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Study on Store Visit Patterns and Territorial Consciousness in a
Single-Family Residential Neighborhood in the Gangnam Region of Seoul
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Abstract

This study examined the relationship between residents’ store visit patterns and their
territorial consciousness in neighborhood scale. Territorial consciousness in neighborhood scale
is the sense of ownership over shared public spaces in a neighborhood such as residential
streets and neighborhood parks. When residents have a strong territorial consciousness over
the neighborhood environment, they voluntarily control and manage the public spaces. The
familiarity with the environment formed by recurring everyday life might be one of the
important factors that influence the formation of a resident's territorial consciousness. Local
stores are an important background of such recurring everyday life. Therefore, this study
suggested hypotheses about the relationship between resident's store visit patterns and the
spatial range and strength of their territorial consciousness and conducted a case study on a
residential area. The case study results suggested that the number of store visits for social
activities had meaningful relationship with the strength of one’s territorial consciousness and
the number of store visit for all activities had relationship with its spatial range. The spatial
distribution of the stores that one visits also showed relationship with the spatial range.
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Table 7. Correlation between Degrees of
Store Visits and Territorial Attitude
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Table 8. Correlation between Store Visits by
Activity Types and Territorial Attitude
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