nazim, 

(marangoz Nazim) 

 

Plasterer Hamdi, 

sivaci Hamdi 

 

Lithe Raziye, 

(kivrak Raziye) 

They went down valleys with their trowels and adzes, and walked mansions without looking on 

their behind 

(bellerinde pestamali 

ellerinde mala ve keserleriyle indiler vadilere 

yuruduler yalilara arkalarina bakmadan) 

 

There were wrenching of change in their heart, and by fear of hazily future in their mind 

(yureklerinde degisimin buruklugu 

kafalarinda puslu gelecegin korkusuyla) 

 

They came to the mansions, and settle down own rental, dingy and concrete houses 

(vardilar yalilara 

yerlestiler kiralik izbe beton evlerine) 

 

They have a baby one more time, and then run out 9 months once again 

(cocuklari oldu bir daha bir daha dogru 9 ay dolmadan.) 

They increased in numbers 

(Cogaldilar alabildigine 

Oyle istiyor devlet diye) 

 

They acquired new habits before long 

(Edindiler yeni aliskanliklar cok gecmeden) 
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There are grocery sacks in their hands 

(Ellerinde market fileleri) 

They fought for bread with their own coins in pockets 

(Ceplerinde madeni paralarla verdiler ekmek kavgasini) 

Rent 300 bucks, food 500 

(Kira 300 banknot, mutfak 500) 

 

100 bucks for Fadime who wants red shoes 

(Kirmizi potin isteyen Fadimeôye 100) 

 

200 bucks for Ali who goes to school 

Hikmet should find money in education-free country! 

(Okula giden Aliôye 200 verecekti Hikmet 

Parasiz egitim memleketimde) 

Hikmet noticed that golden year of tea did not bring the welfare! 

(Gordu olanlari Hikmet 

Altin cagini yasayan bu caydaki keramet 

Acik ekonominin fendi ile tutmadi hesap kitap 

Hikmetôin defterinde.) 

 

Hikmet thought over and over again 

(Hikmet dusundu bir daha dusundu) 

 

Is that Volition of God? 

(Bu bir Allahôin hikmeti mi?) 

Or is that reason of Rulers? 

(Yoksa yonetenlerin marifeti mi diye?) 

And then Hikmet cursed his destiny 

(Ve kufretti sonra kaderine Hikmet) 

He saddened by wrapping his tobacco 

(Efkarlandi cikararak tutun tabakasini arka cebinden) 

Lighten up his tobacco and taking a deep breath from his smoke 

(Yakti cigarasini cekti icine derinden) 

Then his memories echoed like the songs from the valleys 

(Sonra anilarinda yankilandi turku yuklu yamaclari) 

He remembered the neighboring and being togetheré 

(Birlikteligi ve kardesligi komsularin) 
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Time flies like a wind 

(Kovaladi gunleri gunleri) 

All of a sudden, he heard the news about his lands 

His lands were taken away from his hands by the Forest Management 

(Bir sabah apansiz popstar televizyonunda 

Irkildi bir haberle hikmet 

Turkuleriyle yankilanan yasadigi yamaclar agaclar buyumus iddiasiyla 

Teknolojinin inanilmaz hiziyla zimmetine gecirmisti orman) 

 

Today his lands are alone 

(Koylerimizde bugun yapayalniz kalan topraklar) 

His schools are abandoned 

(Orumceklere terkedilmis okullar) 

 

His health centers are like deadly silent 

(Harabeye donmus saglik ocaklari duruyor karsimizda bir tabut kadar sessiz ve olu bit toprak 

gibi bereketsiz.) 

 

He remembers his memories like a movie 

(Butun bu olanlar sinema seridi gibi gecti gozumden Hikmetôin) 

Hikmet acted suddenly to take tobacco as if pulling a gun 

(Aniden silah ceker gibi davrandi tabakasina Hikmet) 

He lightened up his cigarette once again 

(Bir daha yakti cigarasini ve sonra) 

He took out his hat 

(Cikararak kafasindan kasketini) 

 

And sat on the ground by feeling all burden on his shoulders 

(Oturdu aciyla kaygiyla topraga) 

Shortly after he started to sing 

(Cok gecmeden bir turku doladi diline farketmeden) 

 

There is a village over there! 

(Orada bir koy var uzakta) 
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CONSENT FORM FOR GROUP MAPPING 

 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY  

Informed Consent for Participants 

in Research Projects Involving Human Subjects 

 

Title of Study 

Documenting Cultural Landscape of Findikli 

  

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to collect data of current Findikli residents and familial groupsô relationships 

with physical and social landscape of Findikli. Understanding the Findikliôs peopleôs relationships with 

Findikliôs past and present landscapes is important for documentation of Findikliôs cultural landscapes. 

These documented components can be the basis for further studies such as landscape preservation, 

management and development studies. The study results will be presented at professional and academic 

conferences, in scholarly papers and in dissertation writings and presentations. Only aggregate data will 

be reported. 

 

Procedure 

If you agree to take part in this research project, you will be asked if you are willing to participate in a 

group mapping interview. Prior to the interview, this consent form will be reviewed again in person in 

order to facilitate answering any questions you may have and ensure that you understand the purpose of 

the study and your rights as a participant. After all participants sign this form, the interview will begin. 

In this interview, I will ask all participants to draw what they remember regarding their shared 

environment in the past and today on the Findikliôs map. The interview will be audio recorded in order 

to ensure that none of the group discussion is missed and the interviewer can focus on what you have to 

share. The interview will take approximately 2 hours. 

 

Risks 

There are minimal risks to participants of this study. The participant will be asked about physical and 

social landscape change.  

 

Benefits 

There is no direct benefit to you by participating. The benefits to Findikli community in general is the 

potential benefit of improving the physical landscapes of Findikli and social structure of the Findikli 

community. Documentation of Findikliôs cultural and natural values provide a basis for further studies 

related to landscape management and landscape preservation/conservation. Also, documentation 
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enables the community to hand their traditions down to future generations.   

 

Right of refusal to participate and withdraw 

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary. You are free to choose to participate in the 

study. You may refuse to participate at any point during the process. You may also refuse to answer 

some or all the questions if you do not feel comfortable with those questions. 

 

Compensation 

There is no compensation for participating in this study. 

 

Confidentiality  

The information provided by you will remain confidential. No one except the researcher will have an 

access to audio recording of the interviews or the transcripts. In the event of publication of this research, 

no personally identifying information will be disclosed. In order to keep your identifying information 

as private as possible, pseudonyms will be chosen by the participants and used during transcription and 

reporting of the results. During synthesis and analysis of the data, the pseudonyms will be maintained 

as the tie between the data and source to preserve anonymity.  The IRB is responsible for the oversight 

of the protection of human subjects involved in research. 

 

Who to Contact with Questions 

If you have questions about this study, you may contact the researcher Aylin Alisan Yetkin, 

aylina83@vt.edu, (+90 533 695 43 67) or the research advisor, Terry Clements at tclement@vt.edu. 

Questions about your rights as a research participant should be directed to the Virginia Tech 

Institutional Review Board Office, IRB Chair, Dr. David M. Moore. His phone number is (540) 231 

4991 and email address is moored@vt.edu. 

 

Participantôs Permission 

I have read the Consent Form and conditions of this project. I have had all my questions 

answered. I voluntarily give my permission to the researchers in this study to complete a 

recorded interview of me and use the resulting data. 

 

Signature   

 

Print Name   

 

Pseudonym    

 

Date     

mailto:aylina83@vt.edu,
mailto:tclement@vt.edu.
mailto:moored@vt.edu
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CONSENT FORM FOR ORAL HISTORY INTERVIEW  
 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY  

Informed Consent for Participants 

in Research Projects Involving Human Subjects 

 

 

Title of Study 

Documenting Cultural Landscape of Findikli 

  

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to collect data of current Findikli residents and familial groupsô relationships 

with physical and social landscape of Findikli. Understanding the Findikliôs peopleôs relationships with 

Findikliôs past and present landscapes is important for documentation of Findikliôs cultural landscapes. 

These documented components can be the basis for further studies such as landscape preservation, 

management and development studies. The study results will be presented at professional and academic 

conferences, in scholarly papers and in dissertation writings and presentations. Only aggregate data will 

be reported. 

 

Procedure 

If you agree to take part in this research project, you will be asked if you are willing to participate in an 

individual oral history interview. Prior to the interview, this consent form will be reviewed again in 

person in order to facilitate answering any questions you may have and ensure that you understand the 

purpose of the study and your rights as a participant. After you sign this form, your interview will begin. 

In this interview, I will ask a few questions about your relationships with Findikliôs physical and social 

landscape, and your experiences and memories with your life in Findikli. The interview will take place 

in the participant's place (i.e village). As the questions about landscape change the participant can point 

where changed in the landscape by walking through the interview. Or the interview can take place by 

sitting where the participant will feel comfortable. During the interview, the researcher will take written 

notes and audio record based on the signed consent form. At the end of the interview, the researcher will 

ask whether the participants may share their own old photographs, personal photo collections and photo 

albums. Willing participants will be provided an image copyright release form and the researcher will 

get the signed form. The researcher will photocopy photos that the participant is willing to share. The 

reason for asking personal photo collection is that the researcher is aiming to find old photos that 

represent Findikli's past to be able to compare past and present to understand the landscape change. 

Photos include faces will only be used in analysis, old photos with no faces will be used both in analysis 

and publications, dissertation and presentations to show the landscape change with present photos.If the 

photos have other people faces rather than the participant's face the researcher will not accept the photos. 

The interview will be audio recorded in order to ensure that none of your responses are missed and the 

interviewer can focus on what you have to share. The interview will take approximately 2 hours. 
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Risks 

There are minimal risks to participants of this study. The participant will be asked about physical and 

social landscape change.  

 

Benefits 

There is no direct benefit to you by participating. The benefits to Findikli community in general is the 

potential benefit of improving the physical landscapes of Findikli and social structure of the Findikli 

community. Documentation of Findikliôs cultural and natural values provide a basis for further studies 

related to landscape management and landscape preservation/conservation. Also, documentation 

enables the community to hand their traditions down to future generations.   

 

Right of refusal to participate and withdraw 

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary. You are free to choose to participate in the 

study. You may refuse to participate at any point during the process. You may also refuse to answer 

some or all the questions if you do not feel comfortable with those questions. 

 

Compensation 

There is no compensation for participating in this study. 

 

Confidentiality  

The information provided by you will remain confidential. No one except the researcher will have an 

access to audio recording of the interviews or the transcripts. In the event of publication of this research, 

no personally identifying information will be disclosed. In order to keep your identifying information 

as private as possible, pseudonyms will be chosen by the participants and used during transcription and 

reporting of the results. During synthesis and analysis of the data, the pseudonyms will be maintained 

as the tie between the data and source to preserve anonymity.  The IRB is responsible for the oversight 

of the protection of human subjects involved in research. 

 

Who to Contact with Questions 

If you have questions about this study, you may contact the researcher Aylin Alisan Yetkin, 

aylina83@vt.edu, (+90 533 695 43 67) or the research advisor, Terry Clements at tclement@vt.edu. 

Questions about your rights as a research participant should be directed to the Virginia Tech 

Institutional Review Board Office, IRB Chair, Dr. David M. Moore. His phone number is (540) 231 

4991 and email address is moored@vt.edu. 

 

Participantôs Permission 

I have read the Consent Form and conditions of this project. I have had all my questions 

answered. I voluntarily give my permission to the researchers in this study to complete a 

mailto:aylina83@vt.edu,
mailto:tclement@vt.edu.
mailto:moored@vt.edu
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recorded interview of me and use the resulting data. 

 

Signature   

 

Print Name   

 

Pseudonym    

 

Date     
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CONSENT FORM FOR SURVEY 

 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY  

Informed Consent for Participants 

in Research Projects Involving Human Subjects 

 

Title of Study 

Documenting Cultural Landscape of Findikli 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to collect data of current Findikli residents and familial groupsô relationships 

with physical and social landscape of Findikli. Understanding the Findikliôs peopleôs relationships with 

Findikliôs past and present landscapes is important for documentation of Findikliôs cultural landscapes. 

These documented components can be the basis for further studies such as landscape preservation, 

management and development studies. The study results will be presented at professional and academic 

conferences, in scholarly papers and in dissertation writings and presentations. Only aggregate data will 

be reported. 

 

Procedure 

If you agree to take part in this research project, you will be asked to participate in a survey in person. 

Before taking the survey you will be provided with a consent form that will explain the purpose of this 

study. After you sign this form, we may begin the survey. In this survey, I will ask questions about your 

relationships with Findikliôs physical and social landscape, and of your experiences and memories with 

your life in Findikli. The survey will take approximately 45 minutes. 

 

Risks 

There are minimal risks to participants of this study. The participant will be asked about physical and 

social landscape change.  

 

Benefits 

There is no direct benefit to you by participating. The benefits to Findikli community in general is the 

potential benefit of improving the physical landscapes of Findikli and social structure of the Findikli 

community. Documentation of Findikliôs cultural and natural values provide a basis for further studies 

related to landscape management and landscape preservation/conservation. Also, documentation 

enables the community to hand their traditions down to future generations.   
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Right of refusal to participate and withdraw 

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary. You are free to choose to participate in the 

study. You may refuse to participate at any point during the process. You may also decline to answer 

some or all the questions if you do not feel comfortable with those questions. 

 

Compensation 

There is no compensation for participating in this study. 

 

Confidentiality  

The information provided by you will remain confidential. No one except the researcher will have an 

access to survey responses. In the event of publication of this research, no personally identifying 

information will be disclosed. The IRB is responsible for the oversight of the protection of human 

subjects involved in research. 

 

Who to Contact with Questions 

If you have questions about this study, you may contact the researcher Aylin Alisan Yetkin, 

aylina83@vt.edu, (+90 533 695 43 67) or the research advisor, Professor Terry Clements at 

tclement@vt.edu. Questions about your rights as a research participant should be directed to the 

Virginia Tech Institutional Review Board Office, IRB Chair, Dr. David M. Moore. His phone number 

is (540) 231 4991 and email address is moored@vt.edu. 

 

Participantôs Permission 

I have read the Consent Form and conditions of this project. I have had all my questions 

answered. I voluntarily give my permission to the researchers in this study to use the resulting 

data. 

 

Signature   

 

Print Name   

 

Pseudonym    

 

Date     

 

  

mailto:aylina83@vt.edu,
mailto:tclement@vt.edu.
mailto:moored@vt.edu
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SURVEY QUESTIONS 

 

Demographic  

 

1. What is your gender? 
o Female 
o Male 

 
2. What is your age? 

o 18-24 
o 25-34 
o 35-44 
o 44-54 
o 55-64 
o 65-80 
o Over 80 

 
3. What is your marital status?  

o Single, never married 
o Married  
o Separated 
o Divorced 
o Widowed 
o Partnered 

 
4. How many people live in the house? 

o 1 
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
o 5 
o More than 5 

 
5. Of the followings do you live with? 

o Parents 
o Grandparents 
o Siblings 
o Spouse 
o Children 
o Grandchildren 
o Cousins 
o Other (please describe) 
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6. What is the highest level of education you have completed?  
o Elementary School 
o Middle School 
o Regular High School 
o Technical High School 
o Education Training Course 
o University 
o aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ 
o Doctorate 
o Other (Please describe) 

 
7. Which of the following categories best describes your primarily area of employment 

(regardless of your actual position)?  
o Unemployed 
o Student 
o Retired 
o Retail 
o Agriculture 
o Forestry 
o Fishing 
o Hunting 
o Education-(Primary/Secondary/College) 
o Construction 
o Government  
o Public administration 
o Military 
o Religious 
o Other (Please describe) 

 
8. What is your total income (Turkish Liras) from all sources (per month)? 

o <1500 
o 1500-2500 
o 2500< 
o I prefer not to answer this question 

 
9. What is your race/ethnicity?  

o Turkish 
o Lazi 
o Hemshin 
o Georgian 
o Kurdish 
o Other (Please describe) 
o I prefer not to answer this question 

 



 244 

10. Which Religion do you associate yourself with?  
o Muslim 
o Christian 
o Buddhist 
o Atheist 
o Agnostic 
o Other (Please describe) 
o I prefer not to answer this question 
 

11. Where were you born? 
o Findikli 
o Other (Please describe) 

 
12. Where are you from originally? 

o Arili Village 
o Aslandere Village 
o Avcilar Village 
o Beydere Village 
o Cennet Village 
o Caglayan Village 
o Cinarli Village 
o Derbent Village 
o Doganay Village 
o Gursu Village 
o Hara Village 
o Ihlamurlu Village 
o Karaali Village 
o Kiyicik Village 
o Meyvali Village 
o Saat Village 
o Sulak Village 
o Sumer Village 
o Tepecik Village 
o Yeni Sehitlik Village 
o Yaylacilar Village 
o Yenikoy Village 
o Merkez Neighborhood 
o Yenimahalle Neighborhood 
o Hurriyet Neighborhood 
o Ilica Neighborhood 
o Liman Neighborhood 
o Tatlisu Neighborhood 
o Sahil Neighborhood 
o Aksu Neighborhood 
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13. a. Do you live in the area where you are from?  
o Yes 
o No 

 
b. If it is no, why did you move out?  

o Marriage 
o Education 
o Job 
o Other (please describe) 

 

Findikli  
 

14. a. Are you a resident of Findikli?  
o Yes  
o No 
 

b. If yes, how long have you been living in Findikli? 

o Less than 10 years 
o 10-19 years 
o 20-29 years 
o 30-39 years 
o More than 40 years 
o All my life 

 
15. a. If you are not a resident of Findikli, when do you visit Findikli?  

o Summer season 
o Winter season 
o Spring season 
o Fall season 
o Only kiwi harvest time (November) 
o Hazelnut season 
o Tea season 
o Other (Please describe) 

 
b. How long do you stay at most? 

o 0-1week 
o 1-3weeks 
o 1 month 
o 1-2 months 
o 2-3 months 
o More than 3 months 
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Relationship to Farms 
 

16. a. Do you own land that is farmed? 
o Yes  
o No 
 

b. If yes, do you farm your own land? 

o Yes  
o No 
 

17. a. Do you rent any land that is farmed? 
o Yes  
o No 
 

b. If no, are you a wage worker who farms?  

o Yes  
o No 
 

18. Of the following do you produce in your garden or in another area for sale (Check all that 
apply) 

o Hazelnut 
o Corn 
o Tea 
o Kiwi 
o Blueberry 
o Timber 
o Apiculture 
o Other (Please describe)  
 

19. Of the following do you grow for your own family use in your garden or another location? 
(Check all that apply) 

o Pear 
o Apple 
o Ψ.ƭŀŎƪ CǊǳƛǘΩ 
o Persimmon 
o Plum 
o Fig 
o Cherry 
o Grape 
o Mandarin 
o Kale 
o Green beans 
o Pumpkin 
o Cucumber 
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o Other (Please describe)  
 

20. Of the following products did your parents/grandparents grow for sale? (Check all that 
apply) 

o Hazelnut 
o Corn 
o Tea 
o Kiwi 
o Blueberry 
o Timber 
o Apiculture 
o Other (Please describe)  
 

21. a. Of the following plants were grown by yƻǳǊ ŀƴŎŜǎǘƻǊǎΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ǳǎŜΚ (Check all 
that apply) 

o Pear 
o Apple 
o Ψ.ƭŀŎƪ CǊǳƛǘΩ 
o Persimmon 
o Plum 
o Fig 
o Cherry 
o Grape 
o Mandarin 
o Kale 
o Green beans 
o Pumpkin 
o Cucumber 
o Other (Please describe)  

 
b. Which one(s) is(are) produced less now compared to the past?_____ 

 

c. Is your land adequate to produce? (By producing can you maintain your family in your 

household?) 

o Yes 
o No 

 
d. What is the acreage of your land? 

o 1-5 acres  
o 5-10 acres  
o 10-15 acres  
o More than 15 acres 
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e. Has your land decreased in terms of acreage? 

o Yes 
o No (go to question g) 

 

f. If yes, why? 

o Sale 
o Inheritage 
o Land registry/ cadaster 
o Other (please describe) 

 
g. Do you use traditional agricultural practices? 

o Yes  
o No 

 
h.  Has yield from the land decreased in time?  

o Yes  
o No 
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Perceptions of Environmental and Social Life Change 
 

22. a. What degree of change have you noticed since you were 7 years old? (Circle one of 
each) (H) High (M) Moderate (L) Low (N) None (X) No idea 
 

b. How long ago did you begin to notice the changes? (Circle one of each) 

(0) Have not (1) Within Last Year (2) 3 to 5 years (3) More than 10 years (4) More than 

20 years (5) No idea 

 

 
Categories Physical Environmental 

Elements 

a. Change Degree b. Time 

Natural Elements Rivers H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Forests H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Sea H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Agricultural 
Elements 

Hazelnut Fields H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Corn Fields H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Tea Fields H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Kiwi Fields H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Back Yards H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Front Yards H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Built Elements Houses H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Storage Buildings H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Animal Buildings H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Bridges H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Boathouses H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Piers H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Agricultural Buildings H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Settlements Dwelling Areas H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Yayla H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Mezra H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Public Squares H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Market Places H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Transportation Pedestrian Walkways H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Motor Vehicle Roads H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Highways H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Coastal Lines H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 

 

23. What has caused these changes? (Check all that apply) 
o Construction works 
o Agriculture Machinery 
o Environmental Hazards 
o Other (Please describe) 
 

24. Ψ/ƘŀƴƎŜΩ Ƙŀǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ my; 
o Family farmstead 
o Neighborhood  
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o Village  
o Valley  
o Town  
o City  
o Region  
o Nation 

 
25. a. What degree of change have you noticed since you were 7 years old? (Circle one of 

each) (H) High (M) Moderate (L) Low (N) None (X) No idea 
 

b. How long ago did you begin to notice the changes? (Circle one of each) 

 

0) Have not (1) Within Last Year (2) 3 to 5 years (3) More than 10 years (4) More than 20 

years (5) No idea 

 

c. Of the following activities have you done by yourself or do you know from your 

ancestors? (Circle one of each) 

(E) Experienced (N) No-Experience (X) No Idea 

 

 
Categories Social Activities  a. Change  b. Time  c. Experience 

Communication Daily interaction with your 

neighbor in hazelnut gardens 
H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Corn mill meetings H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Solidarity Burning corn leaves H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 
Hazelnut ceremonies H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 
Molasses ceremonies H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Building bardis H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Imece H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Custom and 
Traditions 

Wedding H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Religious activities H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Language H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Craftsmanship for tools H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Craftsmanship for building 
technique 

H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Music making local 
instruments 

H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Music playing local 
instruments 

H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Music singing folk songs H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Food cooking  H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Clothing H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Festivals H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 

Games H M L N X 0 1 2 3 4 5 E N X 
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Perceptions of Environmental and Social Life Value  
 

26. a. Of the following physical environmental elements which ethnic cultures do you believe 
they are/were important? (Check all that apply) 
(T) Today (P) In Past  
 

b. Select 5 of the most valuable elements for each ethnic group. Mark with * 

 

 
Categories Physical 

Environmental 
Elements 

Lazi Hemshin Georgian Turkish Other 
Culture 
(please 
describe) 

Natural 
Elements 

Rivers T P T P T P T P T P 

Forests T P T P T P T P T P 

Sea T P T P T P T P T P 

Agricultural 
Elements 

Hazelnut Fields T P T P T P T P T P 

Corn Fields T P T P T P T P T P 

Tea Fields T P T P T P T P T P 

Kiwi Fields T P T P T P T P T P 

Back Yards T P T P T P T P T P 

Front Yards T P T P T P T P T P 

Bee hives T P T P T P T P T P 

Camre and 
Mangana 

T P T P T P T P T P 

Built Elements Dolmatas houses T P T P T P T P T P 

Wooden houses T P T P T P T P T P 

Serenders T P T P T P T P T P 

Bagus T P T P T P T P T P 

Barns T P T P T P T P T P 

Wooden bridges T P T P T P T P T P 

Stone Arc bridges T P T P T P T P T P 

Suspension 
bridges 

T P T P T P T P T P 

Corn mills T P T P T P T P T P 

Boathouses T P T P T P T P T P 

Piers T P T P T P T P T P 

Walking trails T P T P T P T P T P 

Settlements  Dwelling Areas  T P T P T P T P T P 

Market Place T P T P T P T P T P 

Yayla T P T P T P T P T P 

Mezra T P T P T P T P T P 

Public squares T P T P T P T P T P 

Bazaars T P T P T P T P T P 

 

 

27. a. Which of the following physical environmental elements do you believe are part of each 
ethnic groups identity today? Mark with * 
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b. Select 5 of the most important elements associated with each ethnic group. Circle 
marked with * 

 
Categories Physical 

Environmental 
Elements 

Lazi Hemshin Georgian Turkish Other 
Culture 
(please 
describe) 

Nature Mountains      

Rivers      

Forests      

Sea      

Agricultural 
Elements 

Hazelnut Fields       

Corn Fields      

Tea Fields       

Kiwi Fields      

Back Yards       

Front Yards      

Bee hives       

Camre and 
Mangana 

     

Built Elements Dolmatas houses      

Wooden houses      

Serenders      

Bagus      

Barns      

Wooden bridges      

Stone Arc bridges      

Suspension 
bridges 

     

Corn mills      

Boathouses      

Piers      

Walking trails      

Settlements  Dwelling Areas        

Market Place       

Yayla      

Mezra      

Public squares      

Bazaars      

 

 

28. a. Which of the following physical environmental elements do you believe were part of 
each ethnic groups identity in past? Mark with * 
 
b. Select 5 of the most identical elements for each ethnic group. Circle marked with * 
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Categories Physical 
Environmental 
Elements 

Lazi Hemshin Georgian Turkish Other 
Culture 
(please 
describe) 

Nature Mountains      

Rivers      

Forests      

Sea      

Agricultural 
Elements 

Hazelnut Fields       

Corn Fields      

Tea Fields       

Kiwi Fields      

Back Yards       

Front Yards      

Bee hives       

Camre and 
Mangana 

     

Built Elements Dolmatas houses      

Wooden houses      

Serenders      

Bagus      

Barns      

Wooden bridges      

Stone Arc bridges      

Suspension 
bridges 

     

Corn mills      

Boathouses      

Piers      

Walking trails      

Settlements  Dwelling Areas        

Market Place       

Yayla      

Mezra      

Public squares      

Bazaars      
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29. a. Of the following social activities which ethnic cultures do you believe they are/were 
valued by? (Check all that apply) 
(T) Today (P) In Past  
 
b. Select 5 of the most valuable activities for each ethnic group. Mark with * 

 
Categories Social Activities  Lazi Hemshin Georgian Turkish Other 

Culture 
(Please 
describe) 

Communication Daily interaction 

with your 

neighbor in 

hazelnut gardens 

T P T P T P T P T P 

Corn mill 

meetings 
T P T P T P T P T P 

Solidarity Burning corn 

leaves 
T P T P T P T P T P 

Hazelnut 

ceremonies 
T P T P T P T P T P 

Molasses 

ceremonies 
T P T P T P T P T P 

Building bardis T P T P T P T P T P 

Imece T P T P T P T P T P 

Custom and 
Traditions 

Wedding T P T P T P T P T P 

Religious activities T P T P T P T P T P 

Language T P T P T P T P T P 

Craftsmanship for 
tools 

T P T P T P T P T P 

Craftsmanship for 
building 
technique 

T P T P T P T P T P 

Music making 
local instruments 

T P T P T P T P T P 

Music playing 
local instruments 

T P T P T P T P T P 

Music singing folk 
songs 

T P T P T P T P T P 

Food cooking  T P T P T P T P T P 

Clothing T P T P T P T P T P 

Festivals T P T P T P T P T P 

Games T P T P T P T P T P 
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30. a. Which of the following social activities do you believe are part of each ethnic groups 
identity today? Mark with * 
 
b. Select 5 of the most important activities associated with each ethnic group. Circle 
marked with * 
 
 

Categories Social Activities  Lazi Hemshin Georgian Turkish Other 
Culture 
(Please 
describe) 

Communication Daily interaction 

with your 

neighbor in 

hazelnut gardens 

     

Corn mill 

meetings 
     

Solidarity Burning corn 

leaves 
     

Hazelnut 

ceremonies 
     

Molasses 

ceremonies 
     

Building bardis        

Imece       

Custom and 
Traditions 

Wedding         

Religious activities       

Language      

Craftsmanship for 
tools 

        

Craftsmanship for 
building 
technique 

       

Music making 
local instruments 

     

Music playing 
local instruments 

        

Music singing folk 
songs 

        

Food cooking       

Food selling      

Clothing      

Festivals       

Games      
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31. a. Which of the following social activities do you believe were part of each ethnic groups 
identity in past? Mark with * 
b. Select the 5 most important activities associated with each ethnic group. Circle marked 
with * 
 

Categories Social Activities  Lazi Hemshin Georgian Turkish Other 
Culture 
(Please 
describe) 

Communication Daily interaction 

with your 

neighbor in 

hazelnut gardens 

     

Corn mill 

meetings 
     

Solidarity Burning corn 

leaves 
     

Hazelnut 

ceremonies 
     

Molasses 

ceremonies 
     

Building bardis        

Imece       

Custom and 
Traditions 

Wedding         

Religious activities       

Language      

Craftsmanship for 
tools 

        

Craftsmanship for 
building 
technique 

       

Music making 
local instruments 

     

Music playing 
local instruments 

        

Music singing folk 
songs 

        

Food cooking       

Clothing      

Festivals       

Games      
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32. What additional comments would you like to include on physical and social environment 
change and values in Findikli/ Rize Province? 

 

 

 

 

I would like to interview participants individually to discuss more about the environment in May. 

 

Would you like to participate in an interview as a next step of this study? 

 

o Yes 
o No 

 

If yes, please state your contact information for scheduling interview time and date in May 2017. 

 

Name: 

Phone: 

E-mail: 

 

Thank you, 

 

Aylin Alisan Yetkin 
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INTERVIEW  PROTOCOL 

 

Documenting Cultural Landscape of Findikli 

 

 

 Interviewer:                                                       

 

 Participant Pseudonym:  

 

 Time: 

 

 Date:  

 

 

Overview of project: The purpose of this study is to collect data of current Findikli residents and 

familial groupsô relationships with physical and social landscape of Findikli. Understanding the 

Findikliôs peopleôs relationships with Findikliôs past and present landscapes is important for 

documentation of Findikliôs cultural landscapes. These documented components can be the basis for 

further studies such as landscape preservation, management and development studies. The study results 

will be presented at professional and academic conferences, in scholarly papers and in dissertation 

writings and presentations. Only aggregate data will be reported. 

 

Review the informed consent form with participant 

State the confidentiality policy: The information provided by you will remain confidential. No 

one except the researcher will have an access to audio recording of the interviews or the 

transcripts. In the event of publication of this research, no personally identifying information will 

be disclosed. In order to keep your identifying information as private as possible, pseudonyms 

will be chosen by the participants and used during transcription and reporting of the results. 

During synthesis and analysis of the data, the pseudonyms will be maintained as the tie between 

the data and source to preserve anonymity.  The IRB is responsible for the oversight of the 

protection of human subjects involved in research. 

 

Answer any questions regarding consent form 

Obtain Signed Consent  

Begin audio recording 

Å Test audio recording device(s)- Have the participant state their pseudonym in normal voice 

and play it back to insure that the device is working properly. 

Å Inform the participant that interview questioning will begin when the interviewer starts 

recording 
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Interview Questions 

 

Physical Landscape Change and Value 

1. How do/did you experience the physical landscape change in your family 
farmstead/neighborhood/village/valley/town?  

2. What has been changed? Why? 
3. Do you know how was your living environment in the past? How did you learn? What is the 

difference between past and present? 
4. LŦ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘΩǎ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƛǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘΣ ǿƘŀǘ ŎŀǳǎŜŘΚ ²ƘŜƴ ŘƛŘ ƛǘ 

start? How affected? What is lost? What is gained because of change? 
5. Are there any plants that are not grown at present but used to be grown in the past? What 

are they? Why they are not existing anymore? 
6. What has not been changed? Why? 
7. What physical landscape element identifies your culture? What is your cultural background? 
8. What physical landscape element do you value? Why? What was valued in the past? Same? 

If no, why it changed? 
9. Are there any cultural/traditional physical landscape elements that are 

abandoned/forgotten? What are they? Why they are abandoned/forgotten? If any in use, 
what are they? Why they are still in use? Is there any change in their function? For example, 
they are in use for the same purpose. Serenders used to be used for corn and hazelnut storage 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ōǳǘ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƪƛŘǎΩ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀǊŜŀΚ 

10. Would you please describe what you would name a contemporary Lazi dwelling area?  A 
Hemshin?  Would you please describe a typical Lazi dwelling area from the past (of how long 
ago?) A past Hemshin dwelling area? (also of how long ago?) 

11. Where did you get together in the past? Public gathering places? 
12. Where do you get together at present? 
13. How were the market areas in the past? How are they now? What is the difference? 
14. How was the transportation in the past? How is it now? What is the difference? 

 

 

Social Landscape Change and Value 

1. How do/did you experience the social landscape change in your family 
farmstead/neighborhood/village/valley/town?  

2. What has been changed? Why? 
3. Do you know how was the social life in the past? What is the difference between past and 

present social lives? 
4. How was an ordinary day of your childhood? How is your day now? What is the difference 

between your childhood life and present life? 
5. LŦ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƛǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘΣ ǿƘŀǘ ŎŀǳǎŜŘΚ ²ƘŜƴ ŘƛŘ ƛǘ 

start? How affected? What is lost? What is gained because of change? 
6. What has not been changed? Why? 
7. What social landscape element identifies your culture? What is your cultural background? 
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8. What social landscape element do you value? Why?  
9. Are there any cultural/traditional social landscape elements that are abandoned/forgotten? 

What are they? Why they are abandoned/forgotten?  
10. What was your daily interaction with your neighbor? How is it now? Is there any change? If 

yes, why changed? 
11. What kinds of ceremonies, festivals, events, games did you have in the past? What do you 

have now? Is there any change? If yes, why changed? 
12. What kinds of craftsmanship for tools did you have in the past? What do you have now? Is 

there any change? If yes, why changed? 
13. What kinds of craftsmanship for building techniques did you have in the past? What do you 

have now? Is there any change? If yes, why changed? 
14. How was music in the past? How is it now? Instruments, songs, making instruments etc. Is 

there any change? If yes, why changed? 
15. How was food in the past? Cooking techniques? Recipes? How is it now? Is there any change? 

If yes, why changed? 
16. What language did you learn as a mother language? What do you speak now? Is there any 

change? If yes, why changed? 
17. What/How were the religious activities? What/How now? Is there any change? If yes, why 

changed? 
18. Are there any ceremonies, events, daily communication habits, etc. that you have not 

experienced but heard from older people than you? If yes, what are they? Why they are not 
existing anymore? 
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PHOTO SURVEY QUESTIONS 

 

..

 
(Photo credit: Author) 

PL_NL_Q1 

 

Are you familiar with a natural flowing water as shown in the photograph? Yes No 

How was the natural flowing river in the past? Is there any difference today and past? 

Please write down one or two words that best describe the photograph. 
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(Photo credit: Author)  

 

PL_NL_Q2 

 

Are you familiar with a natural forest as shown in the photograph? Yes No 

How was the natural forest in the past? Is there any difference today and past? 

Please write down one or two words that best describe the photograph. 
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(Photo credit: Author)  

 

PL_NL_Q3 

 

Are you familiar with a natural water source as shown in the photograph? Yes No 

How was the natural water source in the past? Is there any difference today and past? 

Please write down one or two words that best describe the photograph. 
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(Photo credit: Author)  

 

PL_NL_Q4 

 

Are you familiar with mountains as shown in the photograph? Yes No 

How were the mountains in the past? Is there any difference today and past? 

Please write down one or two words that best describe the photograph. 
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(Photo credit: Findikli Municipality)  

 

PL_NL_Q5 

 

Are you familiar with a coastline as shown in the photograph? Yes No 

How was the coastline in the past? Is there any difference today and past? 

Please write down one or two words that best describe the photograph. 
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(Photo credit: Author ) 

 

PL_AL_Q6 

 

Are you familiar with a hazelnut field as shown in the photograph? Yes No 

How was the hazelnut field in the past? Is there any difference today and past? 

Please write down one or two words that best describe the photograph. 
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(Photo credit: Author ) 

 

PL_AL_Q7 

 

Are you familiar with tea fields as shown in the photograph? Yes No 

How were the tea fields in the past? Is there any difference today and past? 

Please write down one or two words that best describe the photograph. 
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(Photo credit: Author ) 

 

PL_AL_Q8 

 

Are you familiar with kiwi fields as shown in the photograph? Yes No 

How were the kiwi fields in the past? Is there any difference today and past? 

Please write down one or two words that best describe the photograph.  
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(Photo credit: Author ) 

 

PL_AL_Q9a 

 

Are you familiar with a vegetable garden as shown in the photograph? Yes No 

How was the vegetable garden in the past? Is there any difference today and past? 

Please write down one or two words that best describe the photograph. 

 


































































































