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ABSTRACT

The rapid urban transformation that is happening in Istanbul is creating large 
consequences for the social, economic and cultural life of the concerned neighbourhoods. 
Global economic forces and neoliberal ideas is affecting the planning approach in 
Turkey. The consequences of the recent transformation is among other things large-
scale displacement of people of the lower social class to newly constructed building 
complexes in the periphery of the city. These areas are less suitable for living and 
people moving there lack the possibility of keeping the quality of life at the same level 
as they used to have while living in the city, in their original community of neighbours. 
This phenomenon, and other consequences of large urban transformation projects, have 
resulted in strong criticism from urban planners, academics and activists. 

This thesis is examining the possibility for participatory planning as a method to reduce 
the consequences of the current urban transformation. It also highlights the structural 
preconditions for participatory planning and explains the forces that is affecting the 
current planning approach and what consequences this approach have on both people 
and space. The thesis investigates the role and the influence that the planner has in the 
planning process and the possible changes that can turn the existing process into a more 
inclusive one. This is examined through comparing interviews with academics in the 
urban planning field and theoretical studies. A small experimental trial of participatory 
character is also done in the chosen case study area Fener Balat.  
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ÖZET

İstanbul’da yaşanan hızlı kentsel dönüşüm, maruz kalan mahallelerin sosyal, ekonomik 
ve kültürel yaşamlarında ciddi sonuçlara yol açmaktadır. Türkiye’de planlama 
yaklaşımlarını küresel ekonomik güçler ve neoliberal düşünceler etkilemektedir. Alt 
sosyal sınıfın yerinden edilerek kentin çeperlerinde yeni inşa edilen toplu konutlara 
gönderilmesi, son dönemdeki dönüşüm süreçlerinin sonuçları arasındadır. Bu alanlar 
insanların yaşaması için daha az elverişlidir ve bu alanlarda yaşamaya giden insanlar 
kent merkezinde kendi mahallelerindeki yaşam standartlarını tutturamamaktadırlar. Bu 
fenomen ve kentsel dönüşümün digger sonuçları şehir plancıları, akademisyenler ve 
aktivistler tarafından ciddi olarak eleştirilmiştir.

Bu tez, mevcut kentsel dönüşümün oluşturduğu sonuçların, planlamada katılımcı 
yöntemler kullanılarak azaltılmasının mümkün olup olmadığını inceler. Ayrıca katılımcı 
planlamanın yapısal ön koşulları vurgulanmış, mevcut planlama yaklaşımını etkileyen 
güçleri ve bu yaklaşımın insan ve mekan üzerindeki etkileri de ele alınmıştır. Bu tez, 
plancının planlama sürecindeki rolü ve etkisini ve mevcut süreci daha kapsayıcı bir 
hale getirmek için nelerin değiştirilebileceğini sorgular. Bu doğrultuda kent planlama 
alanındaki akademisyenler ile mülakatlar ve teorik çalışmalar karşılaştırılmıştır. Ayrıca 
çalışma alanı olarak seçilen Fener-Balat’ta küçük deneysel bir katılım çalışması da 
denenmiştir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Problem Background
The purpose of our minor field study in Istanbul, Turkey, was to collect information for our 
Master Thesis in Engineering and Architecture. The focus of this thesis is the structural 
preconditions for implementing participatory methods within planning processes in 
Istanbul. This study addresses the issue of how to develop a socially sustainable and 
inclusive planning process, particularly in large scale urban transformation projects. 
Turkey is now undergoing huge urban transformations. Building a large number of 
housing under a short period of time can often have negative social effect (Arnstberg, 
2000). Problems that can occur as a consequence to large urban transformations are 
gentrification, homogenous architecture, a high demand on density with little or no 
improvement on infrastructure, investments in construction of buildings but not in future 
maintenance and poor or lacking dialogue with the citizens (Inceoglu and Yürekli, 2011). 
The main question for the study is: What are the structural preconditions for urban 
planning in istanbul concerning citizen participation and do they contribute to empower 
the civil society?
 
Today Istanbul is a city with many urban regeneration projects. Many of these are 
executed without taking into account the opinions of the citizens. This is a common 
problem possible to relate to global economic development. The ongoing globalisation 
creates so called “world cities” that strive for being competitive on several different levels. 
Great metropolises of the world aim to be aesthetically attractive, offer a wide range of 
culture, have a visible historical identity and a flourishing economy. The consequences 
of this competitiveness permeate all sectors in Istanbul, from private to public. Visible 
results of this are for example restoration/renewal of city centres, mass transfer of people, 
investments in building and deregulation or centralisation of power in order to enable a 
project oriented planning process. Decisions regarding urban development are usually 
taken by the higher authorities in order to facilitate the process for investors and developers.

In many cases it is the people in the lower social class who are the victims in this process. 
When the city is undergoing a transformation process the aim is to “upgrade” areas, which 
contributes to increased rents, gentrification and a shift of the population. The result is a 
comprehensive transfer of people from the inner city centre to newly developed areas of high-
rise building complexes in the outskirts of the city. This solution is not a social sustainable 
way of dealing with the problem since these new areas often lack public transport and job 
opportunities. The outcome of this is social exclusion and in the end people either lose their 
jobs or their apartments. This is a way of “moving the problem” rather than solving it and 
this is created partly by the lack of public participation. Sweden have a larger tradition of 
participatory planning and a planning process which is more regulated, where the planner 
have a more decisional position compared to the current situation in Turkey. This study will 
be reflected through this perspective.

Participation is a way of solving potential problems related to unexpected human reactions 
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Delimitation
Focus area

The focus of this thesis is investigating the structural preconditions for implementation 
of participatory planning methods in Istanbul. The main focus is divided into two parts, 
one larger part and one subordinate. The first, larger one deals with the structure of 
the planning system, the regulations and the possibility of using existing conditions to 
promote participatory methods. This includes literature regarding just planning, urban 
transformation schemes, participatory planning, neoliberal approaches and historical 
and cultural situation in Turkey. The second part is a survey focused on the case study 
area Fener Balat.

Language and cultural barrier

The fact that Istanbul is set in Turkey, a completely new country for us, makes some 
things more complicated. Being positioned in a different society and experiencing 
a new language makes you discover new cultural barriers and makes for example 
communication complicated. Not being familiar to the common behaviour regarding 
hierarchies or to what to expect from foreign people became a natural delimitation. 
Because of this, an open approach towards new situations and opportunities became  
very important through out the whole field study.

A natural delimitation is done in accordance to what information that were accessible 
to us. This primarily refers to which people we have managed to interview and whether 
they have been able to speak English or if we have had the possibility to use a translator 
when we needed it. We made the conscious decision, partly because of the language 
barrier, to almost entirely focusing on the opinions from the planners and the academics 
within the field of urban planning. Since the planners and the academics were more 
likely to know English we deliberately chose not to include the opinions of the public 
authorities or the developers in the study. The language barrier has also been significant 
in terms of which literature we have been able to utilise.

Structure of Thesis
The thesis consists of six chapters: Introduction, Theory, Istanbul in a Theoretical 
Context, Result, Analysis and Discussion. Since the result chapter is the centre point 
of this thesis, you will notice that the analysis and the discussion are reflections of 
the result. In the first three chapters you will find all background and theory needed 
for orientation in the subject and the physical case study area. That includes planning 
theory, just planning, urban transformation schemes, neoliberal approaches, historical 
and cultural situation in Turkey and participatory planning. After that you will find the 
result of the interviews and questionnaires from the case study in the result chapter. 
Finally the analysis and discussion chapters are structured as the theory chapter, but 
filtered through the glasses of the previous mentioned result. In other words, the 
analysis and the discussion deal with the same questions as the theoretical part, but in 
this latter part their veracity is tested through connecting them to the reality by using 
the interviews. Constant throughout the whole paper the topics revolve around four 
different aspects of what is currently happening in Istanbul. Those aspects are
 
Global and Economic forces → People and Spaces Affected → The Planner → Participation

The aim of this study will be to find answers to these questions through examine theory 
within the area and then compare that to applied practice. Investigating this could, in a 
utopic world, inspire politicians and city planners of Istanbul and other places to strive 
for a scenario where the voices of the citizens are listened to. 

towards the built environment since participation creates a better understanding of the 
design (Sanoff, 1990). Another problem caused by the lack of public participation is possible 
displacement and fragmentation of unwanted parts of the population which was seen in 
the case of Sulukule (Tan, 2007). We want to see if there is a possibility of implementing 
participatory planning methods through investigating the structural preconditions for public 
participation in Istanbul.

Aim and Purpose
The question we are interested in is “what are the structural preconditions for urban 
planning in Istanbul concerning citizen participation?”. The focal point is to investigate 
the possibilities of having a system where the people are asked to speak up and be 
included in the decision-making. To reach an answer of this question some subordinate 
questions have been used as support during the writing of this thesis. These secondary 
questions are:

 

 
 

Which values exist in the current planning process in Istanbul and how do they affect the 
people from the civil society?

What factors affect and contribute to the current planning process in terms of 
participation in Istanbul?

Could participatory planning make urban transformation projects in Istanbul more 
successful?

Is urban planning practice strengthening the social and spatial development of Istanbul?

Do public participation exist in Istanbul today and if it does, how is it organised?
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Theoretical orientation
This thesis consists of a broad theoretical framework. Theories relating to urban 
planning in Istanbul, participation, globalisation and neoliberalism will be examined. 
This general framework is chosen due to the complexity of the planning process and the 
amount of factors that have an impact on the process. None of these components can be 
excluded from the study because they are all intertwined. Works by Fainstein, Sanoff, 
Arnstein and Khakee have been studied to obtain the perspective on participation and 
planning. Articles by for example, Karaman and Dinçer have been studied to reach an 
understanding of the chosen theories in a geographical perspective. To learn about the 
global impact on planning articles by Keyder, Knox, Baycan-Levent and Swyngedouw 
have been read.
 
This thesis has been shaped by the empirical result from the interviews and the 
theoretical material. The theoretical approach is similar to a deductive method since 
the case study in Fener Balat was conducted to investigate the actual possibility for 
participatory planning and examine people’s willingness for this approach.

Methodology
Realisation of the Study
The whole research process of our field studies, i.e. interviews, the case study and 
other research work, have been conducted with an iterative approach, where the process 
always connects back to the beginning, searching for ways to improve the given 
preconditions. Regarding the information collected, qualitative studies were conducted 
through interviews and written questionnaires (Patel and Davidsson, 1994). Keywords 
used when searching for literature have been participation, urban planning, Istanbul 
urbanisation, renewal Istanbul and globalization. Regarding contacts, we started 
dialogues with a few city planners and state employees before arrival in Istanbul, 
during the summer of 2014, found with the help of our University and the Department 
of Civil, Environmental and Natural Resources Engineering. Those were Dilek Yildiz, 
Zeynep Enlil, Emily Arauz, Didem Chakar and Berk Marmarali, all working with urban 
planning the context of Istanbul. Some of these contacts evolved to be very important 
for our studies and some showed to be dead ends. 

Field Study
The field study was executed during two months, October and November, 2014. Since 
our knowledge about the country was limited, a lot of information was collected while 
finally on site. This process started with scheduling meetings during the first week 
in Istanbul and proceeded through a dynamic extension of our network of contacts. 
Everyone we met advised us to meet more people and we ended up having a large 
network of academics and operating people within the field of urban planning. What 
started as an knowledge orientation process for the sake of our own learning evolved to 
become the most important part of this field study. 

Case Study
After a few informal interviews a deliberate decision regarding which case study area to 
go further into was made. Tthe chosen area was Fener Balat, a rehabilitation area along 
the Golden Horn in Istanbul. The argument for chosing this area was that we got a contact 
living in this area, Cigdem Sahin, who had been very engaged in the neighbourhood 
association Febayder. The closer studies of this area was to be an addition to the main 

focus area, studying the structural preconditions of participatory planning in Istanbul. 
The other reason to why Fener Balat was suitable for this addition was that this area 
had not undergone extensive changes or big interventions and because a big part of the 
original population still live there and the historical structure of the neighbourhood is 
still present. 

Interviews
The interviews started, as mentioned above, as a process of learning about the current 
situation in Istanbul. In consensus with our supervisor we decided to extend and deepen 
that part and focus more specifically on the research questions during the conduction of 
these interviews. The interviews were semi-structured and allowed for the conversation 
to touch issues we could not foresee. The first questions addressed a very broad area and 
often worked as an entrance to a more narrow particular area of interest or knowledge 
of the interviewed person. One example of an opening question is: “What does the 
planning process look like in Istanbul?”. The interviews usually covered between 10 and 
15 questions and lasted for approximately one hour and twenty minutes to two hours. 
Finalised the result consisted of 12 documented interviews, with academics and or 
operating professionals within urban planning. About half of the academics and operating 
professionals interviewed were active activists and some were also engaged in voluntary 
organisations out of office hours. The interviews were conducted in a wide geographical 
context, on both the Asian and the European side of Istanbul. 

Questionnaire
A written survey was executed in Fener Balat. The survey consisted of 13 questions, was 
available in both in both English and Turkish, a total of 28 questionnaires were conducted. 
The questions included were almost exclusively of qualitative character and dealt with 
physical aspects of the neighbourhood such as for example: “For what purpose do you 
visit Fener Balat?” and “Which building do you consider most important in the area?”. 
The questions were open and hence encouraged answers accordingly. The last question 
asked was a ask where the participant should draw Fener Balat according to his or hers 
perception of the area, 15 drawings were conducted. The people participating in the survey 
were originally from different places but currently living, working or acting in the area. 
Easiest to approach was the café, restaurant or shop owners and the artists with an art 
studio in the area. The purpose of the survey was to see how willing people were to answer 
questions regarding their neighbourhood and what kind of information that could be the 
outcome of such an investigation. Would this information be sutaible as the fundation for 
a design proposal? Could the result indicate a possibility for a participatory process in 
Istanbul.  

Alternative Methods
Since the procedure evolved in synchronisation with the whole project and our own 
constantly growing knowledge, the result was customised to our study with the currently 
existing circumstances. Quantitative analysis was chosen not to be included in this 
study, due to the limited time for our field study the amount of time would not have been 
sufficient to get enough answers. Additionally, in respect to the character of the research 
question in particular, a quantitative analysis was not suitable as an investigating method. 
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2. THEORY

Istanbul in a Global Economic Context
The development Duringthe last 500 years, since the beginning of colonialism, has step-
by-step lead to the globalisation that is happening today (Baycan-Levent, 2003). In the 
context of globalisation Swyngedouw (2003) talks about a universal interdependence 
of nations, which replaces the old national self-sufficiency on material as well as on an 
intellectual production level. The interdependence makes national narrow-mindedness 
increasingly impossible and everything that is produced turns into common property, 
no matter of its origin (Marx and Engels, 1952).
 
Some cities became so-called “world cities” or “global cities” as early as in the 
seventeenth century (Baycan-Levent, 2003). These were the European cities London, 
Amsterdam, Antwerp, Genoa, Lisbon and Venice. Later, during the eighteenth and the 
nineteenth century, this has also happened for Paris, Rome, Vienna, Berlin, Chicago, 
Manchester, New York and St. Petersburg (Knox, 2002). The definition of a “world 
city” according to Friedmann (1986) is “spatial articulations through which the world 
economy is dialectically related to the national economies of the countries in which 
these cities are situated” (Friedmann, 1986 in Baycan-Levent, 2003). Nowadays 
this refers to cities of big financial, ideological and management related importance 
(Baycan-Levent, 2003). Governments, in all scales, have designed policies with respect 
to the new world economy and the existing market forces. This creates pressure on 
the local and regional levels to build and sustain a profitable entrepreneurial culture 
including a flexible labour market and minimized social and environmental regulations 
(Swyngedouw, 2003). Fainsten’s view of planning in a global context is explained by 
the possible consequences in the following quote.
 
 “Although in the past market-driven development produced highly differentiated  
 landscapes as a consequence of local custom, small-plot ownership, minimal  
 regulation, and incremental development, today’s large developers, enmeshed 
 within a globalized architectural and property market, build on a grand 
 scale and repeat the successful formulas of everywhere else. The paradox is  
 that the internally diverse character of festival marketplaces, entertainment 
 districts, and live/work environments replicates itself, so that places lose their 
 individuality just as much as had been the case under high modernism.”  
 (Fainstein, 2010, p.71)

Globalisation and Urbanisation Worldwide and Locally

The red octopus (fig. 1) is a European spatial structure consisting of eight axes, or 
“arms”, creating a system of urbanized areas. The leading cities of Europe have 
developed along these axes (Lever 1999 and Taylor and Hoyler 2000 in Baycan-Levent, 
2003). The geographical location of Istanbul, at the far end of one of the arms of the red 
octopus, is a very advantageous location. This location together with the multinational 
economical aspects, have lead to a transformation process in Istanbul similar to other 
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metropolises in the world. This transformation process redefines conditions and 
processes of development as well as regenerates infrastructural conditions in order for 
Istanbul to be able to compete with other cities of the world. To be competitive as well 
as complimentary is very important in the global perspective. The reason for this need 
is that the fast development of communication and transport of today makes cities of the 
world, parts of a tighter global urban system than before. As a global city emerges new 
developments also emerge, both regarding socioeconomic and spatial development. 
This has great impact on the spatial growth and the planning system in surrounding 
areas and countries (Baycan-Levent, 2003). Istanbul sees itself as the second global city 
in Europe, after London, which is evident through its influences which are both cultural 
and commercial (Burdett, 2011).

Up until now, the transformation in Istanbul has, to a great extent, been driven by 
globalisation tendencies. This is something that is easy to relate to past economic 
development. Since the 1980’s, the economy in Istanbul has been shifting from a 
situation with main part of investments within manufacturing towards foreign capital 
invested mainly in service. The consequences of this development are many, but most 
important is that these shifts help to establish the role of Turkey in the global economic 
context. The shift in economic emphasis is also visibly reflected in the urban land use 
through comprehensive rises in rents resulting in industries not affording to stay in the 
cities (Erkip, 2000). 

 

 
 

The Rising of Neoliberal Approaches

From 1978 and a few years onwards there was a big change in the values of the world 
economy and the conception of development. This was due to the fact that many of 
the most important politicians of the world at that time wanted to revive the economy 
through reducing the influence of unions and introduce deregulation on several levels 
in order to favour a more liberated market. Since this took place on both national and 
international level with the basis in several epicentres of the world, it contributed to 
a pervasive change in the map of the world economy (Harvey, 2007). London is one 
example of increasing inequalities as a result of deregulations and market incentives, 
which did contribute to a strong economic growth. This happened during the late 
1970’s under the government of Margaret Thatcher (Fainstein 2010). The question is if 
economic growth can justify an increased inequality? The urban neoliberal approaches 
have been widely spread during the past 35 years and have changed the direction of 
development in many urban contexts (Cybriwsky, 1999: 223 in Öz and Eder, 2012).
 
Neoliberalism, de-industrialisation and globalisation have changed the direction of city 
planning. Economic growth is the only desired result which causes cities to compete 
for private investors and make new policies which are enforced to facilitate growth. 
City planning in these conditions tend to focus less on the social impact of projects, and 
more on the economic aspects. This whole system has been criticised for being more 
beneficial for downtown businesses and subsidising projects that favours tourism while 
neglecting social responsibilities. The minimal use of words like equity and justice in 
this context has been used as an argument to emphasise the lack of responsibility taken 
regarding social aspects. This has further on led to raised questions and an intensified 
discourse about whether the regulations and investments accompanying neoliberalism 
are supporting the public good or not. Simplified the neoliberal approach aims for a 
market process with little governmental regulations. The idea is that a more open market 
can divide resources and create a more efficient process that will increase innovation 
and economic growth (Fainstein, 2010). Fainstein also says that “Within utilitarianism 
equity means benefiting the majority.” (Fainstein, 2010, p.38). This means that decisions 
can be made as long as the majority is satisfied and thoughts like equity can easily be 
ignored. Fainsteins definition of equity is highlighting the importance of the poorer 
groups and that they should be the main groupe evaluated in urban decision making 
(Fainstein, 2010).
 
According to neoliberalism, human well-being is best reached by increasing individual 
freedom in the sense of entrepreneurship and freeing of market forces. This should be 
done within a framework of institutions, which safeguard the private property rights. 
The role of governments is to set up the framework that guarantees this. In areas where 
market forces are unable to rule, since there is no existing market (for example regarding 
education, health care and environmental pollution control) they need to be invented 
by the state, if there is no other solution. In addition to those actions it is good if the 
state intervene as little as possible (Harvey, 2007). The consequences of the upswing 
of urban neoliberalism have often been characterized by favouring the building of new 
malls, amusement parks, offices and residential buildings, but most of all by increased 
privatisation of public spaces through control of access, increased surveillance and 
applied design “themes”. There is numerous examples of this attitude towards urban 
development from different places all around the world (Cybriwsky, 1999 in Öz and 
Eder, 2012). The redistribution of space is changing the social geography and increases 
the concentration of urban poverty (Keyder, 2005a: 124 in Öz and Eder, 2012). While 
this redistribution of space is ongoing, gentrification is also happening in Istanbul and 
high-income groups are prioritised regarding new development (Islam, 2010). Together 

Fig. 1
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the rising gentrification and the redistribution of space adds to already existing social 
inequalities (Keyder, 2005a: 124 in Öz and Eder, 2012). Cleansing the inner city centre 
from the poor people increases gentrification and strengthens the real estate market 
(Peck and Tickell, 2002; Sassen, 2007 in Öz and Eder, 2012). These transformation 
processes opened up for opinions, resistance and politics directed to change. How are 
the existing social and historical structures, such as bazaaris, going to resist in this 
transformation? This is one of the important questions in order to explore the concrete 
consequences of neoliberalism (Parker, 2009 in Öz and Eder 2012). This leads us to 
the topic of social good which according to neoliberalism will be best reached through 
maximizing both reach and frequency of market transactions, which aims to bring as 
much human action into the market domain as possible. For this to be possible highly 
developed information technology is required, some also argue that a new information 
society is needed (Harvey, 2007).

People and Spaces Affected by Urban Transformation
Forced diversity is a consequence of the ongoing geographical restructuring and 
mass moving of people in areas with an increasing urbanisation rate (Swyngedouw, 
2003). Istanbul is a city with a long history of uncontrolled and rapid urbanisation 
(Gunay, 2013). This development has in turn lead to diversity which in itself is a 
complex term but usually a desired thing in urban planning theory and practice. Even 
though it is ideally considered as a good thing, it can also have negative consequences 
(Sennett, 1999). To enable the achievement of a favourable kind of diversity, politics 
and governance have to change and define their aim clearly and in the right direction. 
While the definition of diversity among many governmental officials have emerged to 
become richness for society, not much have changed in the executed practice politically. 
Turkey is one example where minorities are still facing difficulties (Afetinan, 1988 in 
Türkmen and Öktem, 2013). The only changes that have been applied for the non-
Muslim minorities in Turkey is the permitting of using their own native tongue. The 
non-Muslim minorities were defined at the indorsement of the Treaty of Lausanne in 
1923 and included the Greeks, the Armenians and the Jews living inside the newly 
created Republic. Today there is a plan for the years 2014 to 2023 which articulates the 
desired direction of development regarding diversity in Istanbul. It says that the aim 
of social policies should be “enabling social integration, providing equal opportunities 
for every citizen in the city, creating the sense of city citizenship and reducing the gap 
among different groups” (ISTKA, 2013a; 27 in Eraydin et al., 2014).

Consequences of Globalisation in the Civic Society

The thought of globalisation and its arguments are in elitist political establishments 
sometimes used as a way of excusing the growing lack of freedom and power among 
the civil society. Another tendency, which is present in the political world today and 
related to globalisation, is the upcoming of new radical groups trying to oppose the 
authorities on the basis of issues regarding reclamation of territorial identity and 
homogeneity. This is not surprising since radical resistance through history have had 
its roots in geographical matters. One clear indicator to the accuracy of the previous 
stated fact is the high scores of the nationalist right-wing party in French elections in 
the recent past (Swyngedouw, 2003). The upswing of such parties in the rest of Europe 
can also be seen as a substantiation of this fact, which implies that geographical issues 
of today are important ones to deal with.

The strong urbanisation that has been going on during the last decades has lead to major 
re-organisation of public structures. A geographical mass moving of workforce has 
generated change in processes of development and a decreased sense of belonging to an 
identifying community, which furthermore have led to conflicts and frictions between 
groups. These tensions are sometimes not at all productive considering liberation or 
empowering the civil society (Swyngedouw, 2003).

The Planner as an Advocate  
Planning is based on the understanding of different events and their correlation with 
each other through time. It is an important part in all aspects of human activity, both 
on individual level and in the society in general. The purpose of planning is to connect 
knowledge with the appropriate action (Khakee, 2000). Planning is a tool to control both 
the present and the future (Wildavsky, 1973 in Khakee, 2000). There are many different 
theories about urban planning and what the planning process should look like. But the 
general purpose of planning is to define problems, analyse purpose, create solutions, 
implement them and analyse the result and the consequences of these implementations 
(Khakee, 2000).

A Shift in the Role of the Planner

Since the organisation of the world economy in the last years has been both trans-
nationalised and localised simultaneously, a big and noticeable change has happened. 
A dynamic extended reach of capital changes the geographical barriers, it is important 
not to forget that new borders will be created which will replace, or reduce the impact 
of, the old ones (Swyngedouw, 2003). Many states of different structure have accepted 
and welcomed the ideas of neoliberalism and have adjusted their policies and practices 
more or less according to theories based on neoliberal arguments. Currently even in 
institutions like universities, media and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) are 
influenced by a lot of neoliberal spokesmen (Harvey, 2007).
 
The function of planning was for a long time considered to be a conscious development 
for public interest, planned by experts based on experience. This belief changed because 
of its consequence, which was creating social disturbance. Planners had to become more 
aware of the impact their planning would have on the politically powerless (Hoffman, 
1989 in Fainstein, 2010). In the 1960’s the idea of the technocratic way of planning was 
questioned and the discussion about planning being a political process started. Planners 
got more involved in the implementation process, which led to a closer collaboration 
between planners and politicians. This new situation increased the chances of the plans to 
actually be formalised (Khakee, 2000). Developing a participatory planning process was 
one of the consequences responding to the lack of understanding and thoughtlessness 
that came from the technocratic planning approach (Fainstein, 2010).

Planning Practice

It is important for the planner to understand that all cities have their own different 
character and qualities. These qualities create the identity of a city. Planners need to 
have knowledge about the identity of the city and understand the pressure of change 
that is forcing the city to transform. It is the responsibility of the planner to make sure 
that the occurring changes are improving the city and the situation for its people. The 
professionals cannot only understand the never-ending changes of the city; they also 
need to know how to make it better (Sanoff, 1990). The planner is also responsible of 



1514

having knowledge and understanding of which inequalities that exist in society, so that 
this information is available during the planning process (Khakee, 2000). How much 
influence the planner has in the decision process depends on different aspects. The 
confidence people have in the planner and how well the planner can solve conflicts 
and create a network of people and resources are some of these aspects and they are 
dependent on the understanding of the political process and climate (Benveniste, 1977 
and 1989 in Khakee, 2000). Fainstein emphasises the importance of the planner to 
achieve a just outcome. “Planners can affect the character of deliberation and move 
participants towards a greater commitment to just outcomes.” (Fainstein, 2010, p.66)
Another important fact for the planner to realise is the difficulty and sometimes 
contradictory processes in planning. One community represent different people with 
different interests. One difficulty with advocacy planning is how to create a united 
solution for a neighbourhood. The planners are supposed to represent the people and 
create a solution based on that. In a community with diverse opinions, an accurate 
representation of the people can be difficult to reach. Because of this, proposals can 
be created based on issues that the planner themselves have defined. This can result 
in a disappointed community, with the feeling of being manipulated (Peattie, 1968 in 
Sanoff, 1990). Another important issue is formulated by Fainstein “... whether in an 
existing historical context citizens are good judges of their own interests or the public 
good. After deliberation has run its course, people may still make choices that are 
harmful to themselves or to minorities.” (Fainstein, 2010, p.30)

Urban planning can have large-scale future consequences and it is important that this is 
understood by the administration (Khakee, 2000). New development needs to consider 
the city and be guided by a conservation philosophy where the existing environment is 
respected. A participatory planning process can be an important part in order to make 
more people aware of their environment and its important qualities. Implementing 
participatory methods would increase the pressure on future development to contribute 
to a strengthening of the identity of the city (Sanoff, 1990). Urban planning is something 
that affects the citizens, especially in large-scale urban transformations, and that is why 
citizens and their opinions should be considered. It is also important to realise that there 
are other actors that has to be included so that the process are built on a large foundation 
of knowledge and understanding between different actors. Urban planning can have 
major impact on society and that is why the process should include as many actors as 
possible and more time should be spent on talking about what kind of society to strive 
for (Khakee, 2000).  
 
Social sustainability considers the aspects of life and space and how that can contribute 
to give all people a chance of a dignified life. A dialogue between affected people 
is needed to create a society where social sustainability can be possible. Issues like 
democracy, social problems and soft and hard values need to be considered early in the 
process to achieve a holistic approach to planning. One example, which can change the 
whole proposal when applied in practice, is the gender perspective. It does not have 
to be extensive changes but it will give some new approaches and change the priority 
of different issues (Khakee, 2000). A problem in planning according to Fainstein is 
that “Politicians tend to favour “hard” expenditures in buildings and infrastructure 
over “soft” investments in human capital because their efforts become visible and are 
achievable in the short term. Even without direct pressure from business interests for 
commercial development, politicians feel the need to show something demonstrable 
to their constituents—democratic participation does not necessarily favour long-run 
strategies.” (Fainstein, 2010, p.81)

Participation
The History of Participation

The movement towards participation started during the early 1960’s. It was a reaction 
to the professional competence and the distance between planners and the people. 
The planner planned without having the knowledge and the understanding of the 
life and needs of the people they were planning for. This resulted in designers and 
planners coming together to fight for the rights of the people. Participatory planning 
was developed as a result of this struggle, to give the people without power, a voice 
in the planning process. It aimed to involve people and let them be a part of the 
process of defining their own built environment. The participatory model developed 
as political and economical changes occurred. A more conservative politic came to 
power, which distributed less funding to organisations that was working to empower 
the urban poor. This modified the focus of the participatory process. Advocacy planning 
occurred as a result of this redistribution of economical resources and the decreased 
trust in professional knowledge and competence (Sanoff, 1990). The lack of confidence 
in professional knowledge was a result of what had happened to some of the urban 
renewal of neighbourhoods in the inner cities. These projects were not a solution to 
the problems of these areas but rather a destruction of some neighbourhoods for the 
benefits of others (Hartman 1974, Anson 1981 and Goodman 1971 in Sanoff, 1990).

Participation Creates Understanding

Space and physical form are factors that have an impact on and can shape social life 
and human behaviour, but the opposite impact can also appear. Design and social 
behaviour is often studied separately even though they can affect each other. The built 
environment can affect and change feelings, stress levels and mood but the human 
reaction to form can also be unexpected reactions explained by other social aspects. 
Dialogue and participatory planning is a way of solving potential problems related 
to these unexpected reactions from people. It gives the people more understanding 
of the design and a possibility to affect the outcome of the proposal (Sanoff, 1990). 
Participation also gives the policy makers access to local knowledge that they might 
otherwise not have access to (Corburn, 2005 in Fainstein, 2010). It does not automatically 
result in better decisions and it can also lead to corruption, but so can other models of 
governance (Fainstein, 2010). The user group can by participation become more aware 
of the process of planning and get a greater understanding of the community and the 
opinions of the other people living there. This will also make sure that the resources are 
placed where they are needed and the design is more likely to be successful because the 
community understands it (Sanoff, 1990).
 
Participation is based on democracy and the belief that the people affected by design, 
should be included in the process and be able to take an active part when the decisions 
are being made (Sanoff, 1990). Fainstein criticise the general assumption that a natural 
consequence of a just process is a just result. If the participatory process is going to be 
possible it has to be implemented through interaction and collaboration between people 
where conflicts are solved and decisions can be taken (Fainstein, 2010). Participation is 
a way of making sure that a society is built on freedom for the citizens (Sanoff, 1990). 
Planners are restricted by political policies and the wishes of their clients but they 
have the power of presenting their ideas and focus the debate on different aspects and 
possible concerns about equity and justice (Fainstein, 2010).
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Participation and its Weaknesses

Citizen participation is a process that redistributes power and puts the weakest and 
most excluded people in a position of power (Sanoff, 1990). Arnstein highlights the 
need of redistribution of power for a successful participatory process. If no distribution 
of power occurs, participation will only be a way for the power holders to claim that 
the decision was made with all actors involved (Arnstein, 1969). Fainstein defines the 
oppressed group similarly to Sanoff, as the people who are excluded from participatory 
processes and with the least political and financial power to change this position of 
weakness. She also emphasises that to support the just development of a city, this group 
needs to be given power of decision (Fainstein, 2010).
 
The difficulty with professional knowledge is that it can explain how to do something 
and measure different physical aspects but it can never truly and accurately explain 
human reaction and social, economical and political issues that will affect the outcome 
of the project (Sanoff, 1990).
 
A problem with advocacy planning is that if the power of decision is not given to 
the community the likelihood of any possible change to be realised is equal to zero. 
Fainstein elaborates that without economic incentive, democratic program lack strength 
and the conversation about democratic processes does not raise the problem with who 
has the power of decision (Fainstein, 2010). This realisation has helped to create a 
new model of an entrepreneurial phase. In this phase of advocacy and participatory 
planning, one problem is chosen and followed through until the end. It has changed 
the focus from the academic and political aspects towards how to get things done. 
The solutions have often been small and not very invasive but therefore also easier to 
implement (Sanoff, 1990).
 
If the outcome of a participatory process is unjust, some theorists believe that the 
processes must have been inadequate or that the participants were misguided. These 
thoughts are based on the perception that participants will understand their own needs 
and the consequences of design decision (Fainstein, 2010).
 
Participation is not a model free from conflict. The participants are people representing 
their own opinions, which will vary. Reaching a common decision can be difficult but 
participation gives an opportunity to raise different opinions and discuss them and 
compromise before some issues create destructive conflicts. The process of participation 
has the effect of liberating and educating the community, and enhances the socialisation 
in the neighbourhood (Sanoff, 1990). A quote by Fainstein further highlights the 
difficulty and unpredictability of participation and a just result. “...outcomes of citizen 
deliberations are unpredictable and are likely to vary according to the particular values 
of the active participants.” (Fainstein, 2010, p.66) Participation might be a way to 
possibly solve these conflicts and achieve a desired result. The conflicts about physical 
space and the human relation are complex and there are ideas that the only way to solve 
these conflicts is through argumentation and by letting that become a learning process 
for all people involved (Robins et al., 1975 in Sanoff, 1990).
 
Participation is a complex process where no definite answers can be found. It is created 
to achieve public good but there will always be a difficulty to define what that is 
and how to reach it. Participation does not have to be the answer to the problem in a 
community and even though the motives are good the result can be disappointing and 
lack a good design. The success of participation is dependant on the circumstances and 
the community itself (Sanoff, 1990). One difficulty is that even though participation 

gives the participants opportunities to express their opinions the opinions will be 
clouded by their prejudices based on their former experiences. This may prevent them 
from understanding long-term consequences and from taking decisions that is in the 
public interest (Fainstein, 2010). Arnstein describes some obstacles for true citizen 
participation, which are based on prejudice and unwillingness to redistribute power.
 
“It should be noted that the typology does not include an analysis of the most significant 
roadblocks to achieving genuine levels of participation. These roadblocks lie on 
both sides of the simplistic fence. On the power holders’ side, they include racism, 
paternalism, and resistance to power redistribution. On the have-nots’ side, they 
include inadequacies of the poor community’s political socioeconomic infrastructure 
and knowledge base, plus difficulties of organizing a representative and accountable 
citizens’ group in the face of futility, alienation, and distrust.” (Arnstein, 1969, p.217)

Social Movements

Citizen activism is an important factor to create debate and influence the governmental 
policies (Fainstein, 2010). A result of programs where participation is said to be used 
but which lack the redistribution of power, is the awareness that citizens gain from 
this process. They learn how the power holders work and can demand more levels of 
participation in the next project (Arnstein, 1969).
 
Social movements are important factors to influence the governmental policies about 
urban planning and achieve a more just development of the city (Fainstein, 2010). 
Usually, when the citizens are empowered, the power was not voluntarily given by the 
authorities but instead taken by the people. Those who already have the power do not 
tend to give it away easily, through history the power has been wrested by the civic 
society (Arnstein, 1969). The pressure for justice will have incremental consequences 
on the city and the system. Even a small move towards a more thoughtful process 
where decision makers have a more conscious approach to planning and its effects on 
justice, would add to the general acknowledgement of the importance of a more human 
planning approach (Fainstein, 2010). “The pressure for non-reformist reforms can lead 
to incremental changes in the system that place it on a path toward justice.” (Fainstein, 
2010, p.170).
 
The power of social movements lay in the ability to change consciousness and in the 
end affect new policies. Feminism is one example of this process where ideas started to 
change peoples attitudes and later also the mind of the administrative levels of society. 
The success of social movements is based on how well ideas can be used to express a 
reason for dissatisfaction and easily be turned into defined goals of how to overcome 
them (Fainstein, 2010).
 
One difficulty with achieving just planning is that national policies are affecting the 
planning at a local level through restraining or creating possibilities. This can either 
help the development toward a more just city or make the process harder, but it is 
also important to acknowledge that the national policies are important for future 
development. Even if this is the case, municipalities can still work towards a more 
favourable system, but with some added difficulties (Fainstein, 2010).
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3. ISTANBUL IN A 
THEORETICAL CONTEXT

Istanbul in a Global Economic Context
The development of Turkey

The Turkish republic was established in 1923 which meant a new economic and 
social structure for Istanbul, which stopped being the capital city of Turkey. Istanbul 
went through some changes during the early part of the 20th century because of the 
industrialization but the largest changes occurred after the 1950’s. Derived from those 
changes the expansion of Istanbul occurred as a consequence of rural migration (Ozus, 
Turk and Dokmeci, 2011). The internal migration in Turkey has during the last decades 
lead to growing inequalities in Istanbul (Burdett, 2011). Gecekondus, which are slum 
areas, has emerged because of this expansion. These areas were built through illegal 
construction starting in the 1960’s continuing until the 1980’s (Tan, 2007). Gecekondu 
areas are one of the more controversial subjects in urban planning and have been 
debated for a long time. In the 1950’s the areas were seen as a temporary problem that 
would disappear as the population in these areas became integrated in the city. During 
the 1970’s when the political left became more active in Turkey, the problem with 
gecekondus was seen as a result of unemployment and exploitation. The current situation 
for those areas is now much more urgent than before. This is mostly due to the pressure 
of creating a globalised Istanbul and remove these areas, which are seen as something 
that destroy the image of the city. The property owners in these areas are relocated and 
moved to apartment blocks and the tenants are forced to leave and find a new place 
to live. This is the official policy of the government and the municipalities in Turkey, 
which is contradictory to the millennium project by the metropolitan government about 
promoting urban citizenship and identification with the city (Öncü, 2007). 
 
The location of Istanbul have always been considered strategic, squeezed in right between 
Asia and Europe, the Marmara Sea and the Black Sea, with the connecting Bosphorus 
running through the city. Due to this location, Istanbul has been the capital during three 
empires and is a site containing many historical important monuments. Both because of 
the location and the history of Istanbul, it has been largely affected by globalisation which 
also have resulted in increased tourism (Ozus, Turk and Dokmeci, 2011). The economic 
factor of tourism is right now seen like one of the most important sources of growth 
in Turkey. The development projects are a result of creating safe places where tourists 
can consume goods and services. Historical architecture and places are preserved but 
cut of from the life of the local inhabitants. Restoration project of residential areas are 
initiated by the government and other corporations, but only to rebuild the aesthetics 
of the area and then replace both the people and the social and economic structure. 
This process is either completely destroying different neighbourhoods and livelihood 
of the local peoples, or initiating a process of gentrification and increased corporate 
ownership. The urban poor are then forced out of the city core with less resources and 
possibilities than before (Öncü, 2007).
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The economic factor and the Global impact on urban development

Turkey and other countries are all facing the same problem regarding development of 
big cities. Many cities lack sufficient infrastructure and have large suburban areas in 
the outskirts of the city (Bensley and Beyard, 2007 in Ozus, Turk and Dokmeci, 2011). 
Successful projects in Istanbul during the last years have been residential projects, both 
central and suburban, and most successful are the luxurious residential projects. These 
projects create the highest economic profit and are directed towards a specific part of 
the population who want to live in the central part of the city without being concerned 
with the associated problems. The possible profit from these projects increases the 
land value in the more central areas of Istanbul and increase the pressure on poorer 
neighbourhoods (Ozus, Turk and Dokmeci, 2011). The rising land value is one of the 
important strategies to attract private investors to Istanbul. This is one of the strategies 
used by the administration for urban development (Lovering and Türkmen, 2011). The 
general opinion among politicians in Istanbul is that urban transformation can solve 
all current problems the city is facing. Segregation, poverty and earthquake risk are 
only a few of the problems that could be solved by urban transformation (Islam, 2010). 
The belief that urban transformation is the solution to most problems have caused a 
deregulatory process in Turkey as well as in other parts of the world. This have been 
positive for the real estate market and the construction sector (TSKB, 2007 in Ozus, 
Turk and Dokmeci, 2011).
 
Turkey, and primarily Istanbul, have been influenced by globalisation and this has been 
evident mostly through spatial transformation and the amount of foreign investors (Ozus, 
Turk and Dokmeci, 2011). The foreign investors are constantly increasing within the 
real estate sector in Istanbul and this is estimated to reach its peak in 5-10 years (TSKB, 
2007 in Ozus, Turk. and Dokmeci, 2011). The current real estate market in Istanbul 
stands out as one of the most open markets in Europe (Ozus, Turk and Dokmeci, 2011). 
Most of the projects are consumption based aimed to increase the possible profit and are 
therefore focused on creating high density and commercial functions. These projects 
receive critique for neglecting the impact on surrounding areas, creating gentrification 
and lack public interest (Gezici, F and Kerimoglu, 2010). Another consequence of 
globalisation is the spatial development for truism consumption (Galdini, 2007 in 
Gezici and Kerimoglu, 2010)
 
There are still some uncertainties of what the consequences of these real estate 
developments will have on the urbanisation in Istanbul. The projects could maybe 
enhance the identity and qualities of specific urban places, which in the extension can 
have important economical and social effects. These developments can be positive if 
they are used to decrease homogenization and improve the unique identity of Istanbul 
(Gezici and Kerimoglu, 2010). Having said that it is also said that globalisation 
usually does increase homogenisation and gentrification (Galdini, 2007 in Gezici and 
Kerimoglu, 2010).

The Neoliberal Approach in Istanbul

Globalisation and neoliberalism have both had large impacts on the development 
in Istanbul (Gezici and Kerimoglu, 2010).  Over the past ten years numerous gated 
communities have been built in the periphery of Istanbul. The development of 
these communities has been possible because of the massive land speculations 
and privatisations of public land. These factors have occurred due to the economic 
neoliberalism and the mass housing legislation in Turkey (Gülümser and Levent, 2005 
in Tan, 2007).
 

The neoliberal ideas were implemented in Turkey at the same time as Thatcher and 
Reagan came to power and implemented the neoliberal ideals in the United States and 
the United Kingdom (Harvey, 2005 in Dinçer, 2011). This implementation provided 
the foundation for a large economical growth in Istanbul and Turkey (Brenner and 
Theodore, 2002 in Dinçer, 2011). The neoliberal ideas changed the structure of urban 
planning by deregulation of the legal and institutional organisation (Dinçer, 2011). 
Implemented in urban planning, these ideals create non-participatory methods based 
on top-down decisions. This can also be seen as a strategy to systematically displace 
and fragment unwanted parts of the population. The development project in Sulukule is 
one example of this process where neoliberal strategies were used in the urban planning 
process and how it was contradicting citizenship and the right to urban space. Sulukule 
was an area with mostly Gypsy people and had been like that for a very long time (Tan, 
2007).
 
During the 1990’s some deregulations were made to encourage investors to the Turkish 
market. One of these deregulations was concerning development rights, which helped 
diminishing the power and authority of the planner. Difficulties when working with 
participation of different actors is one consequence of the neoliberal approach that can be 
seen in Istanbul. The current attitude from the government is to implement regulations, 
which enables a process where the owners can be deprived of their property and where 
space is a source for economic profit (Dinçer, 2011).

People and Spaces Affected by Urban 
Transformation
Cities in Turkey have experienced the development of large-scale urban transformation, 
sometimes classified as urban renovation or urban development. These developments 
support and legitimise demolition and reconstruction of urban areas based on abstract 
fears. Municipalities have been given full control and authority regarding urban 
renovation and development in 2005 by a new law, law No. 5366. This law were for 
example used to legitimise the development in Sulukule (Tan, 2007).
 
The central government in Turkey have large influence on the local planning in Istanbul 
even if Istanbul metropolitan municipality still have authority while establishing the 
master plan for Istanbul. This means that top-down decisions are taken even if they are 
not in line with the master plan. The lack of correlation between different administrative 
organs puts them in conflict (Gezici and Kerimoglu, 2010).
 
In 2005 the law of Renewal No. 5366, “ Law on the Protection of Deteriorated historic 
and Cultural Heritage through Renewal and Re-use”, was approved (Islam, 2010). This 
law is one of the most controversial and discussed laws that were introduced during 
this time. The law was criticised for being too focused on demolition and also for the 
type of project areas that was to be included by the scope of the law. The law reduces 
the rights of ownership and if no agreement can be made the authority has the right of 
expropriation. Many argue that this law enables a legal, state led gentrification process. 
Even if the law has a regulation, which says that the process should include participation, 
the formulation of the regulation gives all decisional power to the authority which in 
itself contradict the true process of participation (Dinçer, 2011).
 
Gentrification is a current problem in Istanbul. Areas at risk are places of historical 
and architectural value, with proximity the city centre, which earlier in the century for 
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some reason was abandoned by its population. One example is the minorities in Fener 
Balat that consisted of Jews, Armenians and Greek, that left during the 1960s. This 
contributed to a change of the original population and a mitigation form the black sea 
and the Anatolian side occurred.  The buildings fell in decay during this period and the 
area became popular only a few years ago. The new popularity has caused prices to 
increase and the population are pressured to move (Ergun, 2004).

The Law of Renewal should be subordinate to the law of the Conservation of Cultural 
and Natural Asset. If this would happen, it would contribute to a process where the social, 
economical and historical aspects of the concerned area received higher significance. 
The actual project would be formed to enhance the life and the environment for the 
people currently residing in the area (Dinçer, 2011).
 
To become competitive on the global market the reconstruction of cities begin in the form 
of a renewal process. The idea is to transform declined urban areas in order to reinforce 
the identity and economic development in the city. This process is often neglecting 
the social aspects of these areas (Gezici and Kerimoglu, 2010). Many of the areas in 
Istanbul that are under risk of transformation are gecekondu areas. These areas were 
often built in the periphery of the city in close connection to industrial zones but in time 
and with the expansion of the city they have become inner city neighbourhoods (Islam, 
2010). The urban transformation in Istanbul can therefore be closely associated to the 
renewal in America after the Second World War. This renewal was supposed to reduce 
urban poverty but became highly criticized for being a displacement strategy. There are 
arguments about the renewal in Istanbul being closer connected to the neoliberal ideas 
than the post-war ideals were (Karaman, 2014).
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Description of mentioned areas

Sulukule
Sulukule is a neighbourhood on the historical peninsula in Istanbul, close to the initial 
city wall (Islam, 2010). It is one of the uncommon areas in Istanbul which still had kept 
the street pattern from the times of the Ottoman Empire (Marsh, 2010 in Karaman, 
2014), until it was completely demolished in 2009 (Ezme, 2014). The area was on the 
world heritage list but the buildings had nevertheless been neglected and deteriorated. 
The area also suffered from a bad reputation among common people due to that it had 
been portrayed as an area with high crime rate by the media and the administration 
(Dinçer, 2011). The neighbourhood was therefore declared as a renewal area in 2005. 
The Sulukule area was, before the renewal, characterized by its Roma population 
(Islam, 2010). Roma people had inhabited Sulukule since the 11th century (Marsh, 
2010 in Karaman, 2014). The result of the project which is now built is a displacement 
of the majority of the original population in Sulukule (Karaman, 2014). The project 
has received grave critique for its impact on the Roman community in Istanbul (Islam, 
2010). Even though the project in the area was declared illegal by regional court in 2012 
Faith municipality continued the construction of the buildings to completion. Because 
the municipality did not comply the court decision, the people of the area appealed to 
the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) (Gov’t, municipalities ignore decrees 
of nullity from courts, 2014).

Tarlabaşı
Tarlabaşı is an area on the European side of Istanbul, located in the historical city centre 
(Karaman, 2014).  It has a special architectural character of historical importance but 
the people have a preconception that the residents living in the area belong to marginal 
groups (Dinçer, Enlil, Islam, 2008 in Dinçer, 2011). The area was declared as a renewal 
area in 2006 (Islam, 2010). The whole area, consisting of nine blocks, also including 
the historical buildings will now be destroyed and rebuilt for their new purpose, but the 
facades will be made in a way that resemble the facades of the old buildings (Dinçer, 
Enlil, Islam, 2008 in Dinçer, 2011). The project in Tarlabaşı can be considered as a 
state-led gentrification project (Karaman, 2014). A neighbourhood association was 
established in Tarlabaşı when the project started (Dinçer, 2011). 

Fener Balat
Fener Balat is an area located on the historical peninsula in Istanbul, along the waterfront 
of the Golden Horn (Gezici and Kerimoglu, 2010). It is an important historical area 
with remains dating from the Byzantine time (Akın, 1994 in Dinçer 2011). Fener and 
Balat are two closely interconnected neighbourhoods. Fener was originally a Greek 
neighbourhood and Balat was a Jewish neighbourhood (Bezmez, 2008 in Kerimoglu, 
2010). These neighbourhoods were a prestigious area until the start of the Turkish 
republic when the tolerance towards cultural diversity declined. During the 1950’s 
and 1960’s the dominant part of the Greek and Jewish population left Fener Balat and 
Turkey. The area then became home for migrants from Anatolia (Dinçer, 2011). In the 
1990’s a rehabilitation project started in Fener Balat, which was a collaboration between 
UNESCO, European Union and Fatih municipality (Gezici and Kerimoglu, 2010). The 
outcome of this project was among other things restoration of residential buildings, 
restoration of shops in Balat market and reorganising of the waste management system. 
Buildings were also connected to the natural gas network without having to pay any fee 
(Eken, 2010). After the completion of the UNESCO project the area was declared as a 
renewal area and the municipality created a new project. In the proposal for this project 
most structures, including historical buildings would be demolished. The arguments 
for this demolition were, that a lot off buildings had been neglected and the fact that 

Fig. 2. Map showing mentioned places in this chapter.
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the area is located in the risk zone for a possible earthquake (Dinçer, 2011). Many 
residents in the area are against the project. Some are against it because they what to 
protect their property and their investment (Gezici and Kerimoglu, 2010). In 2014 the 
neighbourhood association Febayder wanted to stop this project and made an appeal 
to the court. The final decision of the court was to the advantage of the neighbourhood 
association and declared that Fener Balat was no longer a renewal area. This was the 
first time the ministry board had to recant an announcement of a renewal area and it 
was therefore a very important milestone for all areas currently in the same situation as 
Fener Balat (Sahin 2014, interview, 11 November).

Kartal
Kartal is an area in Eastern Istanbul, South of Maltepe on the Anatolian side. There 
is an on going regeneration project in Kartal in an old industrial district (Gezici and 
Kerimoglu, 2010). The proposal was made by Zaha Hadid, who won the competition 
announced in 2006 and the plan for the area is to become a new central business district 
in Istanbul (Lovering and Türkmen, 2011). The argument for the business district being 
located on the Anatolian side is, to reduce the unequal distribution of economically 
strong functions like industry and commerce between the European and Anatolian 
side and by this also even out the transportation throughout the city. The regeneration 
area in Kartal is one of the largest regeneration areas of this kind in the world. The 
critique against the project mainly concerns the lack of correlation to the surrounding 
conditions, the planned density of the project and the amount of planned offices and 
whether these are necessary or not (Gezici and Kerimoglu, 2010).

Maltepe
Maltepe is an area located along the Bosporus between Kadıköy and Kartal on the 
Anatolian side of Istanbul. During the 1960’s the area was transformed into a 
gecekondu area. This was due to the nearby factories that were built during that time. 
Istanbul has grown since then, which has made the land more valuable and attractive. 
The metropolitan municipality has therefore announced this area a transformation area 
(Lovering and Türkmen, 2011).

Participation, Social Movement and the Planner
It is possible to give the residents in an area some power of decision in the planning 
process. Through collaboration between organisations and the neighbourhood, where 
events for public participation are created and where local network is used to include 
more people (Tan, 2007). Turkish top-down approach in planning can be questioned 
because of the resistance and critique it receives from the citizens and planning 
professionals. A more negotiable process would secure a process with less conflict. 
One reason why this model is not implemented could be the current ideology of neo-
Ottoman character. Implementation of this a few decades ago would possibly have 
been a reason for conflict, since the system at that time was much more strict and 
regulated. The neoliberal ideas are reducing some of the regulations but an autocratic 
administration is contradicting the ideas of neoliberalism. The desire to be accepted 
by the European union is one factor that pressures Turkey towards a more democratic 
approach (Lovering and Türkmen, 2011).
 
The official goal with renewal in Istanbul is to raise living standard and reduce the risk 
of unsafe buildings that can become a risk during possible earthquakes. These projects 
have generally ended in a displacement processes, which have lead to resistance 
(Karaman, 2014). One opinion is that the current neoliberal ideology implemented in 

urban planning enables the possibility to ignore social injustice and gives opportunity 
for economic manipulation. The only possible solution to fight against this development 
is through grassroots activism, which enable professionals to create a new model where 
public participation is possible and new ideas can be created regarding urban space. This 
movement can only be created by the collective action of the public. To achieve this 
collective awareness, information need to be distributed in the whole social structure of 
a city. The media and especially Internet are very important factors to include in order 
to make this possible (Tan, 2007). Others explain that the grassroots movement and 
neighbourhood resistance do not have to be in opposition to neoliberal ideas, because 
they are clearly expressing some opinions of the market (Karaman, 2014).

Social movement regarding spatial intervention does not have a large history in Istanbul. 
The social movement formed to fight against the transformation in Sulukule was one 
of the first. Planners, activist, NGOs and local people was involved in the movement. 
They increased awareness by using the media and tried to stop the regeneration but 
the local population lacked legal documents of ownership, and the renewal law 5366 
legitimised the process in Sulukule. The lack of political support was the crucial factor 
that the movement I sulukule was lacking (Uysal, 2012).
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The complexity of the administrative system

The planning process can be divided in two levels of plans, one level for macro level 
planning (Regional Plan and Environmental Master Plan, 1:100 000) and one level for 
local planning (Implementation Plan and Development Plan, 1:5000 and 1:1000). The 
problem with the planning process is not the process itself but rather the laws giving 
authority to different plans and different planning authorities. Interventions to plans 
can be done; bout at central and local level and this is creating a fragmented planning 
process. As seen in the diagram the different authorities are involved in the different 
plans but at the same level. Local government are involved in all levels and can easily, 
by using the supplementary plan types, change direction. The central government can 
make additions that overrule the previous plan.  The ministries have authority over 
different areas (tourism, forestry, mass housing and conservation to name a few) and 
these plans are in conflict to the local municipal plans and the laws about who have 
overruling authority is unclear (Unsal and Türk, 2013).

Ministry of development

Minitsry of environment and 
Urbanism

 Local Governments

Local Governments
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Local Development 
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Plan
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Government

Planning Levels 
and Plan Types

Planning Authority Level Two

Planning Authority Plan Exeptions 
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Fig. 3. Model showing the different planning levels and plannng types in Turkey.
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4. RESULT

Introduction 

This chapter is based on eleven interviews with planners and operating professionals 
within the field of urban planning. It is followed by the result from the survey executed 
in Fener Balat. 

Economy as a Driving Force
Economic history

Regarding the history of Turkey there has been many governments and governmental 
policies have been using space as a tool in order to redistribute wealth. When the 
Turkish Republic was established it was a rural country with lots of available land, 
which resulted in the ideas of distributing land. In the 1950s Turkey got more urbanized 
and people started to live in overnight built gecekondu areas. In the 1980s there was a 
second wave of people coming from the countryside to settle in Istanbul. By this time 
gecekondus became legalized, the people living there were from now on allowed to 
build four storey buildings on their land. This created another redistribution of space 
and also of wealth. Now, a third redistribution process is occurring all over Turkey. 
This redistribution process often result in urban renewal projects, which are appreciated 
because they are seen as something that is creating a lot of economical benefits. One 
example of this is that there are no taxations on the urban development projects. You 
can build as high as you want without paying any taxes to the municipality. This means 
that you can benefit from the land as much as you want (Çavuşoğlu 2014, interview, 30 
October).
 
Economic benefits of the top-down structure and urban rent

Urban planning in Istanbul is now based on a top-down-structure. The government 
do not want to change this, because if they start to listen to the people it may decrease 
the profit of the transformation projects. The investors, manage most of the planning 
process in Turkey and Istanbul. This gives them the opportunity to participate directly 
and impose their ideas. Their aim is primarily to try to rise the urban rent, as much as 
they can, and this is also what they are trying to achieve by participating and developing 
the city (Firidin, Akyol and Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November). The financial reason 
is the reason why it is so much pressure on all actors in the planning process. Everybody 
are benefiting financially from this process and the lack of regulations (Çavuşoğlu 2014, 
interview, 30 October). The third bridge, the third airport and the second Bosporus are 
all projects that are realized under heavy pressure from the central government and 
the investors. An indication of this is that the government has promised to pay the 
developers for the first few years of the third bridge, until the bridge will be profitable 
in itself. Until now the government has been obligated to listen to the people, but that 
has recently seemed to change (Türkün 2014, interview, 28 October). The government 
supplies the investors with everything they need, even if a proposal is losing in court 
the government do not usually obey the court decision (Sahin 2014, interview, 11 
November).
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The Turkish economy is dependent on the construction sector, and the ruling party 
AKP gets more votes every election as long as the economy grows. (Yalcintan 2014, 
interview, 12 November). AKP are pro urban renewal and they have been the ruling party 
in Istanbul metropolitan municipality since 2004. It has been good economic conditions 
for regeneration because of The ruling party (Islam 2014, interview, 24 October). The 
politics in Turkey works in five years cycles for both the metropolitan municipality and 
the local municipalities. In these five years the ruling party has to achieve something big 
and visible to have good arguments for continuing to be in power in the next legislature 
(Yilmaz 2014, interview, 3 November). Politicians nowadays focus on how to increase 
investments. The regulation policies accepted in the last years have been minimizing 
the control in order to open up the market and make it easier for investors (Türk 2014, 
interview, 20 October). The amount of urban renewal project in Istanbul is partly a 
result of Law 5366 and Law 6306 (Islam 2014, interview, 24 October). Law 5366 
(2005) is a law only valid for conservation sites (Türk 2014, interview, 20 October). 
Since 2005 and onwards almost everything in the urban planning area in Istanbul has 
been about the newly introduced term of urban renewal. The implementation of this 
term has changed a lot of things and in some sense moved focus from the original 
matter to an approach exclusively focusing on transforming the inner city of Istanbul 
(Yilmaz 2014, interview, 3 November).
 
The municipalities affected by economic pressure

Even if the municipalities want to do something less invasive they benefit a lot from 
the transformation projects and are in some aspect dependent on them. One reason, 
especially in small towns, is that the municipalities have been under the pressure from 
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Fig. 4. Map showing the locations of the executed interviews.

local people. They have had to employ local people to decrease the unemployment rate 
in the municipality. Most municipalities cannot pay the salaries, so if they have a plot 
it is wiser for the municipality to create a project and by that get money to equalize 
their budget. The municipalities are not the only ones who do this, it is also done by the 
ministries (Çavuşoğlu 2014, interview, 30 October).
The pressure is high on the local municipalities to keep renewing areas (Yalcintan 2014, 
interview, 12 November). The local municipality are caught in the middle because 
they cannot take decisions about certain areas, for example main roads and the coastal 
parks are under control of the greater municipality. There is always a struggle between 
these two deciding municipalities and their area of control. The larger projects are also 
given to the municipalities by the greater municipality, which makes it hard for the 
local municipalities to defend their areas (Firidin, Akyol and Erbey 2014, interview, 3 
November).
 
Economic consequences for citizens

For the people there is two meanings of the words “urban transformation”, one is 
“money” and one is “forced eviction” (Yilmaz 2014, interview, 3 November). When a 
project is announced the landowners are often happy about it. They know their land value 
will increase, but of course there are also some people who are emotionally attached 
to their houses. “As a planner I wish people would defend their space, so that the areas 
would stay as they are or maybe have some small renovations. What is happening now 
is that these places are demolished and rebuilt with higher densities, which makes the 
developers earn enormous amount of money. It is then easy for them to give the people 
a little share of the earnings” (Çavuşoğlu 2014, interview, 30 October).
 
The urban transformation projects have the consequence of creating gentrification. In 
the UNESCO project in Fener Balat, actions were made to decrease gentrification. The 
owners had to promise not to increase the rents for five years. The gentrification slowed 
down by this action, in comparison to what happened in Tarlabaşı. Even though these 
actions were taken against gentrification, it is a huge rent gap between before and after 
the urban regeneration projects (Türk 2014, interview, 20 October). One problem with 
gentrification is that people which is already in a difficult situation are moved from the 
community that was helping them. Poor people are better of in a strong community 
where they are part of the neighbourhood. This process, which is driven from capitalism, 
is killing life (Sahin 2014, interview, 11 November).

Turkey does not have a stable economy and the inflation is high, so if you have money 
it is wise to invest it in land since the value of land is relatively secure. This process 
pushes everybody into wanting to become a developer and build something on their 
own plot. If you only work you will earn nothing but if you buy land and a house you 
can make a fortune for yourself and your children. There are a lot of empty houses in 
Istanbul but despite this Istanbul is still growing because the developers pay no tax 
therefore have nothing to lose. Maybe they cannot rent it out the first years but after a 
few years it will be possible. People are investing in houses without having any money 
and just like the crises in other cities, this might not be a good investment. More that 
50% of people in Turkey are in debt and do not own their houses. If people start to 
have problems with paying their mortgage an economic crisis can occur. Only if there 
is an amnesty from the government for these people, this crisis can be avoided. What 
the present government has done is to show people how they can benefit from the land. 
Nobody is thinking about living in a nice place. They all dream of making money from 
their land and with this money they can start their life. The government has successfully 
imposed this to every mind (Çavuşoğlu 2014, interview, 30 October). Most people in 
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the gecekondu neighbourhood see the renewal process as an opportunity to get rich 
(Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 November).
 
Fener Balat is a historical protected area but it is under pressure of renewal. The latest 
project in Fener Balat is a renewal project and not a restoration project which gives the 
developers the right to completely demolish the buildings and then rebuild them, they 
can even rebuild with more storeys than before. It is all about the possibility to profit 
financially. UNESCO has warned Istanbul several times, but Istanbul continues to build 
things even though this particular area is protected (Firidin, Akyol and Erbey 2014, 
interview, 3 November).
 
Regulations

As mentioned above, politicians nowadays focus on how to increase investments. The 
regulation policies accepted in the last years have been minimizing the regulations in 
order to open up the market and make it easier for investors. This situation is dangerous 
because it can, for example change the definition of public interest. The municipality 
has the right to expropriate buildings if the purpose is of public interest. After the 
renewal acts came into pass, the meaning of the term changed, to make it easier to 
assemble land. After expropriation the municipality can sell the land to private actors, 
this phenomenon appeared after the urban renewal laws. The laws of expropriation and 
also transfer of development rights depend on the definition of public interest. If this is 
interpreted in the right way the laws are possible to use. These tools could of course also 
be used for the interest of private ownership if the wrong definition of public interest is 
used (Türk 2014, interview, 20 October).
 
New York has implemented a systematic transfer of development rights, which lately 
also has been discussed in the context of Istanbul. If this would be implemented it would 
be a completely new concept for Turkey. Last year Istanbul metropolitan municipality 
tried to implement transfer of development rights through making it into an addition as 
a plan detail. It is not yet clearly defined and therefore not used as an instrument at all. 
They tried it, but it did not have enough regulations so the people objected. Regulation 
is very important to people in Turkey because these tools are related to ownership 
rights. If there are no regulations, nothing is protecting your rights and you cannot 
defend your property. So, if the transfer of development right is going to function, 
there is a need for rules giving the owners a little more power over their own property. 
Without regulations the municipality can implement things that may have negative 
consequences for the owner. Procedures are important for everyone; if there is a defined 
procedure there is positive outcomes for all actors. The problematic thing in Turkey 
is the need of making systems and processes clear, if that does not happen, this can 
threaten the rights of ownership (Türk 2014, interview, 20 October).
 
One problem in Turkey is that the process of law and the process of construction do 
not work together. Meaning that the process of law and construction are not dependent 
on each other, or that the law has too little means of controlling the construction 
process (Pekol 2014, interview, 31 October). There is no mechanism for controlling the 
illegally built projects. It mostly depends on who the owner is and if he is supported 
by the government (Firidin, Akyol and Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November). One 
example of an illegal Turkish project is the tallest building in Europe. There was a 
master plan, according to that plan the building was allowed to be 25 000 m2 and the 
actual building is 180 000 m2, which makes the building illegal. The amount of money 
the investors gained is one third of the Istanbul municipal budget. This is a budget 
for a city of 15 million people. This financial reason is why it is so much pressure on 

all actors in the planning process. Everybody are benefiting from this process and the 
lack of regulations (Çavuşoğlu 2014, interview, 30 October). Two other examples of 
illegal Turkish projects are Sulukule, which went to the European court, and the new 
presidency in Ankara, which construction is almost finished. The last one is a very good 
example of how the democracy of Turkey is in danger, the power is right now collected 
into very few hands and the laws are currently changing in a ways that makes the 
decision process easier to manipulate. This is for example very obvious in the case of 
the court system where the government are selecting judges and other employees with 
friendly approach to the ruling party, the AKP. At the moment, the people of Turkey can 
trust the court, but it is not certain that this is going to be the case in the future. The laws 
and courts of the country are now going in the same direction as a dictatorship (Türkün 
2014, interview, 28 October).
 
Planning used to be a punishing tool. A plan meant regulations and that was not 
encouraged and now the rules are ignored. Without rules everybody can do whatever 
they want (Çavuşoğlu 2014, interview, 30 October). The protection laws that existed 
are now removed to facilitate the process for construction companies. Agriculture, 
water protection, forest, public space, historic and archaeological places, where all 
under protection but not any more. Chambers have also lost authority. City planners 
do not control anything any more and there is no board of protection. All these things 
make it very hard to develop a sustainable city life in Istanbul (Sahin 2014, interview, 
11 November).
 
There are legislations about participation but no clear definitions or regulations on 
how participation should be implemented (Firidin, Akyol and Erbey 2014, interview, 
3 November). In the summer of 2013 a regulation came which said that participatory 
planning process can be used in some way if the municipality wants to. This is an 
important improvement but the concept is not clear since it does not say anything about 
when and how people are supposed to participate. There is a great need for spatial plan 
regulations (Türk 2014, interview, 20 October). Another problem is that people do not 
trust the court. The construction of the project in Validebag was stopped during the 
court process. It is the first example of a project where the developer promises not to 
start construction until the project has been approved by court. But some people see this 
as a trick from the government. One court can cancel another court’s decision. One day 
after they promised to stop construction the project was approved by the court (Firidin, 
Akyol and Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November).
 
One positive event in the legal processes is the newly announced court decision for 
Fener Balat. The municipality proposed a new plan for Fener Balat that showed a total 
demolition of the old historical buildings and a plan for new houses similar to the old 
ones. People in the neighbourhood profited from the court’s decision to cancel this 
project. This court decision was taken regarding human rights and the argument that 
the plan would destroy neighbourhood culture. This is the first case in the history of 
Turkey were an urban renewal lawsuit won against a ministry board decision based on 
a human rights argument due to the fact that the project had no public interest. (Sahin 
2014, interview, 11 November).
 
Flexible Planning

The planning system in Turkey is moving towards a more flexible planning system 
due to the reason that flexibility facilitates large investments (Türk 2014, interview, 
20 October). The government also fights future economic crisis in Turkey by making 
changes in the legislations that are opening up new areas for the construction sector, 
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only to keep the investors in Turkey (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 November). This 
is also the reason why the government do not want to change the top-down-structure 
(Firidin, Akyol and Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November). Common opinion among 
professionals considering the flexible process is that the outcomes cannot be controlled 
because of the project minded approach. The process changes case by case and this 
can be harmful to the whole planning process. A flexible process also lacks public 
participation, the process is simple and the project time of this approach is very short. 
Such short processes are dangerous and can harm the holistic picture of planning. One 
developer can for example decide to build a large housing project, which increases the 
density, without taking the infrastructure into account. The large developers are often 
related to the ruling party in the government and are not interested in the long-term 
consequences for the city. This can be related to the neo-liberal politics applied in the 
last ten years (Türk 2014, interview, 20 October).
 
Singularization Of Politics

Some municipalities that are ruled by the opposing party are trying to work with a 
bottom-up structure, but they are facing difficulties. For example many businessmen 
support the social democrats (the opposing party) but at the same time support ideas of 
deregulation, as AKP suggests. The social democrats do not want to lose this support 
and are therefore very careful with what ideas they are rising. Yalcintan says that the 
parties are restricted by a global system to act freely. He says that they are restricted 
by a political act and because of this, it is hard to develop alternative politics. This is 
called the Tima syndrome and singularization of politics (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 
November).
 
Kartal and Kadiköy are good examples in the Turkish context. But even though the city 
councils are trying to work with participation, the on-going process is actually more 
similar to negotiation between municipalities, companies and inhabitants. The role of 
the municipality in this process varies a lot from case to case (Firidin, Akyol, Erbey 
2014, interview, 3 November). Kadiköy is a municipality that needs to use participation 
because the population in Kadiköy are well aware of their rights. They are modern, 
educated and have a strong community. One recent example is a car park that the 
greater municipality tried to enforce on the local municipality of Kadiköy. The ruling 
party in Kadiköy is the opposing party to the government, the socialists, and they are 
more eager to listen to the people and try to find ways of using participatory methods. 
Kadiköy, and also Nilüfer, is a relatively good example of an aim to include citizens in 
the planning process (Türkün 2014, interview, 28 October). During drawing of a plan 
proposal in Kadiköy, the local municipality tried to involve people in the process. The 
problem in this case was that the greater municipality has overruling power over the 
local municipality and there is no clear correlation between these two actors. In this 
particular example the local municipality and the people together managed to cancel 
the project from the metropolitan municipality (Firidin, Akyol, Erbey 2014, interview, 
3 November).
 
One last contributing factor for the large amount of renewal is that the politics in 
Turkey works in five years cycles and so is also the case for both the metropolitan 
municipality and the local municipalities. In these five years the ruling party has to 
achieve something big and visible to have good arguments for continuing to be in power 
the next legislature (Yilmaz 2014, interview, 3 November). Sulukule is one example of 
a visible result, one which has been very questioned and controversial. The project 
in Sulukule had no benefiters. It was full of life before the government announced it 
as an urban transformation area. People lost their money and got relocated and the 
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newly created area was just another collapse. And now it is empty, except for the Syrian 
refugees temporary living in the area (Akalp 2014, interview, 11 November).

People and Spaces Affected by Urban 
Transformation
There are many renewal projects in Istanbul, for example Sulukule, Tarlabaşı, Fener 
Balat Ayvansaray and Başıbüyük. During these projects there have been huge struggles 
and resistance, legally and socially, against the projects and some of them have therefore 
been delayed or even cancelled. People were forced to move in two of these examples, 
Sulukule and Tarlabaşı. This was not possible in the other cases (Yalcintan 2014, 
interview, 12 November). In Fener Balat Ayvansaray the neighbourhood association 
was able to get a large-scaled proposal cancelled by the court and thus also the forced 
gentrification. This was a big success. The small scale, ”natural”, gentrification is 
already present in Fener Balat (Sahin 2014, interview, 11 November).
 
Fener Balat
The place of Fener Balat is so valuable that there is no possibility to stop gentrification. 
The government supports investors who wants to come to the area in order to encourage 
the ongoing small-scale gentrification. Sahin says that even though the municipality lost 
in court and the project is cancelled, they are still trying to encourage investors to invest 
in Fener Balat so that the rate of gentrification will increase and by that also the value of 
the land. Luckily the rate of gentrification is still low, because the investors do not want to 
invest in too large project because they do not trust the municipality, the government, the 
institutions or even the constitution. They are afraid that the municipality will expropriate 
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Fig. 5. Map showing mentioned places in this chapter.
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their properties for a new renewal project (Sahin 2014, interview, 11 November). Today 
it is very hard to find a place to live in Fener Balat due to the increased rents (Sahin 2014, 
interview, 11 November). Fener Balat has long-term tenants and owners who live in the 
area (Firidin, Akyol and Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November).
A problem with the gentrification in Fener Balat is that the new people who come to 
the area are not trying to interact with the original population and this is creating a gap 
between these two groups. The new people seem to be waiting for other new people to 
come to the area instead of getting to know the people who already live there. Some 
of the new people are coming to Fener Balat because they like the diversity of the area 
but other do not care and that is a problem for the poorer population that needs the 
support from the neighbourhood to be able to stay. There is also a conflict between 
the businesses that the newcomers are creating and the original local businesses. It 
is a conflict of interest and a lack of dialogue between these two groups (Sahin 2014, 
interview, 11 November).
 
Tarlabaşı
In Fener Balat the type of intervention, which have been done is renovation and not 
upgrading, compared to Tarlabaşı, which was urban renewal/regeneration in city 
centre. The status that Tarlabaşı got, a renewal area, was all due to the location. It is 
situated very close to Taksim in the inner city core of Istanbul. The share of tenants and 
marginalized groups in Tarlabaşı was very high. The project in Tarlabaşı has changed 
everything: social environment, economics and the surroundings (Türk 2014, interview, 
20 October). The fact that it was a renewal project gave the developers the right to 
completely demolish the buildings and then rebuild them. They could even rebuild with 
more storeys than before, which they did. That was all about the possibility to profit 
financially. UNESCO has warned Istanbul several times, but they continue to build 
things even though the areas are protected (Firidin, Akyol and Erbey 2014, interview, 
3 November).
 
Fikirtepe
What is happening now, in areas where renewal has started is that these places are 
demolished and rebuilt with higher densities, which makes the developers earn 
enormous amount of money (Çavuşoğlu 2014, interview, 30 October). One example 
is the plan prepared for Fikirtepe. Today it contains 40 000 people but the approved 
proposal will raise the density to 140 000 people. According to the new plan they will 
merge blocks without widening any of the streets. The project will finally consist of 61 
blocks, which have been built/designed by 40 different developers/investors (Akalp 
2014, interview, 11 November).
 
Maltepe
Maltepe is a gecekondu area in Istanbul, and as most gecekondu areas it is under the 
risk of renewal. The Istanbul greater municipality and Maltepe local municipality have 
made some attempts to renew it by talking to the people who live there and convince 
them. Even though the administration has not been able to touch the neighbourhood 
itself, the surrounding area has been changing and the value of the land has increased 
which puts pressure on the neighbourhood for renewal. Even if the people are not 
talking about it in public, they are discussing the idea of selling their houses within 
their families. Every step taken by the administration have taken the process closer to a 
renewal process (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 November).
 

Sulukule
One evident problem regarding urban transformation areas in Istanbul is that the 
metropolitan municipality chooses the areas from the weakest parts of the city. This was 
the case in Sulukule (Yilmaz 2014, interview, 3 November). The people in Sulukule 
did not realize the danger when the project started and they did not believe that they 
would be forced out of the area. Sulukule was an area populated by Romanies and this 
also contributed to the difficulties for the neighbourhood to organize themselves. The 
result of the renewal project in Sulukule was devastating to the Romani community. 
People got offered to move to the periphery of the city but in that remote area they had 
lacking public transport and the distance to their work in the centre of the city were too 
long. This resulted in either people losing their jobs and not being able to pay for their 
mortgage, and therefore being evicted, or people moving back to the city to get closer 
to their work and therefore losing their home (Sahin 2014, interview, 11 November). 
The people who were supposed to live in Sulukule after the renewal could not move in 
because none of the families could afford the fee for getting the key to the apartment 
(Yilmaz 2014, interview, 3 November). In the case of Sulukule there was an alternative 
plan proposal consisting of smaller changes developed in collaboration with an activist 
organisation. The people was okay with that plan, even though they would get less 
economical profit in the end. This shows that some people start to understand the value 
of small changes. Activists, planners and the municipality tried to negotiate during the 
Sulukule project but the mayor got under too much pressure from the prime minister. 
In this case they did not approve the plan. You need to be empowered to successfuly be 
able to implement plans. There are things to be done in these areas. “Not every area is 
safe for earthquakes. The streets for example, are too narrow. Of course, as a planner, 
I want to touch these areas, but touch softly.” One positive consequence of Sulukule is 
that the people learned a lot from that project about how to tackle this kind of processes, 
but so did the authorities (Çavuşoğlu 2014, interview, 30 October).
 
Derbent
One area that succeeded to fight one renewal project was Derbent. This project was 
taken to the court of justice and the neighbourhood won the case. But the problem is 
that Derbent is still under risk of renewal. During the initial negotiation 10% of the 
population acted together with the municipality and left the neighbourhood. This means 
that the municipality has some properties to renew which can increase the pressure on 
the people that are left (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 November).
 
People affected 
Regarding the different views of urban regeneration projects it is usually the landowners 
who do not live in the area who is positive to such a project. This is due to the possible profit 
from the rising land value. For the ordinary people, the tenants, these transformations 
usually include an opportunity to get an apartment after the transformation project. 
These apartments are smaller than before, and would be impossible for the original 
family to live in. They would once again be forced to move (Türkün 2014, interview, 
28 October).

The strategies for renewal projects have changed and the intention is now to get the 
people to stay in the area after the renewal process. In the beginning, the struggles were 
always about helping the people to stay in their neighbourhoods and get the projects 
cancelled. Now the struggle is about the way in which the projects are developed. The 
aim is often to build tall residence buildings with a lack of public space and commercial 
space and this is usually not suitable for the people who live there and the lifestyle 
that they have. The renewal projects are not only about the residential buildings, the 
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economic life is also at stake in these developments. There are also urban project which 
purpose is not to create an alternative plan but to only do small interventions. These 
interventions are made to improve the life for the people in the area without making 
large changes that would increase the land value and put pressure on the people to move 
(Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 November).

Impact on historical and cultural heritage 

The renewal law no: 5366 is applicable to areas with a historical value. It gives the 
municipalities the opportunity to expropriate buildings and then restore, rebuild or 
demolish them completely (Akalp 2014, interview, 11 November). Buildings of 
historical heritage in Turkey are protected and divided in two grades. Grade one are 
famous buildings such as Topkapı Palace, and grade two is everything else (Pekol 2014, 
interview, 31 October). The biggest part of the funding meant for historical buildings 
are distributed to the grade one buildings, which attract tourists, while the grade two 
buildings are slowly deteriorated if private owners do not restore their own buildings 
(Sahin 2014, interview, 11 November). One issue with private owners restoring their 
buildings is that they do not understand the value of the buildings and the rules they 
have to consider when they want to restore or renovate a historic building (Pekol 2014, 
interview, 31 October).
 
The UNESCO project in Fener Balat is seen as a relative good example on restoration. 
One of the aims of that project was to prevent people from moving out from the area 
after the renovation. The municipality picked houses to restore, which could seem 
randomly situated, but those buildings were selected by purpose. This was done in 
order to ensure a fair distribution of the money and to prevent people to move out of the 
area (Pekol 2014, interview, 31 October).

The responsibilities of the planner
Organisations

One problem with urban planning in Istanbul is the rapid rate in which the city is 
growing and the size of the city. This makes it nearly impossible to be updated about 
all the current projects, and able to get organised and stop them (Firidin, Akyol and 
Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November). People are not used to being organized and they 
do not know their rights and how they can fight for them  (Islam 2014, interview, 
24 October). Right now many neighbourhoods are under threat of regeneration, and 
people in these neighbourhoods do not understand the planning process (Çavuşoğlu 
2014, interview, 30 October). They are often very concerned because they do not feel 
like they have enough knowledge about this process and how they should act. They are 
not confident individually, and this insecurity is a reason for the establishment of many 
neighbourhood associations (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 November).

Many academics in urban planning, activists and planners say that there are a lot of 
areas in need of change and development, but the interventions today are too invasive. 
The desired direction of development would be smaller actions taken through bottom-
up-planning where the initiatives come from the people. A lot of the people working 
in the field of urban planning are engaged in volunteering organisations on their spare 
time. They translate and explain what the legal document means, what will happen 
and also how they can deal with upcoming projects. They also negotiate with local or 
central government and try to help the people to defend their space (Çavuşoğlu 2014, 
interview, 30 October).

Bir Umut Derneği - An organisation working to inform and empower the people

Bir Umut Derneği (means One Hope Association in Turkish) is a group of academics, 
students, lawyers and other experts in some way related to or passionate about urban 
planning issues. It is an organisation which is trying to empower the people and help them 
to get organized, but also to increase people’s consciousness about their environment. 
Bir Umut Derneği tries to stay and help the neighbourhood through the whole renewal 
process. They are not trying separate people because of what ideology they have, and 
their only condition to help is that the community is eager to get organized and accept 
that they have to act as one. They give consultancy to the neighbourhood through the 
urban renewal process. They try to make it possible for the community to set the agenda 
and not the municipalities. As the communities get more organized and stronger it will 
be more difficult for the municipality to implement a plan that does not come from 
the initiative of the community. This will increase the resistance and the pressure on 
the government. To get help from Bir Umut Derneği there is some requirements that 
the area, or rather the people of the area, need to meet. One of them is that they are 
not going to work to increase the land value of the neighbourhood. If the community 
decides to give their land to the administration, Bir Umut Derneği will not take part in 
that process. They only get involved when the people want to stay in the neighbourhood 
as a community (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 November).

Areas where Bir Umut Derneği has been involved successfully

Two examples of places where Bir Umut Derneği has been involved is Maltepe and 
Derbent. In Derbent they intended to make a participatory plan proposal. It was not 
possible at the time due to fragmentation, but one group still wanted to work with Bir 
Umut Derneği. The purpose in this case is not to create an alternative project, it is to 
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come up with small interventions that can improve the life for the people in the area 
without making large changes that would increase the land value and put pressure on 
the people to move (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 November).

Regarding Maltepe, Istanbul greater municipality and Maltepe local municipality 
have made some attempts to renew Maltepe by talking to the people who live there 
and convince them. The neighbourhood association started to resist the desires of 
the administration. During this resistance they asked for support from the university 
and got  in contact with Bir Umut Derneği. Some academics and students from the 
university and Bir Umut Derneği have now been involved in this process for more than 
two years. The people in Maltepe got assistance with organizing their neighbourhood 
association and making it more representative for the whole neighbourhood, not 
excluding any group of people. Murat Cemal Yalcintan says that this organisation is 
one of the most representative neighbourhood associations he has ever seen. Bir Umut 
Derneği had meetings with the local organisation in the area where plans and strategies 
were discussed. When the plans of the administration were declared, 28 lawsuits were 
opened and 7000 signatures were presented against the plans. The idea was to create 
an own plan and use it as a tool to pressure the administration to accept their plan 
instead of making a new one. Murat Cemal Yalcintan says that he would not say that 
this plan was created through participation. He says that Bir Umut Derneği contributed 
with organisational help and that the planning was made through a radical planning 
process. “We were helping the people and they were creating their plan.” (Yalcintan 
2014, interview, 12 November).

Urban Strategy 

Urban Strategy is a private company. One of the most important roles of the company is 
to negotiate between different actors during the planning process. A concrete example 
of something they have done is that they have proposed social guidelines for the area 
of Fikirtepe, which is a renewal area. The Guidelines focus on three different things: 
1. Define the heart of Fikirtepe with an open green space in the middle; 2. 25% public 
amenities; 3. Develop coding systems for building mass etc. The problem in this area 
is the low education level. The people in the area are easy to persuade. Each developer 
only considers his own block, which results in a lack of infrastructural coordination. 
The current situation is that the metropolitan municipality are giving out building rights 
in Fikirtepe without using urban design guidelines that was created by Urban Strategy. 
The Fikirtepe project will have the consequences of traffic jams and a bad silhouette. 
Most of the people in the area have moved already and this arises two questions: 1. 
Where will the people go? 2. Who will come and replace them? The answers to these 
questions are not certain but probably the people from Fikirtepe will move to the 
periphery of the city and investors and foreigners will come and replace them. In this 
place, as in the other urban transformation areas the planning focuses mostly on the 
investors. In the beginning this project was announced as a model of a win-win project 
where both people and investors would gain financial profit. Four years later they all 
lost (Akalp 2014, interview, 11 November).

Participation
One large problem in the planning process in Turkey is the lack of citizen participation. 
The flexible planning process does not give room for public participation. The opinions 
of the people are not taken into account in the beginning of projects. This is because 
of the regulatory planning system, which does not involve any participation by NGOs 
or citizens in its structure. In this planning system the public power is the only thing 
that matters. When preparing top level plans the central institution is obligated to 
have some meetings where they include citizens (Türk 2014, interview, 20 October). 
Even if meetings with participants sometimes are conducted, true participation is not 
accomplished due to the selective process regarding who is invited to participate. Since 
the process of participation is only seen as an obligation the municipality tries to limit 
the amount of participants to only the “professional circle”. The invite the chambers to 
participate, because they have to, and in the best case scenario they also invite relevant 
NGOs in the area by a selective approach (Yilmaz 2014, interview, 3 November). In 
Turkey the participatory process is more about informing the citizens and not to involve 
them in the actual decision process. One example of lack of participation (and even a lack 
of information about the project) is the Sulukule project where the inhabitants found out 
about the project through an article in a newspaper (Islam 2014, interview, 24 October). 
The consequence of the current governmental and municipal view of participation is 
that they decide who they will involve and in what extent they will use the result of the 
participation. The consequence is a lack of correlation between the participatory part 
and the final proposal, and therefore a bias proposal. This use of the law, looks good and 
correct on paper but in reality participation is not considered at all (Sahin 2014, interview, 
11 November).

There are a lot of problems with participation in the current system (Yalcintan 2014, 
interview, 12 November). Participation is not implemented until the end of the process 
(Türk 2014, interview, 20 October). At this stage the proposal is already made and 
there is little or no possibilities for changes (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 November). 
Participation need to be a part of the planning process but it can only be possible if 
the process of the local government changes (Polat 2014, interview, 10 November). 
Municipalities should come to the neighbourhoods before they talk with the construction 
companies to find out what the people in the area need and want. The municipalities 
do not give the people a fair choice. Either the neighbourhood discuss details of the 
proposal or fight the whole project, because they have no other options (Yalcintan 2014, 
interview, 12 November). 

One problem for all actors in Turkey is the top-down structure, which includes a strategic 
planning approach, whilst the local municipalities have a regulatory planning approach. 
These two approaches do not work well together because they are built on different 
logic. In the strategic planning approach for example, participation is very important. 
Different actors in the construction sector has therefore different expectations on the 
planning process. Some actors expect a regulatory planning process and some expect 
a strategic planning process. This aggravates the planning process for all because there 
is lack of correlation and understanding between the different actors and strategies. In 
the regulatory planning approach, where the public power is the deciding factor, the 
plan correlates to the implementation process. In the strategic planning approach they 
are two separate processes, which do not depend on each other (Türk 2014, interview, 
20 October).
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There are also different levels of participation, for example community participation 
and the participation of actors. The investors, manage most of the planning process in 
Istanbul, which gives them the opportunity to participate directly and impose their ideas 
that way. Their aim is to try to raise the urban rent, as much as they can, and this is 
also what they are trying to achieve by participating. This is not a participatory process 
in a legal framework. Because of the issue with participation not being defined in the 
legislation, the responsibility to incorporate participatory methods falls on the planners. 
The usual type of participation in the current planning process is when the proposal is 
on display for one month and during this time the citizens have the right to object to the 
proposal (Firidin, Akyol and Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November). One problem with 
this kind of participation is that it is easy to miss, due to the assigned time for objection 
and that the projects usually only hang in the municipality buildings. The Gezi protests 
happened partly because people did not object during the month they were supposed 
to and therefore had to oppose the project in another way (Türk 2014, interview, 20 
October).

One reason for the lack of participation in Turkey is that participation has never been 
a part of the Turkish culture, and that is also one reason why it is hard to implement. 
In many cases voting is regarded as participation in this country (Firidin, Akyol and 
Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November). Successful examples of participatory planning 
are few and right now the closest thing to success is the rejection of projects. But, 
it is possible to plan with participation if people are willing to try (Çavuşoğlu 2014, 
interview, 29 October, 2014). For participation to function the top-down-structure 
must change and a bottom-up-structure must be implemented because in the current 
situation the people has no social means to act (Islam 2014, interview, 24 October). 
Successful implementation of participation could be possible in Istanbul if people 
would learn about their right to space and have a desire to decide and take care of this 
space. If the planning process does not change and start to involve people, there is a big 
possibility that the resistances will grow (Firidin, Akyol, Erden Erbey 2014, interview, 
3 November). Murat Cemal Yalcintan believes in a system where the projects are based 
on the opinions and the views of the people, and were the administrations are welcomed 
to participate in meetings where the people set the agenda (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 
12 November).

City Councils

The municipalities that are trying to implement bottom-up structure do it by using 
the city councils. In Turkey the city councils are working with participation, dialogue 
and approval. They are trying to manage the communication between government, 
universities, local government, chambers, unions, civil society and citizens etc. There 
are different divisions in the city council, for example women, children, LGBTQ, 
neighbourhood committees and different technical groups for areas like environment 
etc. These divisions are there to represent all parts of a neighbourhood and together 
they discuss issues regarding planning. The city council has a very important role in 
the participatory process because it is the only department open to all citizens. For 
participation to be truly realistic, and enable city councils to bridge the gap between 
the people and the authorities in an organized way, the process of the local government 
must change (Polat 2014, interview, 10 November).

In Turkey there is a lack of neighbourhood management and the city councils are 
trying to establish neighbourhood committees to solve this. The idea is to have strong 
neighbourhood committees that will come to the city council and that they would 
raise question and problems that their neighbourhood are facing. The neighbourhood 

committees are supposed to be a large part of helping the people to get more aware of 
their right to participate and facilitate a platform from which they can do this. A small 
change was made in 2005, which said that municipality must establish neighbourhood 
committees. The neighbourhood committees have monthly meetings where they 
discuss the problem of the neighbourhood and possible changes that can be made. 
The committees then bring their discussion to the city council where the questions are 
distributed on the different division related to each issue. The division makes a strategic 
plan and sends the result back to the neighbourhood association where they get to vote 
for different alternatives (Polat 2014, interview, 10 November).

There are some unique examples of municipalities in Turkey, trying to work with 
participation and dialogue and two of these are Nilüfer and Kadiköy Municipality. The 
reason why people in Istanbul do not know about city councils and the responsibility 
of neighbourhood committees is because the idea was discussed in 1996 when UN 
Habitat II met and decided about the local agenda 21. The ideas of the local agenda 
21 were applied to the Anatolian cities but not to Istanbul. This was because, Istanbul 
Metropolitan Municipality, at that time was lead by the opposing party and they did not 
agree with the ideas. This is why Municipalities in Istanbul want to, but they do not 
know how they should implement participation (Polat 2014, interview, 10 November).

One exception from the general case of participation in Istanbul, where a municipality 
has a working participatory process, is Sariyer. The reason this area is so successful is 
because it has many strong and organized local associations that puts pressure on the 
local municipality. They have one meeting every 15 days where the neighbourhoods set 
the agenda. If the municipality have the means they will try to meet the decisions that 
has been decided in these meetings. Such decisions are mostly about public space and 
for public good. When this process has matured in Istanbul, participation can start to be 
a part of the planning process (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 November)
 
Conflicts within neighbourhood associations

These neighbourhood associations usually stay together but they can also get divided 
because of the power the neighbourhood organisation have, and differences within the 
association. The organisations consist of different people with different political views, 
different social class, different religions faiths, owners and tenants. If they want to lead 
the organisation in a certain direction, it is possible that the organisation splits up into 
two or more organisations. The associations can also get divided when they are getting 
closer to the renewal process. That is because it gets more real and the pressure gets 
larger on the people. Usually the associations benefit too much of staying together 
so there is only a small risk of them getting divided (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 
November).
 
The differences in an organisation can result in fragmentation. The administration is well 
aware of these cracks and uses them. The government decides who will be invited to 
meetings and if they will give different groups different offers. They use the differences 
to divide and exclude people. They have meetings in a mosque to exclude people who 
are not Muslim, they have meetings in the coffee-house so that the women are excluded, 
they have meetings in a backyard to exclude the uninvited, they have meetings during 
the day to only include unemployed people etc. These are effective ways to divide people 
(Çavuşoğlu 2014, interview, 30 October). The municipalities are also using different actors 
in a wise way by talking to them in one-to-one meetings, to enforce their own opinions 
on them (Islam 2014, interview, 24 October). If you manage to keep the neighbourhood 
together in this process, the administration will start to give people different offers. The 
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longer you say no to development, the more beneficial offer you will get. This kind of 
struggle is a way of bargaining with the government. Now people are starting to learn that 
planning is a gift and not a punishment (Çavuşoğlu 2014, interview, 30 October).

The neighbourhood association in Fener Balat has been divided into two due to an 
internal conflict. The conflict was between large property owners and the people who 
only own their own house. These groups did not share the same values and interests. 
The large property owners wants to negotiate with the municipality to receive a larger 
profit if they sell, and the people who own their own building just want to protect 
the area and the neighbourhood. The purpose of the first organisation was to get the 
municipal proposal for Fener Balat cancelled. Since the first association had fulfilled 
its purpose they decided to start a new organisation to reduce the conflict and the risk 
of it to grow and rip the community apart. The new association is called “Association 
of Saving Fener Balat’s Historic and Cultural Structure” (Sahin 2014, interview, 11 
November).

Participation as a result of social capital

The social capital of a neighbourhood is important because it does often determine 
how well the neighbourhood can deal with the project that are enforced on the area. 
Social capital means a strong community, it is hard to make big interventions if the 
social capital is high. There is a high social capital in Fener Balat in comparison to for 
example Tarlabaşı, where a lot of people who lived there was short term renters. This 
is one of the reasons why the interventions in Fener Balat have not been so invasive 
(Türk 2014, interview, 20 October). One part of the strong social capital of Fener Balat 
is the neighbourhood association Febayder which fought the ministry board decision 
that announced Fener Balat as a renewal area. Febayder won in court and their victory 
means that the municipality no longer has the right to expropriate whole areas, but has 
to buy each building one by one. This is the first case where a decision of the ministry 
board first announced an area a renewal area and then had to revoke it. This is a very 
important milestone in the process of developing an inclusive regeneration planning 
process in Turkey (Sahin 2014, interview, 11 November).

The best example of a project that has been cancelled due to the resistance of people is 
the Gezi Park project. What people have realised, is that it is better to resist in the streets 
than to wait for the legal process, since the government usually do not care about the 
result in court and build it anyway. Before the Gezi demonstrations people was usually 
only concerned about their own property, but now the interest and knowledge of the 
social consequences as a result of urban renewal is growing. If the people are taking 
responsibility of their neighbourhoods (through for example neighbourhood forums) the 
community will become stronger (Firidin, Akyol, Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November). 
General effects of the Gezi protests is that a bigger community of people have been 
created, who is reclaiming the city and this puts higher pressure on the government 
to plan more carefully. Participation could hopefully be a natural consequence of 
this (Türkün 2014, interview, 28 October). If there is a will to create something else 
it is possible to do it. Space can always be created into something good. The Gezi 
demonstration was a dream come true for many people in Istanbul. Yilmaz says that 
people have to be united to make possible changes for the common good. This is the 
only possibility to change the process (Yilmaz 2014, interview, 3 November).

If there is going to be any chance for a neighbourhood to win a fight against the 
government, the people have to be able to get organised and be a part of the struggle. 
When Sulukule was declared as a renewal area, everybody was fighting for Sulukule, 

except for the people living there (Sahin 2014, interview, 11 November). Struggling is 
a way to bargaining with the government. Sometimes the activists feel like the citizens 
use them for bargaining and not because the people are defending their actual space. 
But if you look at it differently, at least the citizens get a bit more out of this process 
with the help of the activists. Maybe this process can be called participation (Çavuşoğlu 
2014, interview, 30 October). 

Increased knowledge

The awareness about urban planning policies has increased after the Gezi protests 
(Yilmaz 2014, interview, 3 November). The government has met this awareness and 
fight for urban space in the form of aggressive violence by the police. (Çavuşoğlu 2014, 
interview, 30 October). A result of the fear that the Gezi demonstrations created on 
governmental levels is that even small protests are getting hard-core reactions from 
the government and the police. Another example of the positive result of the Gezi 
demonstrations are that some of the public forums in local parks, created at the time of 
the demonstrations, are still active. One and a half year ago they showed a movie about 
Sulukule by a Swiss independent documentary maker in Yilmaz’s local park, and the 
reactions were surprising. Some people did not even know what had been happening in 
Sulukule until they saw the movie, one lady was very sorry and apologized because she 
did not do anything about it at the time (Yilmaz 2014, interview, 3 November).

To be able to implement real changes in the Turkish system the mentality towards 
partaking in society have to change, both among the public and among the decision 
makers. People have to learn how to take initiative and understand the value of being 
a partaking citizen in a bigger community. The decision makers have to learn how to 
incorporate common good in their thinking and acting. Right now, only family and the 
closest surroundings matters to the general population in Turkey. This has to be dealt 
with through more education, increased awareness and better knowledge (Yilmaz 2014, 
interview, 3 November).
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Questionnaires executed in Fener Balat
A written survey was conducted in Fener Balat. The 28 participants were anonymous 
and the questions in the questionnaire were primarily of qualitative character and dealt 
with physical aspects of the neighbourhood such as for example: “For what purpose 
do you visit Fener Balat?” and “Which building do you consider most important in the 
area?”. The questions were open and therefore resulted in answers accordingly. The last 
question, asked the participant to draw Fener Balat according to his or hers perception 
of the area, 15 drawings were conducted. The people participating in the survey were 
originally from different places but currently living, working or acting in the area. This 
study was executed in order to see how willing the people was to participate and if the 
answers could be used to conduct an actual plan proposal.
 
Identified Values

The people who live or work in Fener Balat tend to emphasize the historical heritage 
and sense of the area. They generally like the atmosphere and that it is a remaining part 
of the original and authentic Istanbul. Some people mention specific historical buildings 
like the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the ancient city wall but most of them solely stress 
the overall feeling of the past in the present and that you can easily feel, and actually 
see, the history through the physical remains of it. “I like Fener Balat because of the 
houses, mosques and churches, it smells like history, it is like an open air museum” 
(Questionnaire No. 9) was one of the comments from the questionnaire. Additionally a 
lot of people were talking about the historical and physical pattern. This refers to both 
the grid, which distinctly separates itself from many other parts of Istanbul, but also the 
structure of the built environment, such as buildings of different height and character, 
which are connected to each other. All these things together create an interesting and 
unique urban tissue. It is an area where the people who spend time here most often live 
or work in the area. This area contains all needed functions and can therefore provide 
a complete lifestyle. It is not primarily the religious buildings, which are the biggest 
attraction in the area, but the ambience and special atmosphere that draw people there.  
 
Another strong and positive characteristic is the unique social pattern of this 
neighbourhood. It contains a lot of different people, in terms of socio, economic class 
and ethnic groups, and the diversity is something positive. People live in harmony 
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Fig. 6. Map showing the location of Fener Balat.

with each other and have friendly relationships. Even though the area is situated only 
a couple of kilometres from the defined city centre of Istanbul, it is isolated from the 
mess and the rush of the inner city, and the lifestyle in Fener Balat is very different. 
The location is perfect: close, connected and cosmopolitan but still disconnected, 
authentic and relatively calm. The beautiful seaside is appreciated with the green areas 
and parks. The seaside area has boats, fishermen, parks and playgrounds. There are 
also possibilities for some recreational activities as for example working out in the 
newly constructed outdoor gym or playing football at the football fields. This is the 
area most popular for walking but it is crowded by fishermen. From here you can easily 
move from Fener to Balat without having to pass the uphill streets inside the area. 
Other popular walking paths are the bazaar street in Balat, Yıldırım Caddesi and Vodina 
Caddesi. The last mentioned two streets are those who stretches through Fener Balat, 
parallel to the coastline and the boardwalk. Together they make a band shaped core of 
the area, lined with historical buildings in various condition.
 
Valuable places in Fener Balat mention by many are the religious buildings. This 
could be derived from the way of interpreting and emphasizing the word important as 
something that has to have some kind of social, political or religious significance. A lot 
of people thought the Ecumenical Patriarchate was the most important place, mostly 
because it is unique. The majority of the answers to this question are in some way 
related to the historical past, for example preserved architecture, historic buildings in 
Yıldırım Caddesi and the Red School. But some also mention cafés, mosques, churches 
or green areas, things typically related to the everyday life, because of their social 
activities and “sweet ambience”.
 
The places for socializing with friends and family seem to be of private, semi-private and 
public character. To start with the places of public character a few people like to socialize 
in the seaside area. The majority of the people though, have answered that they socialize 
in semi-public spaces as cafés or restaurants. Specific places mentioned are Naftalin 
K. Café, Afilli Cezve Café, Vodina Café, Agora Meyhanesi (a bar) and Erdoğan’s Beer 
Place. Generally someone also mentions the neighbourhood coffee shops (for men) and a 
lahmacun (a type of Turkish pizza) place. These kind of spaces seem to attract a big part 
of people’s social life because the relaxed atmosphere. When it comes to socializing in 
private spaces the main part of that is taking place in peoples homes or in their art studios 
and art galleries.
 
There are also areas outside Fener Balat where people usually socialize, for example 
Eminönü, Beşiktaş, Balat, Beyoğlu, Cihangir and of course Taksim. One person answered 
that he or she does not have time for social activities due to too many work hours per week.
 
Most people go to work somewhere outside Fener Balat in the mornings and get back to 
their homes in the afternoon around 5 or 6 o’clock. The most common means of transport 
to use is public transport, and secondly is with car, service bus and walking is quite equal 
in numbers. Some of the people participating in the survey work as artists and have art 
studios where they spend most hours of the day, both work hours and “social time”. One 
of the artists, who apparently has another job during day time, says “I get up early and take 
the bus to work. After work I go to my studio and work. If I meet friends, we will meet in 
my studio and if I get bored in my studio, I visit my neighbours who also have art studios.”
 
For the people who have time for social life and recreational activities in the weekdays 
it seems most usual to spend the leisure time in Fener Balat if they live here. Common 
activities are for example to do some shopping in the main street, walk along the seaside 
or have a coffee and a chat with some friends in a café. 
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Values concluded by evaluating mental maps

With a look at the mental maps over Fener Balat, drawn by 15 of the participants in the 
survey, some conclusions can be reached. The first one is that people have been drawing 
the maps in a lot of different scales, which tells things about their knowledge and 
perception of the area. The second thing is that many of the maps addresses common 
things, for example the structure, the typology, topography, the location, the proximity 
to the water, the ambience and, if they live in the area, the location of their own home.
 
Approximately one third has drawn the maps in small scale, one-third in a big scale and 
one third in a more conceptual way. For the small-scaled maps the focus is usually a 
café and a short part of the street outside the café. In most cases this part of the street 
also includes the place where the questionnaire was answered. People not living in 
the area tend to design these zoomed-in maps due to their limited knowledge of the 
surrounding area. The big scale maps and the maps of more conceptual nature focus 
on the location, the topology, the pattern and the structure of the built environment. 
Some of the big scale maps are still quite detailed and you can usually overview the 
movement of the particular person by the chosen streets included in the map. The water 
seems to be equally important in all cases, not dependant on whether the map is drawn 
in small or big scale.
 
Problems identified 

According to the survey, the case study area Fener Balat is an inclusive and tolerant area 
where the acceptance of differences is high. Regardless of the openness, conservative 
traditions of Turkey are also clearly visible in the area. This is significant regarding the 
issue of gender equality in different public and semi-public spaces in the area. Some 
cafés are for example male dominated and it would feel inappropriate to enter as a 
woman. The men at those cafés are playing games, smoking and having tea for hours 
and hours around the low tables sitting on tiny stools. Another example of a public 
space used mainly by men is the seaside park and the boardwalk. This area seems to 
completely belong to the fishermen. Most of them come from a low social and economic 
class and are not originally from Istanbul but moved there from the Black Sea region 
or from southeast Turkey. The lack of women in the seaside park is obvious, a total 
number of two women were seen in this area during all the visits for the data collection. 

From the perspective of Fener Balat and the people who live there, the general picture 
is that the area is suffering from a lot of problems, caused by both internal and external 
factors. The problems are connected to each other but possible to group into three 
main categories, which are “physical problems”, “problems connected to the on going 
urban transformation” and “social problems”. The problems concerning the physical 
environment are mostly related to concrete things like traffic, car parking, lack of green 
areas, lack of playgrounds, pollution and non-functioning recycling system. There are 
also physical problems of another character and these are for example problems related 
to “who has the right to public space” and “who is responsible of the public spaces in 
the area”.
 
The second part of the problems is caused by external forces, investors with the aim of 
profiting economically from urban transformation. The fact that this area is an urban 
renewal area is noticeable on several levels. The gentrification is obvious since rents 
are now higher than before and this is seen as a problem by the ones participating 
in the survey. Since the rents have increased there are also cases of unhealthy living 
conditions, where too many people are living in each house, and for example have to 
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share private spaces due to economic reasons. A lot of people think that the renewal 
area status endangers the protection of the historical buildings and also halts the process 
of ordinary renovation and restoration. The protection of the historical heritage and 
character is difficult when “The historical places are changing because different actors 
are trying to make a profit out of space”.
 
The last section of problems people mentioned is of social character and addresses 
the issues of integration, poverty and different problems in the relationships between 
neighbours. Right now the rate of Syrian immigrants are quite high in Turkey, which 
leads to a wide range of different social problems. The most obvious ones are poverty 
and unemployment among Syrian immigrants, but also among other people of low 
class in the area. Since the gentrification contributed to new people moving into the 
area, there is now a lot of different people living side by side. This diversity is mostly 
positive but can also cause friction in relationships.
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Fig. 7. Map showing Fener Balat in detail.
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Desired direction of development

When asking the question about if you would like to change something in the area a lot 
of different answers occurred, everything from “no” to “there is not enough room on this 
paper”. The directions of development are possible to divide into the same three topics 
that was the case with the topic of “problems”: physical solutions, solutions connected 
to the ongoing urban transformation and social solutions. Some of the desired changes 
in the physical environment are more rational than others. An example is the different 
preferred changes in the traffic, one person wants more traffic lights and another one 
wants a nostalgic tram on the main street “like in the Ottoman times”. The green areas 
should be enhanced, more playgrounds for children should be built, a supermarket 
would be convenient, the airport on the water should close due to disturbing noise and 
some streets should be for pedestrians only. Someone wants more touristy activities and 
someone wants more art studios. The general opinion seems to be that people want the 
traffic to slow down and the noise to decrease, make it more safe for children and to 
make the whole area more peaceful.
 
Some of the people participating in the survey seem to be well aware of the cause and 
effects of the ongoing urban transformation. They know how the planning system works 
and that everything is managed from the top down with mainly economic motives and 
gentrification as an effect, and they oppose changes coming from above. Even though 
they have acknowledged that restoration is needed there is a lot of doubts related to 
making changes in the area of Fener Balat since it has a vulnerable historical pattern, 
and protection for the historic values have been neglected in other restoration projects 
in the city. The changes should preferably be of small scale and made by initiative from 
the people in the neighbourhood. Regarding urban transformation and changes, the 
general opinion is to prevent development and protect the area from the ruling power. 
One answer of the question ”Would you like the area to change in some way?” in the 
survey was for example: “No, but if change will occur, professional people should work 
with this. Fener Balat is home for a lot of different ethnic groups the change has to be 
made through participation and change has to focus on the common good.”
 
Since there are a lot of social problems in the area, people also suggested changes in the 
positive directions for the immigrants, the unemployed and the children of such groups. 
Someone suggested extra actions to be taken to take care of not very well integrated 
immigrant children. It is important to get the solidarity among neighbours to increase 
and the discrimination to decrease. 

Summary
The result clearly shows the complexity of the current planning process in Istanbul. 
The deregulatory approach, which is driven by economic factors, is used to open up the 
market for investors and developers. This indicates how the planning process revolves 
around the investor rather than the citizens and their needs. In the case of Istanbul, this 
is evident by the result of different renewal projects and how the administration has 
chosen to approach these projects. One important aspect in urban planning is the values 
of conservation and cultural heritage. The result indicates contradictory values regarding 
the perception of historical heritage. On one hand, historical heritage is appreciated 
and respected, but on the other hand it is allowed by the law of renewal to rebuild and 
demolish historic structures, as long as facades or street pattern is preserved. This view 
of historical heritage is promoting an artificial environment, which is diminishing the 
importance of historical architecture as a true mediator of memories and knowledge. 

Another part of the result is enhancing the importance of the civil society and their 
part in the planning process. Some participation does exist but the power of decision 
is still positioned with the administrations. City councils are one of the important 
administrative bodies for including participation but the concept is new for many people 
and the knowledge about it is not widely-spread. Planners and professionals highlight the 
importance of social capital and knowledge and form organizations among themselves 
to help neighbourhoods to fight unwanted projects enforced on them based on top level 
decisions. These organizations are trying to help the citizens to reclaim power and inform 
them about their options of how to manage this process. This is one clear indicator of 
the importance of the role that the planner possesses and the large responsibility the 
planner have in this process. The general opinion among professionals is that a change 
in the planning process towards including more participation is possible, but the only 
way that can happen is if people get organized and fight for their rights. Scepticism can 
be the factor that makes people understand the value of organising. A common thing 
to fight for (or against) makes it easier to understand purpose and aim of the fight. The 
recent history of political turbulence in Turkey is a fresh memory in people’s minds and 
could maybe serve as the catalyst needed for people to show engagement.
The result is also presenting the positive impact of external actors. This is evident in 
the UNESCO project in Fener Balat, which included participation, in some extent. 
The driving force for including participation was mainly that this was an international 
project, which had to meet the expectations from the EU to get funding. The result 
of this was, compared to Tarlabaşı, that the intervention and gentrification effect due 
to this project in Fener Balat was minimal. This is an opportunity for an optimistic 
development to begin, where external forces act as a positive catalyst through applying 
international means of control in the local municipal planning. Another kind of catalyst, 
also from the UNESCO project in Fener Balat, is the project itself. Small interventions 
on the roofs and the facades of the buildings, which the project consisted of, contributed 
to a wave of smaller renovation initiatives. This is very valuable both for the people 
and for the municipality and is comparable to an inverted “broken-windows-theory”, 
more suitable to call the “fixed-windows-theory”. The broken-windows-theory claims 
that one broken window in an insufficiently maintained area can result in additional 
deterioration and a general decrease in care for that area. This theory was formulated 
in the context of investigating causes of crime but is also applicable when it comes 
to general physical deterioration. The window symbolise any small decay or, in this 
case, any small renovation project. The result of these renovations increase the value 
of the place and the sense of responsibility among the people living in each renovated 
building or enhanced street (Wilson and Herrnstein, 1985). 
 
The answers in the questionnaires indicated an extensive interest and knowledge among 
the local people. The questionnaire consisted of both quantitative and qualitative 
questions and also one asking them to draw a map of the area. People were willing to 
answer and many even took the time to draw the map. The answers would be possible 
to use in a real context which clearly indicates the possibility for participation to be 
used and how a possible proposal might be designed more accurate in order to meet the 
requirements of the population.
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5. DISCUSSION AND 
CONCLUSION

The result in a theoretical light
Istanbul in a Global Economic Context 

In the theory, Baycan-Levent (2003), Fainstein (2010) and Swyngedouw (2003) 
mention cities of today that aim to be competitive in order to become so called 
”Global cities” which are closely interconnected to the world economy. Governments 
and governing bodies in those cities value economic growth and design policies in 
respect to currently existing market forces. This leads to a transformation process that 
redefines the local conditions and processes of development. This process is evident in 
Istanbul and mentioned in the interviews. Türk talks about the move towards a flexible 
planning process as a result to facilitate the market forces occurring in Istanbul, but 
also expresses the danger with the project minded approach that is a consequence 
of the flexible planning system  (Türk 2014, interview, 20 October). Harvey (2007) 
writes about neo-liberalism and the move towards a more liberal market and this is 
also one thought mentioned by Türk concerning the current situation in Istanbul (Türk 
2014, interview, 20 October). The fact that globalisation and neo-liberal policies are 
all effecting the transformation of cities is obvious, but the question is if these effects 
create a constructive or a destructive environment. The holistic approach of the planning 
process can be affected negatively, as mentioned in the interviews. Yalcintan talks about 
the negative effects on social, economical and cultural aspects in the neighborhoods 
as a consequence of these transformations projects (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 
November). This is also attested in the theoretical writing by Fainstein (2010). The 
process in Istanbul can, based on stated factors, be considered to be controlled by the 
investors and this could create a process where social responsibilities are neglected.

Because of the present flexible planning process caused by neo-liberal ideas in a 
world driven by the global market, deregulatory processes are common according to 
Harvey (2007). This is also attested by the interview with Türk (Türk 2014, interview, 
20 October). The current lack of regulations and practice is also mentioned and this 
is making the legal process concerning urban planning difficult to control. Clearer 
mechanisms for controlling illegally built projects and defined procedures are proposed 
by several of the people interviewed (Türk 2014, interview, 20 October; Firidin, Akyol 
and Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November). This indicates a general opinion that the 
planning and development process should slow down to prevent additional aggravation, 
but the consequence of this could decrease the investment in Istanbul. If that happened, 
it would have negative effects on several sectors dependant on economic growth. To 
these arguments, for and against keeping the process as it is today, there is also an 
additional concern regarding what would happen if it was kept in its current state. In 
fact keeping it at its current state could cause irreversible damage to the city since 
the protecting of historical values and exposed social communities in more than one 
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concrete example has proven inadequate as mentioned in the interview with Firidin, 
Akyol and Erbey (Firidin, Akyol and Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November). The damage 
done would possibly contribute to a decrease in economic growth caused by new social 
problems and the fact that Istanbul would lose parts of its identity and, in the long run, 
also its attractiveness.

People and Spaces Affected by Urban Transformation

The theory addresses the rapid urbanisation of Istanbul and how forced diversity is a 
consequence of restructuring and mass move of people due to increased urbanization 
(Swyngedouw, 2003; Gunay, 2013). This is in accordance with the information collected 
from the interviews which says that most renewal areas are located in the inner cities. 
Yalcintan mentions two inner city areas, Tarlabaşı and Sulukule, where the citizens 
were forced to move as a result of renewal projects (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 
November). The information gathered from the questionnaires also indicates that the 
area Fener Balat was partly announced as a renewal area due to its location. Retelling 
the stories from the citizens of this area the location is perfect: close, connected and 
cosmopolitan but still disconnected, authentic and relatively calm and it has a beautiful 
and appreciated seaside with green areas and parks. This demonstrates the possibilities 
the administration sees in these areas but it can also indicate the low spatial quality 
of these places. If the largest profit can be made in these areas, it is because of their 
location and the state in which the current settlements are in. Maybe mass transfer of 
people is a part of the natural development of a city and the stage in which the demand 
for different locations can help upgrade the general quality of the built environment in 
a city. This requires a mass move to an area with a built environment suitable for the 
concerned population.

Globalisation is sometimes used as a way for elitist political establishments to justify 
the increasing lack of freedom and power for the civil society (Swyngedouw, 2003). 
This can be compared to the current situation in Istanbul where the renewal laws have 
resulted in less power among the citizens and municipalities given full control and 
authority regarding urban renovation and development (Tan, 2007). The laws reduce 
the rights of ownership and if no agreement can be made the authority has the right 
of expropriation. Many argue that this law enables a legal, state led gentrification 
process. Even if the law has a regulation, which says that the process should include 
participation, the formulation of the regulation gives all decisional power to the 
authority which in itself contradict the true process of participation (Dinçer, 2011). 
Yalcintan mentions the increased resistance among the local communities as a natural 
consequence to this process (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 November). The reaction in 
some neighborhoods and the generally increased struggle could be seen as an indicator 
on how total powerlessness can create a strong social movement where the power might 
be reclaimed.

The questionnaire answered by the citizens in Fener Balat indicates a concern about the 
on-going transformation projects. The most valued things in this neighbourhood are the 
religious building and the historical buildings and structure. The people who live or work 
in Fener Balat emphasize the historical heritage and sense of the area. The Ecumenical 
Patriarchate and the ancient city wall are highlighted, but even more important is that 
many of them stress the overall feeling of the past in the present and that you can easily 
feel, and actually see, the history through the physical remains of it. The area in itself 
is an interesting composition and unique urban tissue. Even though the citizens have 
acknowledged that restoration is needed, there is a lot of doubts related to making 
changes in the area due to the fragile historical pattern, and protection for the historic 

values has shown to be given low priority during other recent restoration projects in 
the city. Dinçer (2011) writes that the law of renewal should be subordinate to the law 
of conservation of cultural and natural asset. If this would happen it would contribute 
to a process where the social, economical and historical aspects of the concerned area 
would be ascribed higher priority and importance. The proposed projects would then 
aim to enhance the life and the environment for the people currently living in the area. 
Similar solutions are proposed in the interviews. Türk proposes defined procedures and 
Firidin, Akyol and Erbey propose mechanisms for controlling illegally built projects 
and clear definitions or regulations on how participation should be implemented (Türk 
2014, interview, 20 October) (Firidin, Akyol and Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November). 
These proposals indicate a problem with the legal process. The laws that exist lack 
good practice and a well-established framework which make the planning process 
complicated for all actors.

The theory by Tan (2007) highlights that the current planning approach in Istanbul can 
be seen as a strategy to systematically displace and fragment unwanted parts of the 
population. Yilmaz also mentions this in the interview. She states that such areas are 
chosen from the weakest parts of the city (Yilmaz 2014, interview, 3 November). Ozus, 
Turk and Dokmeci (2011) writes about successful projects in Istanbul during the last 
years which primarily have been residential projects, both central and suburban. Most 
successful are the luxurious residential projects. The possible profit from these projects 
increases the land value in the central areas of Istanbul and also increases the pressure 
on poor neighbourhoods (Ozus, Turk and Dokmeci, 2011). The theory by Gezici and 
Kerimoglu (2010) also refers to some uncertainties of what the consequences of these 
real estate developments will have on the urbanisation in Istanbul. The projects could 
enhance the identity and qualities of specific urban places, which in extension can 
have important economical and social effects. To conclude the previously mentioned 
statements, the general opinion seem to be that the people with the least power in society 
are the ones most affected by the transformation process in Istanbul but that it might not 
have to be the only result. The important question to ask in this process, is if upgrading 
these areas creates a larger benefit for the city that the negative effect it causes these 
people. Can any benefit be excused at the expense of completely destroying different 
neighbourhoods and livelihood of the local people? It should be possible to upgrade 
areas and still offer suitable alternatives for the affected people, but as mentioned 
above, the economical power has too much influence and the legal process is lacking a 
clear framework to control the market.

Fainstein (2010) writes about the market forces controlling the planning process. The 
result of these forces, mentioned in the interviews, are places demolished and rebuilt 
with higher densities which makes the developers earn enormous amount of money 
(Çavuşoğlu 2014, interview, 30 October). Akalp gives an example of a plan prepared 
for Fikirtepe (Akalp 2014, interview, 11 November). Today it contains 40 000 people 
but the approved proposal will raise the density to 140 000 people. According to the 
new plan they will merge blocks without widening any of the streets or adding sufficient 
infrastructure. Even if the renewal projects can have a positive impact on the built 
environment the example above is clearly showing the lack of synergy and holistic 
thinking in the process. The importance of a clear development strategy for these areas, 
with one controlling power that can lead the project in a united direction is vital.

The responsibilities of the planner

As mentioned in the theory chapter, the preception of the planner has changed through 
time (Khakee, 2000). The responsibilities of the planner depends largely on the current 
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political and social situation in society. Planned areas where social disturbance occurred 
indicated a need for planners to become more aware of the impact their planning will 
have on the politically powerless (Hoffman, 1989 in Fainstein, 2010). The interviews 
clearly indicate the awareness among planners, about what effects and impact planning 
decisions has on the most vulnerable parts of the population. Sahin mentions one 
example of this in the context of the renewal project in Sulukule. The result of this 
process was devastating to the Romani community. People got offered to move to the 
periphery of the city but that remote area was lacking public transport and the distance 
to their work in the centre of the city were too long. This resulted in either people 
losing their jobs and not being able to pay for their mortgage, and therefore being 
evicted, or people moving back to the city to get closer to their work and therefore 
losing their home. The knowledge and awareness of the implications and consequences 
from the renewal projects are widely spread among planners, but as also mentioned 
in the interview with Sahin, city planners have no controlling power (Sahin 2014, 
interview, 11 November). Even if awareness exists the power of control is missing. But 
as mentioned in the theory, the influence of the planner is dependent on the confidence 
people have in the planner. It also depends on how well the planner can solve conflicts 
and create a network of people and resources. The understanding the planner have 
of the political process and climate does also determine the amount of influence the 
planner has (Benveniste, 1977 and 1989 in Khakee, 2000). That means that even if the 
planners in Istanbul might be lacking authority they are still of importance because 
they can affect the actors in the process to commit to different ideas and get a larger 
understanding of the consequences of different decisions.

The theory describes that the planners cannot only understand the never-ending changes 
of the city; they also need to understand how to make it better. The theory highlights 
the possibilities of a participatory planning process to make more people aware of their 
environment and its important qualities (Sanoff, 1990). As mentioned above the planners 
in Istanbul lack decisional power i.e. they possess the knowledge but not the means. 
The interviews mention other ways to increase the authority of the planner and to exert 
pressure on the administration. Many planners and people working in the field of urban 
planning get engaged in volunteering organisations on their spare time. They translate 
legal document for citizens, explain what is going to happen and also how they can deal 
with upcoming projects. They also negotiate with local or central government and try 
to help the people to defend their space (Çavuşoğlu 2014, interview, 30 October). This 
is a way of increasing people’s consciousness about their environment (Yalcintan 2014, 
interview, 12 November). The planners in Istanbul know about their responsibilities 
but they lack the power to change the process. Instead they try to educate and help the 
citizens to create a social movement that can pressure the administration to change their 
objectives.

In the theory Khakee (2000) writes that urban planning is something that affects the 
citizens and that their opinions therefore should be considered. It is also important 
to realise that there are other actors that has to be included so that the process are 
built on a large foundation of knowledge and understanding between different actors. 
Organisations as Bir Umut Derneği are hence of great importance in being the voice 
of a large amount of people (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 November; Islam 2014, 
interview, 24 October). People are not used to being organised and they do not know 
their rights and how they can fight for them (Islam 2014, interview, 24 October). These 
organisations are a way of helping these people.

Fainstein (2010) writes about the planner as one who is restricted by political policies 
and the wishes of their clients, but she also highlights the fact that planners have the 
power of presenting their ideas and focus the debate on different aspects and possible 
concerns about equity and justice. So even if the process and different actors have 
the decisional power the planner can still present their ideas so that a larger scope is 
considered. In the interview with Firidin, Akyol and Erbey they mention the difficult 
position the planner is facing in Istanbul given that participation is not being clearly 
defined in the legislation and that the responsibility to incorporate participatory methods 
falls on the planner alone (Firidin, Akyol, Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November). The 
planner seems to always be controlled by external factors, but maybe that is a natural 
part of the profession? Everybody expects and wants different results and the planner 
needs to consider all those opinions and try to present ideas that can be accepted by the 
decisional power. If the planner has too much power the design might only reflect his or 
her visions and opinions. Can the planner truly represent a society we all can appreciate 
and want to be a part of?

Participation

In the theory both Sanoff and Fainstein mention the benefits of participatory planning 
(Sanoff, 1990; Fainstein, 2010). More specifically they mention that participation aim 
to involve people and let them be a part of the process of defining their own built 
environment. Dialogue and participatory planning is a possible solution to potential 
problems related to unexpected reactions from people. It gives the people a better 
understanding of the design and a possibility to affect the outcome of the proposal 
(Sanoff, 1990). Participation also gives the policy makers access to local knowledge 
that they might otherwise not have access to (Corburn, 2005 in Fainstein, 2010). This 
may sound like a positive planning approach, but there are also a lot of difficulties 
involved when working with participation. In an interview Firidin, Akyol and Erbey 
explain that there are existing legislations about participation in Istanbul, but without 
clear definitions or regulations on how participation should be implemented. This 
indicates a large problem in planning with participation. Firidin, Akyol and Erbey also 
mention that participation has never been a part of the Turkish culture this is a fact that 
makes participation even more difficult to implement. In many cases voting is regarded 
as a good level of sufficient participation in Turkey. The usual type of participation 
in current planning process is when the proposal is on display for one month, during 
this time the citizens have the right to object to the proposal (Firidin, Akyol, Erbey 
2014, interview, 3 November). This highlights the importance of a public willing to 
participate but it also enhances the need for a process structure that allow participation 
in an early stage.

Fainstein (2010) writes that participation does not automatically result in better decisions 
and can also lead to corruption, but she also mentions that so can other models of 
governance. This is further explained by Arnstein (1969) who writes about the need 
for redistributing power in order for a successful participatory process to be possible. 
She also says that if no distribution of power occurs, participation will only be a way 
for the power holders to claim that the decision was made with all actors involved. A 
conclusion that can be drawn by this is that participation is only a relevant solution 
if it is supported by the administration. Yilmaz mentions in the interview that true 
participation is not accomplished in Istanbul due to the selective process regarding who 
is invited to participate. Since the process of participation is only seen as an obligation 
the municipality tries to limit the amount of participants to only the “professional 
circle”, and in a best case scenario also invites the chambers to participate (Yilmaz 
2014, interview, 3 November). Sahin further explains that this use of participation looks 



6564

good and correct on paper but in reality participation is not considered at all (Sahin 
2014, interview, 11 November). The interviews are all explaining the same difficulty 
with participation that is mentioned by Fainstein and Arnstein. This points towards a 
conclusion that participation might not be possible in Istanbul as the planning process 
is currently structured. In the interview with Yalcintan exceptions from the general case 
of participation in Istanbul were mentioned (Yalcintan 2014, interview, 12 November). 
Sariyer municipality was one of these exceptions which actually have a working 
participatory process, the reason this area is so successful is because it has many 
strong and organized local associations that puts pressure on the local municipality. 
This is also in alignment to what Sanoff (1990) mentions as a result of participation, 
namely that the process of participation has the effect of liberating and educating the 
community and enhances the socialisation in neighbourhoods. This is contradicting the 
earlier conclusion and states that maybe participation can be possible in Istanbul, but 
only if the neighbourhoods get stronger and can pressure the administration.

Participatory planning is a complex process and with no tangible or concrete solution 
for implementation. It can be a tool to achieve public good, but that does not mean the 
that design necessarily has to result in a successful design. The definition of public 
good is also difficult to clearly determine. It will depend on who you ask. The success 
of participation is dependant on the circumstances and the community itself (Sanoff, 
1990). Even if participation is used, the result will vary, but at least it will give more 
people an opportunity to express their opinions which could be a framework where 
community planning is design with the people for the people. Firidin, Akyol and Erbey 
mention in the interview that successful implementation of participation could be 
possible in Istanbul if people would learn about their right to space and have a desire to 
decide about and take care of this space. They also mention that if the planning process 
does not change and start to involve people, there is a big possibility that the resistance 
among the civic society will grow (Firidin, Akyol, Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November). 
This is a positive indicator for the situation in Istanbul and expresses a social movement 
that is rising and pressuring the administration in the direction of change. Up until now, 
projects cancelled due to public engagement have often been considered as a quite 
successful participatory processes (Yilmaz 2014, interview, 3 November). Some of the 
planners and the academics agree that small incremental changes, or no changes at all, 
would be most beneficial, at least with the currently existing system (Çavuşoğlu 2014, 
interview, 30 October). This indicates a conservative approach shared by the planners 
towards new development but maybe this approach is the only possible reaction to 
fight the social consequences caused by the recent development. Maybe it might be 
understandable to have a conservative approach if the current process result in these 
kind of consequences for the people. Does the process in Istanbul decrease the need for 
the planner and forces the planner to become an activist and conservator instead of a 
visionary?

Social movements are factors that can change the direction of governmental policies 
(Fainstein, 2010). Arnstein (1969) also writes that power is not given to the people, it 
is taken by the people. These thoughts are consistent with the opinions of the people 
that were interviewed. Many mention the Gezi demonstrations as a positive example 
of the resistance in Istanbul. What people realized was that it is better to resist in the 
streets than to wait for the legal process, since the government usually do not care about 
the result in court anyway (Firidin, Akyol, Erbey 2014, interview, 3 November). The 
Gezi demonstrations increased the knowledge and awareness about the transformation 
projects in Istanbul and the citizens are now reclaiming the city which puts higher 
pressure on the government to plan more carefully. Türkün hopes that participation 

could be a natural consequence of this process (Türkün 2014, interview, 28 October). 
The situation in Istanbul is strengthening the ideas mentioned in the theory and the 
people is starting to fight for their space but the government has met this awareness 
and fight for urban space through aggressive violence by the police (Çavuşoğlu 2014, 
interview, 30 October). The question is if these struggles may direct the government 
into using less democratic and more dictatorial methods? The situation in Istanbul is 
uncertain and the future struggle can determine what direction of governance that will 
rule Turkey.

Conditions for a possible participatory planning process in Istanbul are proposed in the 
interviews. Sahin mentions the need for people to get organised and be a part of the 
struggle (Sahin 2014, interview, 11 November). Türk further explains that the social 
capital of a neighbourhood is important because it determines how well a neighbourhood 
can deal with projects that are enforced on the area (Türk 2014, interview, 20 October). 
Yilmaz finally concludes that to be able to implement real changes in the Turkish 
system the mentality towards partaking in society have to change, both among the 
public and among the decision makers. People have to learn the value of being a part 
of a community and the decision makers have to learn how to incorporate common 
good in their thinking and acting. This has to be dealt with through more education, 
better knowledge and means of encouraging engagement (Yilmaz 2014, interview, 3 
November). The conclusion of this is that planners hope for an improvement of the 
current planning system through a larger public mentality change. It seems like the 
volunteer organisations are one possible way to accomplish this change in the Turkish 
mentality.

Conclusions
To answer the questions asked in the beginning of this thesis the planning process in 
Istanbul, as showed in the theoretical chapter and also identified in the result, is one 
component in a larger context. Citizen participation does exist in this process but the 
citizens have no power of decision, so the participatory part can easily be excluded 
and ignored in the process. Academics are highlighting the importance for the citizens 
to reclaim power and they explain the importance of social movements, awareness 
and neighbourhood organisations. The planners do have an important role to achieve 
this empowerment because they possess the required knowledge. But, if all actors 
except planners are positive to this economically driven planning process, how can the 
approach and perspective of the planner be justified? As mentioned in the theoretical 
chapter the definition of equity in the utilitarian approach is “benefiting the majority”, 
is this not valid for Istanbul? At the same time Fainstein (2010) mentions the definition 
of equity as planning for the poor part of the population. Again, if the neighbourhood 
and its people are satisfied but the planners are not, how can the planner justify his or 
her representation of the people, if they are not there fighting for the same outcome?

There are different factors affecting planning and these cannot be excluded when 
looking at the process. Construction and development is a large sector for possible 
profit, and hence the planning process is under heavy pressure from more than one 
direction. The administration sees the investors as one important actor which can 
increase the economical growth and by that also the future welfare of Istanbul and 
its people. They argue that increased economic growth will result in more work 
opportunities and therefore in the extension a wealthier population. The academics 
argue that the investments are distributed for areas with high poverty rate but not for 
the poor to gain from. Their situation gets worse since they are being relocated to an 
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area in the periphery of the city with fewer opportunities for work and a lack of public 
transportation, which prevent them from getting to areas with working opportunities.

The general opinion among planners is that neighbourhoods have to become stronger 
and fight for their space. Social capital and knowledge have to become a natural part 
of the population in Istanbul if anything could have a possibility to change. Planners 
are important actors for increasing awareness about the consequences of planning 
decisions and the importance of participation. The current situation in Istanbul is asking 
the planner to act in the form of an advocate and not as a visionary. When the process is 
contributing to a more sustainable life for the people the role of the planner can change 
but right now this is not a matter of relevance. Participation and power is not given, 
it is taken. Istanbul has a structure with city councils that could be used to implement 
participation but for this method to work successfully it needs to be supported by the 
administrative level. Whether or not participation and a more regulatory planning 
process are the answer for Istanbul and Turkey is not certain. By looking at the spatial 
and social consequences of the current process a change is needed to preserve the 
historical heritage, which Istanbul is famous for and support the exposed people. This 
change is also crucial in order to support the most vulnerable part of the population, 
which are now being forced out of the city and are now more exposed than ever.

Both the theory and the result is highlighting the possibilities of participation but it is also 
mentioned that participation without redistribution of power loses its purpose. This can 
be seen as the biggest issue in Istanbul since all the power lies with the administration. 
The areas where participation has been successful are areas where the local government 
supports a bottom-up structure. The difficulty for these areas is the conflicting ideas 
that come from higher governmental levels. The gain from implementing participatory 
methods and use them systematically could spare both the authorities and the people 
in Istanbul unnecessary misunderstandings, confusion and conflicts. But just because 
participation is a part of the process does not mean that the result naturally will be 
beneficial for the people. The people might not posses the knowledge to realise what 
solutions would be most suitable for them but the same thing could apply for proposals 
made by planners. Planners have a wider knowledge of space and form and how it is 
affecting people, but does that give them the right to decide what is best for others? 
Participation might not be the answer but it is one way to give all people the opportunity 
to take part in the planning process and make their opinions heard. The more people 
involved from different part of society the larger are the possibilities to achieve a result 
that can benefit all.

It is mentioned several times in the result about the consequences the transformation 
project have on historical heritage, this is especially highlighted in the questionnaires. 
This does not mean that social and spatial changes are not needed but it indicate that 
the people in this specific area value the historic vibe and it can also indicate that 
previous transformation project in other areas has had a negative effect on the historical 
structure. Fener Balat is also an area known for its historical heritage and that might 
also be a reason why it seems so important to the people in that area. The answers in the 
questionnaires do also show the general knowledge that this neighbourhood have about 
urban transformation and the possible negative consequences it can result in. 

Research Questions and Answers

The five following questions are answering the main question “what are the structural 
preconditions for urban planning in Istanbul concerning citizen participation and do 
they contribute to empowering the civil society?” 

1. Which values exist in the current planning process in Istanbul and how do they 
affect the people from the civil society?

Financial objectives are the primary factors that control the planning process, which 
provides great opportunities for money to flow and circulate in Istanbul. This contributes 
to a flexible planning approach being pursued supported by investors, developers and 
administration. The planners and academics though, promote a more conservative 
approach. Unfortunately they, along with the citizens, are quite powerless in the current 
situation and the citizens are most often the victims in this process.

2. What factors affect and contribute to the current planning process in terms of 
participation in Istanbul?

Economic factors caused by globalisation and neoliberal ideas makes it difficult to 
implement participatory methods. The fact that the laws lack clear definitions and 
regulations about how to implement participatory methods and that the laws are 
not complied with, are contributing to the complexity of this issue. The fact that the 
governing bodies are organised in a way where all power lies with the authorities and 
not with the people is also a centralising factor.

3. Could participatory planning make urban transformation projects in Istanbul 
more successful?

Participatory planning can make urban transformation projects in Istanbul more 
successful but that is not to be taken for granted. In order for participation to contribute 
successfully, the people need to learn about the consequences of design. Most of the 
responsibility from this falls on the planner which may or may not realise the importance 
of his or her decision. The planner need to take part in the process but also get a greater 
influence in the decision taking.

4. Is urban planning practice strengthening the social and spatial development of 
Istanbul?

The current planning practice is not strengthening the social and spatial development 
of Istanbul. A big transfer of people is currently taking place and one problem in this 
scenario is that the areas in the periphery of the city, where the people are transferred 
to, lack sufficient infrastructure, job opportunities and strong cultural communities. The 
new development could help to upgrade deteriorated areas below the desired standard 
but the current result is not sufficient. 

5. Do public participation exist in Istanbul today and if it does, how is it organised?

Public participation do exist in Istanbul, but in a very limited extent. The only 
opportunity for the public to affect or object to a proposed project is during the last 
month before start of construction, when it is on public display for one month in the 
municipal building. Municipalities who are trying to use participation exist, but they 
face difficulties because of the legal system with few regulations. The operating body 
supposed to work with these issues are the city councils but they lack power.



6968

Recommendations 

Our result propose some future recommendations. Planners should continue to engage 
in and inform the communities and help them to get organised, so that the pressure 
on the administration to develop with more consideration would increase. Regulations 
should be more clearly defined to reduce conflicts. The decisional power should be 
distributed to include the citizens and the planners and this would result in a bottom-
up structure. The planners have the most important role to create a social movement 
because without the public opinion both the planners and the people stands powerless. 

Reliability and Validity

Even though the information to the study was conducted in a quite comprehensive 
way, we understand that some positions and viewpoints have been left out. This study 
is based on theory mostly written by academics with critical approach to the planning 
process affected by the current neoliberal and global ideals. The result is written from 
interviews of planners, academics and activists in Istanbul and they are also critical 
to the current planning approach in Istanbul. The study is therefore subjective and the 
reader should have this in mind. 

The credibility of this study could be enhanced by interviewing more people involved in 
the planning process from other sectors, administrative positions, investors, developers 
and citizens. This would give a more objective view of the planning process and 
possibly a more accepting one. The conclusion that participation would be possible 
based on only one field study is also questionable. All neighbourhoods are different and 
for this to be a certain conclusion the study would have to be conducted in more than 
one area. Despite of this, the result clearly indicates the possibility for participation as 
a method in the planning process.

Proposed areas for further research

Further research in this context would be recommended. These studies should tentatively 
be focused on getting a wider perspective from different actors involved in the planning 
process. They could also be executed through performing a more invasive participatory 
trial, a participatory process that would be as accurate as possible and which could 
be finalized by a finished proposal. The material from the survey could thus be the 
foundation for a design proposal of one selected smaller area within the study area. This 
could present a more reliable result and be of a better use for actual implementation in 
the planning process in Istanbul. It would also be interesting with a comparative study 
between the process in Sweden and Turkey. This would more clearly differentiate the 
planning process in Turkey and give a larger knowledge of the actual process in both 
countries and the result could supposedly indicate actual proposed improvements in a 
more tangible way. 
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APPENDIX

- Interview Summaries
- Questionnaire Result 
- Mental Maps 

INTERVIEW WITH SILA AKALP 
Sila Akalp is an urban planner who is working at the private company Urban Strategy. 
One of the most important roles of the company is to negotiate between different actors 
during the planning process. 

14-10-10 - Introduction to the first meeting 

This is our first meeting with Sila and she is going to talk about her work and experiences 
of the different urban renewal areas of Istanbul. To be able to do this she first explains 
the bigger context of Istanbul and Turkey. Our aim with this meeting is to know a little 
bit more about which area that would be a suitable one for our case study. 

General information about the planning process and Istanbul
Istanbul is a metropolitan municipality, which is impossible to plan. It has 39 local 
municipalities with approximately 500 000 inhabitants each. The geographical area 
is 120 km wide and its development is expanding in the east-west direction. Out of  
4 000 000 buildings in Istanbul, 1 300 000 are considered risky buildings. 

The development of Istanbul has been happening in three stages. Stage 1 was between 
1960 and 1980 and consisted of a lot of immigration, which resulted in unplanned 
gecekondu areas. The second stage took place when the government legalized the 
gecekondus and gave the people living in those areas the opportunity to rebuild their 
houses. This happened during 1980-1990. The third stage is where we are now, in the 
renewal phase. The main actor nowadays is TOKI and the public investors. 

70% of Istanbul is built within the last 30 years, and mostly in the areas along the highways 
E6 and E5. 1999 there was a big earthquake, which had disastrous consequences, and 
everyone is to blame for that. Urban planners, civic people, municipalities and investors 
were all responsible. 

Lately, the term urban regeneration has been used a lot. Since it doesn’t have a clear 
definition it has also been used for other urban projects, like for example pure real 
estate projects. 2006 the Istanbul Metropolitan municipality plan in scale 1:100.000 
was finished. It contained five main decisions regarding population, two sub-centres, 
industry and technology. Apart from this there were also three re-structuring strategies: 
Re-connecting (third bridge), re-generating (industrial areas → mixed use) and re-
settlements (two new city projects). 

Law no: 6306 is the one taking care of risky areas and it has three definitions of risky 
areas. The owner of a building applies to a controller and the controller evaluates the 
status of your building. Buildings built after the earthquake in 1999 are considered as 
strong buildings. 



Law no: 5366 is the one applicable to areas with a historical value, it gives the 
municipalities the opportunity to expropriate buildings and then restore, rebuild or 
demolish them completely. Regarding which area we should choose for our project, Sila 
thinks that Tarlabasi is the right one for us. It has a social plan and a local organization 
we can speak to. The people in the area did not trust the municipality by the time of the 
project, which was the reason of founding the organization. The participation in this 
project was organized by the municipality in 6 steps: Information, awareness, meeting, 
defining problems or unclear spots (raising questions), understanding expectations of 
all sides and propose a new project. Fikirtepe for example is different. It was announced 
as a risky area in 2005, the current population is 40 000 and the future population is 
expected to be 140 000. 

14-11-11 –Introduction to the second meeting

This time she will tell us about three different planning processes of urban transformation 
projects, by using three examples from Istanbul. These are Kartal, Tarlabasi and 
Fikirtepe, and Sila has been involved in the last one. 

Kartal - The competition approach
The project area in Kartal is an industrial zone mostly consisting of industrial buildings. 
In the initial plan a surrounding residential area was also included, but they got excluded 
from the project area after objections. Now the residents are trying to create their own 
plan to benefit from the project due to the rising land value the project contributes to. 

When the projects started in 2005 on the initiative of the metropolitan municipality, it 
was declared as a competition area. Zaha Hadid won the competition with the 
motivation that she had a good correlation between parcel and building height. After 
this the next step of preparations began and Kartal KentDer started to negotiate between 
the local and the metropolitan municipality about the physical implementation. The 
local municipality did not want to implement the plan, so they pushed the landowners 
in the residential area to raise their voice, to be able to fight against the metropolitan 
municipality. The unusual thing with this project is that the conflict is between the local 
municipality and the metropolitan municipality. 

The “environmental plan” is the plan on the highest level of planning. It says that Kartal 
should be the new centre of the Anatolian side of Istanbul. 1:5000 scale plan, including 
Zaha Hadid’s project, was prepared and approved. The project was finally approved and 
applied in the local municipal plan. 

Ministry of urbanism declared a new regulation, saying that you need to define each and 
every function of buildings to get an approval.

Tarlabasi - The historical building approach (5366)
In the beginning of the Tarlabasi project the local municipality of Beyoglu made an 
agreement with Calik Holding and GAP (construction company). After this agreement 
was made they started a “participation process” with the aim of informing people of 
the already made plans. The inhabitants of the area got two alternatives: 1. Get a new 
apartment in a TOKI project. 2. Get a new (smaller) apartment in Tarlabasi. At this time 
Urban Strategy started to conduct interviews with the inhabitants, which was quite hard 
since not many of the people in the area spoke Turkish. 

The municipality expropriated buildings and 9 different architects planned for one 
block each. Some facades were kept and some buildings got completely demolished and 
ended up with more floors than before. The negotiations were made on the prerequisites 
from the first development rights, which were lower than what the result was. The 
people in Tarlabasi could not move to the TOKI housing project area since it was too 
far away from their jobs which were in the city centre of Istanbul. 

The law for this kind of restoration are good because of their efficiency but bad because 
they are too powerful and lack regulations.  Urban Strategy proposed that it should be 
mandatory to execute a social impact analysis of future urban transformation projects. 

Fikirtepe - The risky area approach (6306)
Fikirtepe was announced as a risky area, which means that you can apply law: 6306. This 
law (Regeneration law) has three definitions: risky areas, risky buildings and reserve 
areas (reserve area, empty area, transfer areas). It was announced as regeneration area in 
2011 and then announced as a risky area in 2013. The ministry of urbanism took the legal 
power from the metropolitan municipality but now again the metropolitan municipality 
is in charge. The plan they have prepared is increasing the density a lot from the current 
FAR at 1.6 to 4.14. Practically this means that an area that today contain of 40 000 
people will contain 140 000 people when the project is done. According to the new plan 
they want to merge blocks without widening any of the streets. The project will finally 
consist of 61 blocks and be built/designed by 40 different developers/investors. 

The public has no voice and it is only the investors and the property owners that 
are invited to meetings where they can express their opinions. Since the education 
level is very low in Fikirtepe, the people in the area are easy to persuade and agree 
on everything. Each developer only considers his own block, which results in a lack 
of infrastructural coordination. In the beginning there was no social plan but Urban 
Strategy managed to propose guidelines with focus on three different things: 1. Define 
the heart of Fikirtepe with an open green space in the middle. 2. 25% public amenities. 
3. Develop coding systems for building mass etc. Unfortunately the scandals happened 
the 17th of December last year. Tapes of the government were released which made 
this whole process stop. They changed the minister of urbanism to a new one. Now the 
new minister does not want to do any urban regeneration project anymore. The current 
situation is that the metropolitan municipality are giving out building rights in Fikirtepe 
without using the urban design guidelines created by Urban Strategy. 

Kadiköy has a special apartment topology of good quality. The FAR is 2,07 in Kadiköy, so 
they have already used their FAR and there is no possibility to increase the development 
due to the development right in the municipality. The Fikirtepe project will have the 
consequences of traffic jams and a bad silhouette. Most of the people in the area have 
moved already and with this arises two questions: 1. Where will the people go? 2. Who 
will come and replace them? The answers to these questions are not sure but probably 
the people from Fikirtepe will move to the periphery of the city and investors and 
foreigners will replace them. In this place, as in the other urban transformation areas 
the planning focus mostly on the investors. In the beginning this project was announced 
as a model of a win-win project where both people and investors would gain financial 
profit. Four years later they all lost. 

And finally, who wins in Sulukule? It was full of life before the government announced 
it as an urban transformation area. People lost their money and got relocated and the 
newly created area was just another collapse. And now it is empty, except for the Syrian 
refugees of course. 



INTERVIEW WITH ERBATUR ÇAVUŞOĞLU 
Erbatur is an urban planner and he has been teaching for the last 16 years at Mimar 
Sinan. His research area is politics in urban planning. The last 12 years he has been in 
the fields as a part time activist.

Right now many neighbourhoods are under pressure of regeneration. People in these 
neighbourhoods, do not understand the planning process. That is why activists translate 
and explain what that the document means, what will happen and also how they can 
deal with the project. The activists can also negotiate with local or central government 
or try to help the people to defend their space.

Erbatur wants to give us as an objective view about these subjects as possible. “Think 
about these subjects, governance, participation, and democracy. They all refer to different 
ideas and processes. If you are an orientalist, you can easily say that Turkey is not 
modern, undemocratic and lack participation. But it is not black and white. If you look 
closely you will see the negotiation and bargaining between society and government. 
You will find hidden contracts between local people and governance, which are not in 
the European concepts. You will see that these contracts are not transparent or equal. 
They might not be as good but at least they exist.”

Regarding the history of Turkey you will see that many governments and governmental 
policies has been using space as a tool in order to redistribute the wealth. When the 
Turkish Republic was established it was a rural country and the idea of distributing land 
was born. In the 1950s it got more urbanized and people started to live in gecekondus. 
In the 1980s even more people from the countryside came to Istanbul. At this time 
gecekondus were legalized and the people living there were allowed to build four storey 
buildings on their land. This created a redistribution of space and also of wealth. Now 
a new redistribution process is occurring all over Turkey. People are appreciating it 
because they are now allowed to build on their forestland. Urban regeneration project 
are appreciated in these areas, because they are seen as something, which are creating 
of a lot of benefits. These beneficial relationships can be considered as a part of 
participation.

If you are a landowner and live in a gecekondu area, the municipality informs you that 
the area is announced as a regeneration area. Activists come and explain the documents. 
If the neighbourhood is organized they can react to the project. If they are not organized, 
the project will cause conflicts in the neighbourhoods. Because neighbourhoods consist 
of a large amount of different people, with different political views, different social 
class, different religions faiths and both owners and tenants. These differences can 
cause conflicts in the neighbourhoods and the government is well aware of this and 
are using these cracks. The government decide who will be invited to meetings and 
if they will give different groups different offers. They use the differences to divide 
and exclude people. They have meetings in a mosque to exclude people who are not 
Muslim, they have meetings in the coffeehouse so that the women are excluded, they 
have meetings in a backyard to exclude the uninvited, they have meetings during the 
day to only include unemployed people etc. These are effective ways to divide people.

If you manage to keep the neighbourhood together, the administration will start to give 
people different offers. The longer you say no, the more beneficial offer you will get. 
Struggling is a way to bargaining with the government. Sometimes the activists feel 
like they get used by the citizens for their bargaining and not because the people are 
defending their actual space. If you look at it differently, at least the citizens get a bit 

more out of this process with the help of the activists. Maybe this process can be called 
participation.

One problem in these processes is that tenants have no rights. When a project is 
announced landowners are often happy about it. They know their land value will 
increase, but of course there are also some people who are emotionally attached to their 
houses, but this is not the general feeling. As a planner I wish people would defend their 
space, that the areas would stay as they are or maybe have some small renovations. 
What is happening now is that these places are demolished and rebuilt with higher 
densities which makes the developers earn enormous amount of money. It is then easy 
for them to give the people a little share of the earnings.

There is no taxations on these urban development projects. You can build as high as 
you want and pay no taxes to the municipality. You can benefit from the land as much 
as you want. It is a pressure on urban planners to maximize the plans, and if an investor 
has good relationship with the politicians, you can easily change the plans to reach this.

There are 1000 changes in different projects in Istanbul in one year. So no one can keep 
track on all projects. The pressure is too high on everybody. One example is that the 
tallest building in Europe is an illegal building. There was a master plan, according to 
that plan the building was allowed to be 25000 m2 and the actual building is 180000 
m2, which makes the building illegal. The amount of money the investors gained is one 
third of the Istanbul municipal budget. This is a budget for a city of 15 million people. 
This financial reason is why it is so much pressure on all actors in the planning process. 
Everybody are benefitting from this process and the lack of regulations.

Another problem is that tenants want to become landowners. The campaign of housing 
is to get people to pay mortgage instead of paying rent. People buy a house in the 
periphery of the city where they can afford it. This is the only way to get some security, 
especially when a neighbourhood becomes a renewal area. The tenant can get some 
benefits from the renewal projects. They can be given land to become a landowner 
themselves. Turkey does not have a stable economy. The inflation is high so if you have 
money you should invest it in land. Land value is relatively stable and secure. 

The municipalities’ benefits a lot from the transformation projects and are in some aspect 
dependent on them. One reason, especially in small towns, is that the municipalities 
have been under the pressure from local people. They had to employ local people to 
decrease the unemployment rate in the municipality. Most municipalities cannot pay 
the salaries so if they have a plot it is more clever for the municipality to create a project 
and get money to equalize their budget. The municipalities are not the only ones who do 
this, it is also done by the ministries. Everybody is trying to benefit from space. Planners 
are trying to defend the space. In Turkey the chambers of urban planners are more like 
freedom fighters than comparing to Europe. Planning used to be a punishing tool. A 
plan meant regulations and that was not encouraged but now the rules are ignored. 
Without rules everybody can do whatever they want.

Now people are learning that planning is a gift and not a punishment. People are 
learning a lot and they know about planning. Everybody wants to be a developer and 
plan something on his or her own plot. If you only work you will make nothing but 
if you become a developer you can make a fortune for yourself and your children. 
There are a lot of empty houses in Istanbul but Istanbul is still growing and because the 
developers pay no tax they do not have anything to lose. Maybe they cannot rent it out 
the first years but after a few years it will be possible. But just like the crises in other 



cities, economically this might not be a good investment because more that 50% of 
people in Turkey are in debt and do not own their houses. If people are starting to have 
problems with paying their mortgage a crises can occur. Only if there is an amnesty 
from the government for these people, this crisis could be avoided. People are investing 
in houses without having any money.

Some good examples of participation exist. In Sulukule the activists tried to develop 
an alternative plan. It was in a human scale and more about restoring houses and 
making the area more liveable. The people were okay with this smaller scale project 
and not getting as much but the plans needed to be approved by the government and 
the municipality. Activists, planners and municipality tried to negotiate but the mayor 
got under too much pressure from the prime minister. In this case they did not approve 
the plan. Activists are trying to fight the government but they meet a lot of violence 
from the police, which are very aggressive. In the end activists are wondering whom 
they are fighting for because the people in the neighbourhoods are not fighting. A good 
thing from Sulukule is that everybody learned a lot from this project, but so did the 
administration, about how to tackle this kind of processes. Another area under pressure 
of renewal is called Derbent and that neighbourhood is right now trying to create their 
own plans.

Planners are fighting and they are fighting for the city. These renewal areas needs some 
changes but less invasive. A master plan for Istanbul exists but that plan means nothing!

Examples of participation project are few and right now the biggest success is to stop 
the projects. In Sulukule most people were not willing to participate. So the planners 
did advocacy planning for their alternative plan. But to be successful, you need to be 
empowered to be able to implement plans. There are things to be done in these areas. 
“Not every area is safe for earthquakes. The streets for example, are too narrow. Of 
course, as a planner, I want to touch these areas, but touch softly.”

Duzce is an area in another city that came together to build small houses. They are 
doing a second project in Duzce where they are trying to plan for the people in this area 
by looking at their needs. It is possible to plan with participation if people are willing 
to try. What this government has done is to show people how they can benefit from 
the land. Nobody is thinking about living in a nice place. They all dream of making 
money from their land and with this money they can start their life. The government has 
successfully imposed this to every mind.

INTERVIEW WITH EBRU FIRIDIN, İDIL AKYOL AND 
DILEK ERDEN ERBEY 
This meeting was arranged by Zeynep Bâlâ Tunçer and took place in a shared office 
with two professors Ebru Firidin and Dilek Erden Erbey, and one PhD student, İdil 
Akyol at the Urban and Regional Planning department at Mimar Sinan University. 

There is usually no or poor correlation between the participatory part and the decision 
part. But there are also levels of participation, for example community participation and 
the participation of actors. Most of the planning process in Istanbul is managed by the 
actors, who are also the investors, this gives them the opportunity to participate directly 
and impose their ideas that way. Their aim is to try to rise the urban rent, as much as 
they can, and this is also what they are trying to achieve by participating. This is not a 
participatory process in a legal framework. 

The biggest issue with participation is that it is not defined in the legislation. It is the 
responsibility of the planners to incorporate participatory methods or not. The usual 
type of participation in current planning process is that the proposal is on display for 
one month. During this time the citizens have the right to object to the proposal. This is 
the rejection right that people have and it is not common that it is being used. One reason 
why there is a lack of participation in the planning process in Istanbul could be because 
of the top-down-structure. The government does not want to change this because if they 
start to listen to the people it may decrease the profit of the transformations projects. 
There is also no culture of democracy as of the European definition so the people do not 
know how to participate in other ways except for voting. Investors are more often asked 
to participate in the planning process than the citizens due to the fact that the investors 
are financially contributing to the project. The citizens are usually not consulted until 
the plan is already made. 

The municipality of Fatih started the project and made a proposal. They asked the 
citizens what they thought about the project. The citizens started the neighbourhood 
association Febayder. There are different levels of participation. One part is managed 
by the actors and has the aim of increasing the urban rent. A legal framework is lacking. 
After this process the information will reach the inhabitants. 

Kartal and Kadiköy are good examples of municipalities working with participation, 
in the Turkish context. Even though they are trying to work with participation, the 
on-going process is actually more similar to negotiation between the municipalities, 
the companies and the citizens. The municipalities have different roles in these 
projects from case to case. Kadiköy for example sometimes has negotiated with a 
non-government organisation and has sometimes spoken directly to the citizens. In 
Fikirtepe they negotiated directly with the developers. The larger projects are still given 
to the municipalities by the greater municipality, which makes it hard for the local 
municipalities to defend their areas. The Zaha Hadid project in Kartal is an example 
of a project that was forced on to the local municipality by the decision of the greater 
municipality. 

There is no mechanism of controlling the illegally built projects here in Istanbul. It 
mostly depends on who the owner is and if he is supported by the government. 

In Uskudar, the construction of the project in Validebag was stopped during the court 
process. It is the first example of a project where the developers promised not to start 
construction until the project has been approved by court. But some people see this as 
a trick from the government. Since one court can cancel another court’s decision, one 
day after the promise to stop construction the project was approved as legal by another 
court. The only good example of a project that has been stopped is Gezi Park. What 
people have realised is that it is better to show their resistance in the streets than to wait 
for the legal process. The government does not care about the result in court, they build 
it anyway.

Before the Gezi protest citizens were only concerned about their own property. But a 
result of the protest is the increase of interest and knowledge, of the social consequences 
as a result of urban renewal . One problem with urban planning in Istanbul is the size 
of the city along with the rapid rate in which the city is growing. These reasons , which 
makes its nearly impossible to be updated about all the current projects, and to be able 
to get organized and to stop them. The chambers of planners and chambers of architects 
are the only ones that have some overall view of the different projects.



Another problem is that participation is used as a tool to inform rather than to listen 
and create solutions to the different problems. There are legislations about participation 
but no clear definitions or regulations on how participation should be implemented. 
For participation to function, everybody needs to learn about what participation is, and 
the citizens also need to know their rights. At the moment the people only know about 
rejection of projects as a form of participation. 

Kadiköy is a municipality that needs to use participation because the population in 
Kadiköy know their rights. They are modern, educated and have a strong community. 
One example is a car park that the greater municipality tried to enforce in Kadiköy. 
The ruling party in Kadiköy is the opposing party, the socialists, and they are trying to 
protect the area. They tried to include the citizens when drawing the plan proposal. The 
problem is that the greater municipality has overruling power over the local municipality 
and there is no clear correlation between these two actors. In this example the local 
municipality managed to cancel the project from the metropolitan municipality. 

“Kadiköy is a unique example in Istanbul.”

The main problem is that the local municipality cannot make decisions about certain 
areas. For example main roads and the coastal parks are under control of the greater 
municipality. There is always a struggle between these two deciding municipalities and 
their area of control. There are also some decisions that can be taken by the ministries 
in the central government without asking neither the local nor the metropolitan 
municipality. An example of this happening is the new port in Beyoglu, which is 
planned by the Ministry of Privatization without anyone asking the local municipality 
of Beyoglu of its opinion (they would not mind anyway, since they are ruled by the 
same party as the central government). 

Participation could be possible in Istanbul if people would learn about their right to the 
space and have a desire to decide and take care of this space. If the planning process 
does not change and start to involve people, there is a big possibility that resistance will 
grow. If the people are empowered by taking responsibility of their neighbourhoods 
(through for example neighbourhood forums) the community will become stronger. 
More legislations about participation would be needed (a development law for 
example), and also a functional legal framework about when and how to invite people, 
for participation to be successfully implemented. Idil says she thinks participation will 
become traditional in time. 

Finally we talked a little bit about the current project in Fener Balat. It is a renewal 
project (just like Tarlabasi) of the two streets closest to the water. The fact that it is a 
renewal project and not a restoration project gives the developers the right to completely 
demolish the buildings and then rebuild them, they can even rebuild with more floors 
than before, which is affecting the surrounding neighbourhood. It is all about the 
possibility to profit financially. UNESCO has warned Istanbul several times, but they 
continue to build things even though the area is protected. 

INTERVIEW WITH TOLGA ISLAM 
Tolga is currently working as an associate professor in the Urban Planning Department 
of Yildiz Technical University. His research is focused on the gentrification process in 
Istanbul.

He explains that the amount of urban renewal project in Istanbul is partly a result of 
Law: 5366, Law: 6306 and the economic situation that Turkey are in right now. A lot 
of capital is invested in Turkey and especially in Istanbul. Another reason is that AKP 
came in power in 2002 and they are pro urban renewal. In 2004 they assumed power 
in both the local and the metropolitan municipality. During that time there was good 
economic conditions for regeneration. Projects like Tarlabasi would never be possible 
before AKP gained power.

Participation is not currently working as a functioning part in the planning process in 
Istanbul. One reason for that is the correlation between the participatory part of the 
projects, and the making of the plan proposal. In Turkey participation is more about 
informing the citizens than to make them a part of creating the plan. A good example 
of lack of participation (and even a lack of informing about the project) is the Sulukule 
project where the inhabitants found out about the project through a newspaper.

Participation has never been a part of Turkish culture and that is one of the reasons 
why it is hard to implement. People are not used to being organized and they do not 
know their rights and how they can fight for them. In many cases voting is regarded as 
participation in this country.

The municipalities are using the fragmentation between people in the project areas, 
to get plan proposals approved. They also use the different actors wisely by talking to 
them in one-to-one meetings, to enforce their own opinions to them. The municipalities 
are paying to get involved in the process, and when they are in, they divide and rule. 
Municipalities and landowners want the renewal projects to happen because of the large 
economic benefits that is a result of these projects. One example is the high increase of 
land value.

Gentrification is a natural consequence in most renewal projects. In the UNESCO 
project in Fener Balat they tried to avoid this. It was mentioned in the paragraphs how 
gentrification was to be avoided. It was quite a progressive document and explained 
that there would be small and scattered interventions to avoid gentrification.

Urban activists are trying to empower the people in these renewal areas but the people 
are not there fighting with them. “Where are the people?” “How do you justify that you 
represent these people?” The municipality sees the academics and the activists as bad 
because they are just trying to stop the project even when the people have agreed to the 
plan. 

For participation to function the top down structure must change and a bottom-up-
structure must be implemented. Because in the current situation the people has no social 
means to act. Important questions to ask yourself when talking to people, involved in 
the planning process is “who are the affected people and who are the participants”.

INTERVIEW WITH BANU PEKOL 
Banu Pekol is currently Asst. Professor at Özyeğin Üniversitesi at the faculty of 
architecture and design. She completed her PhD in 2010 at the Istanbul Technical 
University, in the department of Architectural History focusing on the reuse of historic 
structures for new purposes. Some of her research areas are conservation of minority 
architectural heritage in Turkey, reuse of historic structures, architectural theory, 
architecture and memory, architecture and real-time bodily interaction.



We met Banu at her old Greek house, which is located in Fener. We had a tour of the 
house and she told us about the restoration, different materials and the amount of time 
and effort that was needed to complete these kinds of projects. Her house was built in 
1902 and she called it ”her baby”. She says that the unique thing with Fener and Balat 
is that people here ”speak for the buildings”.

The conversation touched on the legal aspects of planning in Istanbul and she stated that 
the process of law and the process of construction do not work together here. Meaning 
that the process of law and construction are not dependent on each other, or that the law 
has too little means of controlling the construction process. Banu mentioned Sulukule 
as an example of when construction ”happened” completely without legal approval. 
Another example in this context is Validebag, an area in Üsküdar where construction 
currently is halted. Apparently they promised that they would not start construction 
without legal approval, which is unique. This may be because the municipality officials 
are afraid of another ”Gezi reaction”. They know that the people will come to defend 
Validebag if they have to.

The conversation returned to the topic of restoration. There are two existing levels 
of building of historical heritage: grade 1 and grade 2. Grade 1 is buildings such as 
Topkapi Palace and grade 2 is everything else. The problem in Istanbul is that people 
do not understand the value of historical buildings and the rules they have to consider 
when they want to restore or renovate such a building. One example is Banus neighbour 
who wants to build an elevator in his house but does not find it understandable as to 
why he must inform the authorities of any modification he must make, because his 
house is a grade 2 building. He is typical for this area, the people who came here after 
the Greeks do not have any emotional attachment to the buildings. Usually people do 
not even know that they are supposed to ask someone before they change anything in 
their building. A friend of Banu wanted to build an extra floor and a terrace, but that sort 
of thing is not allowed either.

Fener Balat has a rich history and was for a long time the home to Greeks and Jews. 
In 1964 the Turks deported the last Greek out of the country and from that point there 
were only poor immigrants from the Black Sea Region of Turkey who lived in Fener 
and Balat. The walk by the Golden Horn was a smelly industrial area, but beginning 
with the 1980’s, it has been relatively cleaned it and the smell can only be felt in specific 
sites.

Banu told us about the UNESCO project, which were taking place in 2003-2007, and 
explained that one of the aims of the project was to prevent people from moving out 
from the area after the renovation. They picked houses to restore, which could seem 
randomly situated, but those buildings were selected by purpose. This was to distribute 
the money and prevent people to move out of the area. Renovating the facades and the 
roofs of these buildings worked as a catalyst for renovation of other buildings and many 
small renovation initiatives have followed the first big one. Now Fener Balat is a very 
gay friendly area, which says a lot about the community feeling and the general feeling 
of safety in the neighbourhood. According to Banu, this is the real Istanbul: ”it is proper 
Constantinople, you are inside the city wall!” She also mentions an interesting statistic 
thing she had noticed: Everyone who moves here, buys a second house in the area. 
Quite a few people who move here, buy a second house in the area.

Right now there are currently no Greeks and no Jews left in the area, the last Jewish 
people left during the 1960’s. After they left, Anatolian people and people from the 
Black Sea moved into the area. Now the rent is very cheap at Yildirim Street and people 

are selling their houses due to the uncertain future. The newly proposed and recently 
cancelled plans for Fener Balat was made according to the same logic as in Tarlabasi.

Banu gives us the advice, that we could make a proposal for Yildirim Street, where the 
municipality already have done plans of renovating 120 facades. The empty plots are 
being sold and it is not unusual for people to bribe the municipality officials during any 
construction process. In terms of our survey, she advises us to design the questions like 
”if you should choose one alternative, then what would it be?”

INTERVIEW WITH IKBAL POLAT
Ikbal graduated from Yildiz Technical University and wrote her PAD about participation. 
After that she has been working as a city planner. Right now she works at Kadiköy Kent 
Konseyi, which is the city council of Kadiköy. She has only been working there for two 
month and before that she worked in Nilüfer, which is a municipality in the province of 
Bursa, at the Anatolian side, a few hours from Istanbul. 

City councils in Turkey are working with participation, dialogue and approval. They 
are trying to manage the communication between government, universities, local 
government, chambers, union, civil society and citizens etc. There are different 
divisions in the city council, for example women, children, LGBTQ, neighbourhood 
and different technical groups for areas like environment etc. These divisions are there 
to represent all parts of a neighbourhood and together they discuss issues regarding 
planning. The city council has a very important role in the participation process because 
it is the only department open to all citizens. But for participation to be possible the 
process of the local government must change. 

Nilüfer is the best example of a good practice of participation and Kadiköy is trying to 
apply the structure and process used in Nilüfer. In Turkey there is a lack of neighbourhood 
management and the city council is trying to establish neighbourhood committees to 
solve this. The idea is to have strong neighbourhood committees that will come to the 
city council and that they would raise question and problems that their neighbourhood 
are facing. 

Participation has been in the municipal law since 1930. The substance of this law 
says that participation can be used, but in practice they do not implement it. It is very 
important, but people are not aware of this fact. The neighbourhood committees are 
supposed to contribute to help the people to get more aware of their right to participate 
and facilitate a platform from which they can do this. A small change was made in 2005, 
which said that a municipality must establish neighbourhood committees. 

The neighbourhood committees should include representatives from different 
important local sectors, for example the imam, local health personnel, local sport clubs 
representatives, school representatives etc. In addition to this, every street or area of 300 
people elects one neighbourhood representative called a muhtar. In 2009 one muhtar 
was elected out of every 1200 people, in 2011 out of every 600 people and now one 
muhtar is elected out of every 300 people. The neighbourhood committees have monthly 
meetings where they discuss the problem of the neighbourhood and possible changes 
that can be made. The committees then bring their discussion to the city council where 
the questions are distributed on the different division related to each issue. The division 
makes a strategic plan and sends the result back to the neighbourhood association where 
they get to vote for different alternatives. 



The top-down structure is a big problem. But since democracy and participation is so 
important, the structure has to be improved. Kadiköy current strategic plan is done with 
participation. 

UN Habitat II (1996) decided about the local agenda 21, which was applied to the 
Anatolian cities but not to Istanbul. This was due to that Istanbul Metropolitan 
Municipality at that time was lead by the opposing party and they did not agree with 
the ideas. This is the reason to why people in Istanbul do not know about city councils 
and the responsibility of neighbourhood committees. In the current situation there is a 
conflict about political polarization. Municipalities in Istanbul want to, but do not know 
how they should implement participation. It is possible but not easy to succeed in this 
case. There is a great need for dialog between different actors and decision-making 
bodies. A lot of people talk about it but it is only Nilüfer and Kadiköy that have been 
able to establish a working city council system (including street representatives). Next 
step is for Kadiköy local municipality to present proposals for people to agree or not 
agree on. 

INTERVIEW WITH CIGDEM SAHIN
Cigdem is a professor at Istanbul University and where she is teaching World Capitalism 
and History of Capitalism. She lives in Fener Balat on Vodina Street and moved there 
in 2009. She has been one of the people in Fener Balat who have been working in the 
neighbourhood association (Febayder) and fighting the municipality’s project proposal 
for Fener Balat. She thinks she can be a good example for the community of how to 
fight against urban renewal. She is also educated in journalism so she has showed how 
to use media for the good of the community. 

Cigdem says that Turkey is missing a mechanism for handling social issues in the urban 
environment. In other European countries there are institutions and housing councils 
but these institutions do not exist in Turkey.

In the constitution there are different laws where participation of all actors is obligated 
in the planning process and new laws are also obligated by this laws. The problem 
is that the government and the municipalities only use participation because it is an 
obligation. They decide who they will involve and in what extent they will use the 
result. The consequence is a lack of correlation between the participatory part and the 
final proposal, and also a bias proposal. This use of the law looks good and correct on 
paper but in the reality the participation is not considered at all.

The aim of the projects is to increase the urban rent so that more investors will invest 
money in the area and the city. Money is the largest reason for all development projects 
and the only purpose. A few years ago the process was better but it is getting worse now. 
Cigdem talks about a wild capitalism being the reason for this aggressive process, and 
this wild capitalism is not only the biggest factor for neighbourhood projects but also 
for projects concerning public space. The government are supplying the investors with 
everything they need even if a proposal is losing in court, the government do not obey 
the court decision.

Fener Balat
In the project in Fener Balat (2009) the municipality did not want to see the people and 
hear their opinions. The neighbourhood was strong and powerful and got organised to 
stop the project and share the information about their struggle with the world. They went 
to UNESCO, universities, EU and used the media to tell people about their struggle. 

Everybody knew what was happening in Fener Balat. They also went to court during 
this process, to legally stop the project.  

The struggle started in 2009 when the people of Fener Balat got to know about a contract 
written in 2007 between a private developer and the municipality. The contract was about 
property ownership of the area in Fener Balat closest to the water. The municipality 
used the law of 5366, about preservation by renovation in historical areas, to legalise 
this contract. This law gives the municipality the right to expropriate buildings, because 
they are neglected and deteriorated, in historical important areas.

The people opposed the proposal and were told that the plan would be changed to make 
it more suitable for the area and the people. The new plan showed a total demolition of 
the old historical buildings and a plan for new houses similar to the old ones. People 
in the neighbourhood profited from the courts decision to cancel this project. The 
court decision was taken regarding human rights and the argument that the plan would 
destroy neighbourhood culture. This is the first case in the history of Turkey were an 
urban renewal lawsuit won based on a human rights argument. The project had no 
common interest and the neighbourhood won.
The municipality did not stop their efforts even though they lost. The aim was (and 
still is) to make Fener Balat into a trading area. The government made some changes 
to the 1:5000 scale plan and tried to get that one approved again. The reason to why 
they can continue doing new plans is that Fener Balat is a renewal area, which gives 
the municipality the right to expropriate properties. But the neighbourhood fought the 
ministry board decision, of Fener Balat being a renewal area, and they also won this 
claim in court. This is the first case where a decision of the ministry board is cancelled.

As a consequence of this decision the municipality will have to talk to every owner one 
by one in order to expropriate properties in the future. This will make the process more 
complicated for the municipality and the project in Fener Balat will be, if not cancelled, 
at least delayed. But Fener Balat is still at risk because the municipality have changed 
their project area and are trying to focus on developing the upper area instead of the 
seaside area. Small investors have also started to come to the area, so the urban rent has 
already increased. The government gives support to investors who want to come to the 
area in order to encourage the on going small-scale gentrification. The success of the 
neighbourhood association is that they were able to stop forced gentrification but the 
small-scale gentrification is already present in Fener Balat.

Right now the neighbourhood organisation in Fener Balat is dividing itself into two 
organisations. They have had some conflicts in the organisation between large property 
owners and the ones only owning their own house. The large property owners wanted to 
negotiate with the municipality to receive a large profit if they sell, and the people who 
own their own building just wanted to protect the area and the neighbourhood. Since 
the first association had fulfilled its purpose they decided to make a new organisation to 
reduce the conflict and the risk of the conflict to grow and rip the community apart. The 
new association is Association of Saving Fener Balat’s Historic and Cultural Structure 
[www.fenerbalatimiz.wordpress.com ]. 

UNESCO project
The whole historical peninsula of Istanbul is a world heritage site, announced by 
UNESCO and Fener Balat is included to this historical heritage. In 2003 the Fatih 
municipality received 7 million Euros to restore and rehabilitate Fener Balat. There was 
a large difference between the UNESCO project and the proposed municipal project. 
In the UNESCO project nobody had to move and the restoration did not result in any 



extra cost for the residences and the residents got a possibility to participate in the 
process. The UNESCO project did not intend to change the area or the neighbourhood 
apart from restoring some old historical buildings, in this regard this was a really 
conservative project. The next project, the municipal project, was the opposite. It had 
no participation and did not consider the people in Fener Balat and their opinions at all. 

There are some reasons for the success of the struggle in Fener Balat compared to other 
renewal areas. Sulukule for example, was the first renewal area, and this aggressive 
process was new in Turkey. Nobody really knew what it meant and what the result 
would be. People did not realize the danger and they did not believe that they would 
be forced out of the area. Sulukule was also an area populated by Romanies and this 
also contributed to the difficulties for the neighbourhood to organize themselves. The 
Romaine lifestyle is different, they are not so politically conscious and have no culture 
of capitalism. They have also been suppressed by the government over many years 
and this has made them scared, yet they see the government as “father”. They live day 
by day, are very poor and have no concept of big money. This is why the little amount 
of money the government offered them seemed like a large amount even if it was not 
equivalent to the true value of their land and the community they had in Sulukule.

The result of the renewal project in Sulukule was devastating to the Romani community. 
People got offered to move to the periphery of the city but in that area they had bad 
public transport and the distance to the area in which they worked were too long. This 
resulted in either people losing their jobs and not being able to pay for their mortgage, 
and therefor being evicted, or people moving back to the city to get closer to their work 
and therefore losing their home. Everybody was fighting for Sulukule except for the 
people living there. If there is going to be any chance for a neighbourhood to win a 
fight against the government, the people have to be able to organise and be a part of the 
struggle.

Fener Balat
Cigdem thinks capitalism is making all places similar and homogeneous, that the 
areas are drained of their special character. She thinks it is important to preserve Fener 
Balat because of the history of the area, an area that has been populated by people for 
thousands of years. Different cultures and people have left their mark on the place and 
the buildings and structures are reminders of this.

Fener Balat is a place with a special atmosphere: the roads, the buildings and even 
the air has this atmosphere. You can smell it. Here every kind of people can live in 
peace, no matter what religious faith, cultural belonging, profession, sexual orientation 
or social class. The area has a strong neighbourhood culture and everybody knows each 
other. The owners of the small businesses are often well known by the people living 
there and people are truly concerned and caring about each other. This neighbourhood 
community feeling is disappearing in other areas but it still exists in Fener Balat. A clear 
example of this neighbourhood trust is from the other day when Cigdem was away. She 
forgot to turn off her hotplate and a neighbour broke the door and saved the house from 
catching fire. 

Cigdem loves that the area is filled of many different and interesting people. She says 
that there is no standard or norm. She also appreciates the view of the golden horn, the 
small green areas, the churches, the small and narrow streets, the varied culture and 
the history of the area. She points out that she likes the small things. She has a nice 
view from her window at a church garden, with a 1000-year-old tree and a garden, 
which is sometimes filled with animals. She likes to just sit in her window and look at 

the garden and see the life passing by. The area is filled of small important places. The 
Patriarchate is important because of the historical value it has. But for Cigdem her own 
church, Balat market, the general atmosphere and the structure of the streets and their 
grid pattern are as important.

There are still problems in the area and gentrification is one of them. The new people 
who come to the area are not trying to interact with the original population and this is 
creating a gap between these two groups. The new people seem to be waiting for other 
new people to come to the area instead of getting to know the people who already live 
there. Some of the new people are coming to Fener Balat because they like the diversity 
of the area but other do not care and that is a problem for the poorer population that needs 
the support from the neighbourhood to be able to stay. There is also a conflict between 
the businesses that the newcomers are creating and the original local businesses. It is a 
conflict of interest and a huge lack of dialog between these two groups.

Other problems in the neighbourhood are drugs. A small neighbourhood as Fener Balat 
is more sensitive to things that can destroy the balance of the neighbourhood. For 
example two families were fighting in the street in the night (threatening and screaming, 
the whole neighbourhood heard it) because one of the sons in one of the families has 
a drug problem. These small things can be very dangerous for this kind of community 
and may even destroy the neighbourhood. General gossip and envy is also a large part 
of the problems in the neighbourhood.

Cigdem says that even if the municipality lost in court, they are still trying to encourage 
investors to invest in Fener Balat so that the gentrification will increase and by that also 
the value of the land. The place of Fener Balat is so valuable that there is no possibility 
to stop gentrification. Just a few years ago students and people who had been living in 
Sulukule, could find a house to rent for about 200-300 TL, now it is not even possible 
to find a place to rent.

Luckily the rate of the gentrification is still slow, because the investors do not want to 
invest in too large project because they do not trust the municipality, the government, 
the institutions or even the constitution. They are afraid that the municipality will 
expropriate their properties for a new renewal project. If this would happen the investors 
would lose large amount of money. Cigdem says that it is not important to build more 
houses. It is important to build life.

There are some things that will have to change in the neighbourhood but it should not 
be done by capitalist driven economy. If it would be done that way, the poorest people 
would be the most suffering victims. Instead the government could restore people’s 
houses and give support to the owners, which are in need of economical support. There 
are some taxes regarding cultural and historical heritage, but this money is dedicated to 
the monuments that attracts tourists. In Sulukule for example, the people were working 
in entertainment and the government could have supported the community by helping 
them to improve their livelihood. This could possibly have helped the community and 
in the long run the physical appearance of the area.
In Fener Balat the municipality could also have helped the community to enhance 
the culture of the neighbourhood. This could have attracted tourists and also helped 
the people in the community. The harm in moving people that is already in a difficult 
situation is that they are removed from the community that was helping them. Poor 
people are better of in a strong community where they feel like they are belonging to 
the neighbourhood. In Muslim religion and culture there is a tradition of rich people 
helping poor people.



Right now Turkey does not have any housing councils and housing rights, especially not 
for tenants. The protection laws that existed are now removed to facilitate the process 
for construction companies. Agriculture, water protection, forest, public space, historic 
and archaeological places, where all under protection but are not any more. Chambers 
have also lost authority. City planners do not control anything any more and there is no 
board of protection. All these things make it very hard to develop a sustainable city life 
in Istanbul. 

To be able to change anything the awareness and the knowledge of the low income 
class must increase. This is not something that can only be changed in Turkey. The 
world is based on a global system so for any change to be possible, there has to be a 
global change. Capitalism has changed people’s needs it is not centred about human 
demand anymore. All other political system tries to support the life of the people, 
except for capitalism where the main focus is on money. Capitalism is killing the life. 
One possibility for the system to change is that all political ideologies that are against 
capitalism come together, and if these forces can unit there might be a possibility to 
change the world.

INTERVIEW WITH DR. ŞEVKIYE ŞENCE TÜRK 
Dr. Şevkiye Şence Türk is currently working at Istanbul Technical University, at the 
department of city and regional planning. Her research area is focused on the legal 
aspects of the planning process.

14-10-20 - Introduction to this meeting

We have now started to get more interested in the legal details of the planning process 
in Istanbul. We have decided to work with the area Fener Balat and this meeting was 
set up by Dilek Yildiz. 

Istanbul is a very dynamic city and the planning process here is very complex. The 
planning process differs a lot between the different main plan types. A plan can be made 
both by the municipal office and the private sector. Sometimes the municipality also 
makes a plan by a tender process. In the process where a municipality is making their 
own proposal, the same authority prepares all documents. In the end of this process 
the plan goes forth to the municipal council where it is approved. After this there is 
one month where the project is on display to the public, and the landowners can object 
to the project. Usually there is no participation before this month. The municipality 
then evaluates objections. If the municipality does not accept the objections the people 
can go to the administrative court. This can happen if the municipality do not take the 
landowners opinions into consideration when a new plan is made. This happened last 
year, to a project in Silivri.This project was ordered by the metropolitan municipality 
and got 3000 objections. In the end the municipality cancelled this project. If the 
municipality would go through with the project the people would have the opportunity 
to go to the administrative court to file a lawsuit. This is something you can do even if 
you are not a landowner in the project area, a so-called third part. 

The opinions of the people were not taken into account in the beginning of this project. 
This is because of the regulatory planning system that is used does not involve any 
participation by NGOs or citizens in its structure. In this planning system the public 
power is the only thing that matters. In Turkey the comprehensive planning system 
is related to the regulatory planning system, but this has been changing in the last 15 
years. In the last ten years there has been some examples of participatory planning. 

Kaymakli 2-3 years ago is one example and the Gezi protests were also in some way 
related to absence of public participation process in the planning system. Turkey lack 
this kind of participation and the participation that exist is easy to miss, due to the 
assigned time for objection and that the projects usually only hang in the municipality 
buildings. This makes it possible for a green area to be transformed into a shopping 
mall. The Gezi protests happened because people did not object during the month they 
were supposed to and therefore had to oppose the project in another way. 

In Turkey there is three separate legislations; the executive - ministries, the legislative 
- general assembly and the judicial organs which branches out all over Turkey. The 
administrative court is one of the sub-courts to the higher court. Last summer a 
regulation came which said that participatory planning process can be used in some 
way if the municipality wants to. This is an important improvement but the concept is 
not clear since it does not say anything about when and how people are supposed to 
participate. There is a great need for spatial plan regulations.

Turkey have a top level system which includes a strategic planning approach but the 
local municipalities includes a regulatory planning approach. These two approaches 
do not work well together because they are built on different logic. In the strategic 
planning approach for example, the participation is very important. There are different 
expectations from different actors in the planning process in Turkey. Some actors 
expect a regulatory planning process and some expect strategic planning process. This 
aggravates the planning process for all because there is no correlation and understanding 
between different actors and strategies. In the regulatory planning approach, where the 
public power is the deciding factor, the plan and the implementation of the plan is in the 
same process, but in the strategic planning approach they are two separate processes, 
which do not depend on each other. If the planning process in Turkey will include 
participation, it needs to be based on one strategy and have good regulations on how to 
implement participation. 

When preparing top level plans the central institution is obligated to have some 
meetings where they include citizens. Local level planning process does not include a 
public participatory process until the end of the project, they do not take into account 
opinions from landowners, tenants, NOGs or chambers. Lately there have been a lot 
of objections towards different projects. Our planning system in Turkey is moving 
towards a flexible planning system due to the reason that flexibility is important for 
large investments. The negative side of this is that in the flexible system, the approach is 
often very project minded, which we cannot control. The process changes case by case 
but can be harmful to the whole planning process. Flexible process also lacks public 
participation, the process is easy and the project time of this approach is very short. 
Such short processes are dangerous for the holistic view of planning due to the lack of 
control of the outcomes of these plan decisions. The investors on the other hand, like 
the flexible planning approach. 

In the flexible process, the outcomes cannot be controlled. One developer can decide 
to build a large housing project, which increases the density without taking the 
infrastructure into account. The large developers are related to the ruling party in the 
government and are not interested in the long-term consequences for the city. This can 
be related to the neo-liberal politics applied in the last ten years. 

Transfer of development rights is new for Turkey. Last year Istanbul metropolitan 
municipality made this addition as a plan detail. It is not yet defined and therefore not 
used as an instrument at all. They tried it, but it did not have enough regulations so the 



people objected. Regulation is very important to people in Turkey because these tools 
are related to ownership rights. So, if the transfer of development right is going to 
function, there is a need for rules giving the owners a little more power over their own 
property. Without regulations the municipality can implement things that may have 
negative consequences for the owner. The problematic thing in Turkey is the need of 
making systems and processes clear, if that does not happen, this can threaten the rights 
of the ownership. 

The municipality has the right to expropriate buildings if the purpose is of public 
interest, but the meaning of public interest has changed lately. Especially after renewal 
acts came into pass, the meaning of the term changed to make it easier to assemble 
land. After expropriation the municipality can sell the land to private actors, this 
phenomenon appeared after the urban renewal laws. The laws of expropriation and 
transfer of development rights depends on the definition of public interest. If this is 
interpreted in the right way the laws are possible to use. Of course these tools could 
also be used in bad ways, for private ownership interests, without the right definition 
of public interest. 

Politicians nowadays focus on how to increase investments. The regulation policies 
accepted in the last years have been minimizing the regulations in order to open up the 
market and make it easier for investors. This situation is dangerous because the process 
can be skipped and public interest can be changed. Last year I wrote an article (will 
be published in International Development Planning Review) describing the Turkish 
system and its shortcomings. Last ten years there have been a big change in Turkish 
planning, both theory and practice is different. 

Tarlabasi and Fener Balat was announced as renewal areas according to the law No. 
5366 (2005) which is only valid for conservation sites, but there was a difference 
between these areas. In Fener Balat the type of the intervention is renovation and not 
upgrading, and in Tarlabasi it was urban renewal/regeneration in city centre. This was 
all due to the location of Tarlabasi. The share of tenants and marginalized groups in 
Tarlabasi was also very high. Fener Balat is different, it has long-term tenants and 
owners who live in the area. Why the municipality does not demolish these houses 
has two reasons. First thing is the structure of the inhabitants and second thing is the 
characteristics of the houses. 

In the UNESCO project in Fener Balat, the owners had to promise not to increase the 
rents for five years, to slow down the process of gentrification. The gentrification slowed 
down by taking this action, in comparison to what happened in Tarlabasi. These two 
cases are very different though, barely comparable. The project in Tarlabasi changed 
everything: social environment, economics, surroundings, everything! Even though 
these actions were taken against gentrification, it is a huge rent gap between before and 
after the urban regeneration projects. 

The UNESCO project in Fener Balat included participation. This was mostly due to that 
it was an international project, which had the eyes of the world on itself. They had to 
obey the rules to get the funding from the EU. Compared to Tarlabasi, the intervention 
and gentrification effect was minimal. UNESCO project was four years long. First stage 
and second stage was first announced, after that the area was renewed by the decision of 
the landowners. It is uncertain whether these people will stay in the area or not. 

The social capital of a neighbourhood is important because it does often determine 
how well the neighbourhood can fight the project that is enforced on the area. It is 

hard to make interventions if the social capital is high, social capital means a strong 
community. In Fener Balat there is a high social capital in comparison to for example 
Tarlabasi where a lot of people was short-term renters. This is one of the reasons of why 
the intervention in Fener Balat was not that large. 

INTERVIEW WITH ASUMAN TÜRKÜN 
Asuma Türkün is a doctor at Yildiz technical university. She works at the department of 
city and regional planning, in the city planning division. Some of her research areas are 
urban transformation and regional planning. 

Asuman told us that in 2005 a new law (5366) about urban renewal was created. Not 
long after this Sulukule was declared as an historical area in the need for urban renewal 
and after that came Tarlabasi. The current plans for Fener Balat is done exactly like 
the plan was done in Tarlabasi and it would also get some of the renovated buildings 
from the UNESCO project demolished. The local association has worked very hard 
and finally got the project cancelled (at the moment at least). Cigdem Sahin can tell us 
more about the current situation. In 2012 it got possible to declare areas as risky areas 
according to the law no 6306. Now Fener Balat is under pressure of two laws, which are 
both forcing Fener Balat into change. For now the court has decided that Fener Balat is 
not a risky area.

Regarding the different views of urban regeneration projects it is usually the landowners 
who do not live in the area who is positive to such a project. This is due to the possible 
profit they can make when the land value rises. If such a change would go through, a 
house could be evaluated as equivalent to a 1+1 apartment, which is impossible for a 
family to fit in. This would force people who live there to move. 

The reason why, people responsible for planning do not want citizens to participate is 
because of the financial profit the actors can make if they get to renew a bigger area. 
In Kadiköy the case is different though. Since the opposing party is ruling Kadiköy 
they are more eager to listen to the people and try to find ways of using participatory 
methods. Kadiköy, and also Nilüfer, is a relatively good example of an aim to include 
citizens in the planning process.

Two examples of illegal Turkish projects are Sulukule, which went to the European 
court, and the new presidency in Ankara, which construction is almost finished. The last 
one is a very good example of how the democracy of Turkey is in danger, the power is 
right now collected into very few hands and the laws are currently changing in a ways 
that makes the decision process easier to manipulate. This is for example very obvious 
in the case of the court system where the government are selecting judges and other 
employees with friendly approach to the ruling party, the AKP. At the moment, the 
people of Turkey can trust the court, but Asuman says that it is not certain that that is 
going to be the case in the near future.

A positive example is Validabag, a green area in the Anatolian side of Istanbul. In 
that case the people show their power by demonstrating at the site where a mosque is 
planned to be built. The court has cancelled the project but the developer changed the 
parcel and said that it was a completely new project. This forces the people to file a new 
lawsuit and can in the same time make it possible for the construction company to start 
construction. 



Other examples mentioned were the third bridge, the third airport and also crazy projects 
as the second Bosporus. All of these projects are realised under heavy pressure from the 
central government and the investors. Until now the government have been obligated to 
listen to the people, but that has recently changed. The laws and courts of the country 
is now going in the same direction as a dictatorship. The government has made an 
advertisement video for people to get used to the thought of having a second Bosporus 
and also promised to pay the developers for the first years when the third bridge will not 
be profitable enough. The reason that people still vote for the AKP is their successful 
poverty program, which is helping a lot of people in Turkey. Their actions also include 
massive reformation of the health care system to facilitate for poor people having the 
possibilities cheap health care. This has been very efficient. AKP is a conservative party 
but has the support from the poor and uneducated people and the opposing party is a 
social democrat party, which has the support from the well educated and the middle 
class. That is the opposite to how it generally is around the world. The AKP always also 
tries to attract foreign money and international investors to make big projects happen. 
This makes the real estate sector a very important one!

There have been effects of the Gezi protests. A bigger community of people have been 
created, who is reclaiming the city and this has put a higher pressure on the government 
to plan more carefully. Participation could be a natural consequence. 

INTERVIEW WITH MURAT CEMAL YALCINTAN 
Murat Cemal Yalcintan is a professor and lecturer at Mimar Sinan University. He has 
been involved in the process of the renewal in Maltepe. Murat has been working with 
the solidarity studios and Bir Umut Derneği. The organisations were founded separately 
but because most of the people were working in both of them they decided to merge. The 
organisation is called Bir Umut Derneği. This organisation is trying to empower the people 
and give them support when their neighbourhoods are announced as a renewal area.

Maltepe is a gecekondu area in Istanbul and as most gecekondu areas, Maltepe is under 
the risk of renewal. The Istanbul greater municipality and Maltepe local municipality 
have made some attempts to renew it by talking to the people who lived there and 
convince them. The problem is that Maltepe is a leftist neighbourhood and the people 
there did not want to take part in a capitalist process. They started to resist the desires 
of the administration.

During this resistance they asked for the support from the university. Some academics and 
student from the university have been involved in the process for more than two years. 
The people in Maltepe got assistance with organising their neighbourhood association 
and making it more representative for the whole neighbourhood, not excluding any 
group of people. Murat says that this organisation is one of the most representative 
neighbourhood associations he has ever seen. They manage to do this by selecting 
a representative from each street of the neighbourhood. They had meetings with the 
people on these streets and the people elected their own representatives. Women could 
not be selected so every man that was selected was also selected together with his wife 
so that women also would be represented. Young people were also taking part in the 
association through a youth committee. The reason that the young people were eager 
to participate was partly because of the students from Mimar Sinan University and the 
friendships that were created through this process.

Bir Umut Derneği had meetings with this organisation where plans and strategies were 
discussed, and when the plans of the administration were declared, 28 lawsuits were 
opened and 7000 signatures were presented against the plans. Every step from the 
administration was still taking the process closer to a renewal process. Even though 
the administration could not touch the neighbourhood itself, the surrounding area was 
already changing and the value of the land were increasing and this put more pressure 
on the neighbourhood for renewal. Even if the people were not talking about it in public, 
they were all discussing the idea of selling their houses with their families.

There was this idea of creating an own plan and use it as a tool to pressure the 
administration to accept their plan instead of making a new one. Murat says that he 
would not say that this plan was created through participation. He says that Bir Umut 
Derneği contributed with organisational help and that the planning was made through 
a radical planning process. “We were helping the people and they were creating their 
plan.”

Bir Umut Derneği is the organisation, which was active in Maltepe. It is an organisation 
that is trying to empower the people and help them to get organised, but also to increase 
their consciousness about their environment. Bir Umut Derneği tries to stay and help 
the neighbourhood through the whole renewal process. They are not trying separate 
people because of what ideology they have, and their only condition to help is that the 
community is eager to get organised and accept that they have to act as one. Bir Umut 
Derneği are a group of academics, students, lawyers and some other experts. They give 
consultancy to the neighbourhood through these urban renewal processes.

Most people in the gecekondu neighbourhood see the renewal process as an opportunity 
to get rich, but they are also very concerned because they do not feel like they have 
the knowledge about this process and how they should act. They are not confident 
individually so that is why they get together and unite to discuss the process. These 
neighbourhood organisations usually stay together but they can also get divided 
because of the power the neighbourhood organisation have. These organisations can 
consist of different political groups and when they want to lead the organisation in 
a certain direction, it is possible that the organisation will divide into two or more 
organisations. The associations can also get divided when they are getting closer to the 
renewal process. That is because it is more real and the pressure is larger on the people 
by that time. Usually the associations benefit too much of staying together so there is 
only a small risk of them getting divided.  

It was also a renewal project in an area called Derbent, but this project was taken to 
the court of justice and the neighbourhood won the case. This project is not valid any 
more, but Derbent are still under risk of renewal, because during the initial negotiation 
10% of the population acted together with the municipality and left the neighbourhood. 
This means that the municipality has some properties to renew which can increase the 
pressure on the people. Right now the neighbourhood are strong and the current muhtar 
won with 70% of the votes.

Every time Bir Umut Derneği is involved in a process they have a few conditions. 
One of them is that there are not going to work to increase the land value of the 
neighbourhood and the peoples interest. If the community decides to give their land 
to the administration Bir Umut Derneği will not take part in that process. They get 
involved when the people want to stay in the neighbourhood as a community.



There are some renewal projects in Istanbul: Sulukule, Tarlabaşı, Fener Balat Ayvansaray, 
Başıbüyük and Ayasma. In these projects there have been huge struggles and resistance, 
legally and socially, against these projects and the projects have been delayed or even 
cancelled. People were only moved in three of these examples, Sulukule, Tarlabaşı and 
Ayasma. This has not been possible in the other examples. 

The strategies for renewal projects have changed and the intention is now to get the 
people to stay in the area after the renewal process. In the beginning, the struggles were 
always about helping the people to stay in their neighbourhoods and get the projects 
cancelled. Now the struggle is about the way in which the projects are developed. The 
aim is often to build tall residence buildings with a lack of public space and commercial 
space and this is usually not suitable for the people who live there and the lifestyle that 
they have. The renewal projects are not only about the residential buildings but the 
economic life is also at stake in these developments.

Murat says that he does not believe in participation in the current system. This system 
uses the term participation to convince the people not to give them a chance to actually 
participate. He believes in a bottom-up-system where the projects are based on the 
opinions and the views of the people, and were the administrations are welcomed to 
participate in meetings where the people sets the agenda.

There are a lot of problems with participation in the current system. The participation is 
implemented too late in the process when the proposal is already made and when there 
is little or no possibilities for changes. Murat thinks that the municipality should come 
to the neighbourhoods before they talk with the construction companies to find out 
what the people in the area need and want. The municipalities do not give the people a 
fair choice. Either the neighbourhood discuss details of the proposal or fight the whole 
project because they have no other options.

Bir Umut Derneği is trying to make it possible for the community to set the agenda 
and not the municipalities. As the communities get more organised and stronger it will 
be more difficult for the municipality to implement a plan that do not come from the 
initiative of the communities. This will increase the resistance and the pressure on the 
government.

One large problem urban planning are facing is the fact that the Turkish economy is 
dependent on the construction sector. That is why the pressure is high on the local 
municipalities to keep renewing areas. The government is also making changes in the 
legislations that are opening up new areas for the construction sector. This is only to 
keep the investors in Turkey and fight a future economic crisis. Murat says that he has 
been waiting for an economic crisis in Turkey since 2008, but because of these changes 
in the legislations, the economy has not yet collapsed.

APK is the ruling party in Turkey and they get more votes every election as long as the 
economy grows, so they are pressuring the local municipalities to keep planning for 
renewal projects. Some municipalities that are ruled by the opposing party are trying 
to work with a bottom-up structure but they are facing difficulties. For example many 
businessmen support the social democrats (the opposing party) but at the same time 
support ideas of deregulation, as AKP suggests. The social democrats do not want to 
lose this support and are therefore very careful with what ideas they are rising. Murat 
says that the parties are restricted by a global system to act freely. That they are restricted 
by a political act and because of this, it is hard to develop alternative politics. This is 
called Tima syndrome and singularisation of politics.

One exception from the general case of participation in Istanbul, where a municipality 
has a working participatory process, is Sariyer. This is an area close to Besiktas. It 
consists of both gated communities and gecekondu areas. The reason this area is so 
successful is because it has many strong and organised local associations that puts 
pressure on the local municipality. They have one meeting every 15 days where the 
neighbourhood sets the agenda. If the municipality have the means they will try to meet 
the decisions that was decided in these meetings. The decisions are mostly about public 
space and for public good. When this process has matured in Istanbul, participation can 
start be a part of the planning process.

Murat also explains that Bir Umut Derneği intended to make a participatory planning 
proposal for Derbent. It was not possible at the time, but one group still wants to 
work with them. The purpose is not to create an alternative project it is to do small 
interventions that can improve the life for the people in the area without making large 
changes that would increase the land value and put pressure on the people to move.

INTERVIEW WITH EVRIM YILMAZ
Evrim Yilmaz has been studying urban planning in different forums since 1998 and 
during that time a lot has changed according to her. She wrote her masters thesis about 
the urban transformation area Sulukule and was working in the İstanbul Metropolitan 
Municipality and Kartal municipality after finishing school. During this time she was 
also volunteering in Sulukule to stop the forced eviction and make an alternative plan 
for the area. She is now about to start writing her PhD about urban movements.

Since 2005 and onwards almost everything in the urban planning area in Istanbul has 
been about the newly introduced term of urban renewal. The implementation of this 
term has changed a lot of things and in some sense moved focus from the original 
matter to an approach exclusively focusing on transforming the inner city of Istanbul. 

Since we got in contact with Evrim when we were looking for people with knowledge 
about Kartal Municipality and their way of working with participatory methods, we 
started to talk about Kartal. Since Kartal is ruled by the opposition party they have 
the ”outer approach” of working with participatory planning, but the truth is not so 
precious. Even though it’s mandatory to make 2 participation meetings according to 
preservation and renewal laws, according to Evrim, even Kartal sees the participatory 
part as an obligation and a formality, and they can not implement participation in most 
of the cases because the decisions has already been decided from above (top-down 
structure). Even if meetings with participants are conducted, true participation is not 
accomplished due to the selective process regarding who is invited to participate. Since 
the process of participation is only seen as an obligation the municipality tries to limit 
the amount of participants to only the “professional circle”. They invite the chambers to 
participate, because they have to, and in a best case scenario also invite relevant NGOs 
in the area by a selective approach.

About the project in Kartal
A new centre is planned on the Anatolian side of Istanbul due to 1/100.000 Scale 
Istanbul Master Development Plan prepared by Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality. 
The location was chosen to be in Kartal due to the available space, which almost only 
contained empty industrial buildings. They announced a competition, which Zaha 
Hadid won. The problem with her proposal was that it did not consider the residential 
areas surrounding the project area. The plan had to be re-made five or six times and 



still not approved. There are currently two groups of actors in the area, the landowners, 
who own the industrial land, and the residents, who live in the surrounding areas. Up 
until 1,5 years ago the residents were excluded from the planning process. [This is 
something we can ask Sila Akalp more about] The post-industrials (landowners) were 
well organized and set up an organization with the aim of getting as much profit as 
possible from this urban transformation project. The residents on the other hand, were 
not well organized in the beginning but now they have two associations. 

After this we talked a bit about the politics behind planning in Istanbul. The planning 
process here is purely political. When the opposing party won the power in Kartal 
in 2009 the Mayor promised to not approve any project without the permission from 
the people. She says that the municipality (where she worked at the time) did set up 
approximately four meetings with participants but that the only thing they actually did 
was to explain the plan and the pretend to listen to the people. They already knew that 
the plan had little to no flexibility. But she says that if there is a will to create something 
else it is still possible. Space can always be created and make something in the sense 
of “common good”. In planning hierarchy, 1/5000 scale development blue print plans 
are prepared by Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality and 1/1000 scale implementation 
blue print plans are prepared by district municipalities. therefore,  The plan in scale 
1:1000 is dependent on the plan in scale 1:5000 (done by the metropolitan municipality 
and prioritizing decisions made by the central government in Ankara). When these 
“participatory meetings” were held the decisions were already taken. 

PS: Kartal was not a renewal area. This area is being regulated due to 1/100.000 scale 
plans of Istanbul, following the decisions made according to this master plan.

The Gezi demonstrations was a dream coming true to many people in Istanbul, 
even though it sounds a bit too romantic, she says, people have to be united to make 
something good happen. This is the only possibility to change the process. The politics 
in Turkey works in five years cycles and so is also the case for both the metropolitan 
municipality and the local municipalities. In these five years the ruling party has to 
achieve something big and visible to have good arguments for continuing to be in 
power the next legislature. 

Following is a general discussion about the urban regeneration areas in Istanbul. The 
metropolitan municipality chooses areas for urban renewal from the weakest parts of 
the city. This was the case in Sulukule for example. When she last met with people 
supposed to live in Sulukule their apartments were ready to move into, but none of the 
families could afford the fee for getting the key to the apartment. 

Evrim think that the view of participation could change but it would need a big 
transformation in the mentality of the Turkish people. The decision makers would need 
to be more professional and incorporate thinking about the common good. Turkey 
would need to undergo big changes to prevent projects like Sulukule (which is built 
but finally illegalized by court) from happening. All sides involved in the participatory 
process would have to learn about participation. We cannot take for granted that 
everyone wants to participate, but people will also have to learn to take initiative in the 
areas they live and learn about the decisions made for their plots. More regulations are 
necessary, educating people and increasing the value of being a partaking citizen and 
a part of a bigger community. Right now only the family and the closest surroundings 
really matter. In the current situation, cancelled projects are considered as successful 
implementation of participation. (I think what I meant here was that it’s considered as 
a success to have renewal projects cancelled when residents take action, which you 

can also call “forced participation”, and fight against forced eviction projects). For 
the people there are two meanings of urban transformation, one is “money” and one is 
“forced eviction”.

One of the main problems in the system of elections in Turkey is that the politics in 
Turkey works in five years cycles and so is also the case for both the metropolitan 
municipality and the local municipalities. In these five years the ruling party has to 
achieve something big and visible to have good arguments for continuing to be in 
power the next legislature.

Also, in addition to local policies, Erdogan has created a strategy to get votes from 
the poor. He feed the poor but only so they barely survive but so they are grateful and 
continue to vote for him. This is not helping them to get out from their position of 
dependency. 

All sides involved in the participatory process would have to learn about participation. 
We cannot take for granted that everyone wants to participate, but people will have to 
learn. More regulations are necessary, educating people and increasing the value of 
being a partaking citizen and a part of a bigger community. Right now only the family 
and the closest surroundings really matter. In the current situation, cancelled projects 
are considered as successful implementation of participation. 

Cigdem will tell us more about the case of Fener Balat but one of the advantages that 
area had when it was announced a renewal area was that Sulukule had already been in 
the same situation before. Another advantage was that the community in Fener Balat 
was not as weak as the communities, Sulukule and Tarlabasi. 

Finally she told us a little story about when her grandmother was asking her why she 
had to participate in the demonstrations regarding the area of gypsies and drug addicts 
(Sulukule) which is the common prejudice against the area. Her reply to that was that 
“if we don’t participate in this fight now, our neighbourhood will be the next one to 
have the same problems”. Six months ago, the area where her grandmother lives was 
announced as an urban transformation area. (renewal areas are only announced in 
historical preservation areas like Sulukule, Fener-Balat, Tarlabaşı) 

The Gezi demonstrations was a dream coming true to many people in Istanbul, even 
though it sounds a bit too romantic, she says, people have to be united to make something 
good happen. This is the only possibility to change the process. 

Gezi created awareness to the urban policies. As a result of this, the distribution of 
information continues after the Gezi protests. For example some of the public forums 
(in local parks) created at the time of the Gezi demonstrations are still active. 1,5 year 
ago they showed a movie about Sulukule by a Swiss independent documentary maker 
in her local park and some of the reactions were surprising. Some people did not even 
know what had been happening in Sulukule until they saw the movie, a lady was very 
sorry and apologized to her people because they did not do anything about it at the time. 

Unfortunately nowadays the reactions of the police to protests have started to change 
in a scary way. Today, as a result of the fear that Gezi demonstrations created on 
governmental level, even small protests are getting hard-core reactions from the 
government and the police.



SUMMARY OF THE QUESTIONNAIRES 
The questionnaires answered in Turkish are translated into English and included. 

ABOUT YOU 

1. Gender
1. M
2. M
3. M
4. M
5. M
6. F
7. M
8. M
9. M
10. M
11. F
12. M
13. M
14. M
15. F
16. F
17. F
18. F
19. Female (Fener)
20. Female (Fener)
21. Male (Balat)
22. Male (Fener)
23. Female (Fener)
24. Female (Fener)
25. Female (Fener)
26. Female (Fener)
27. Male (Balat)
28. Female (Fener)

(Result: 15 men, 13 women)
    
2. Age
1. 26-35
2. 26-35
3. 36-45
4. 46-55
5. 26-35
6. 26-35
7. 26-35
8. 56-65
9. 36-45
10. 56-65
11. 36-45
12. 16-25
13. 36-45
14. -

15. 16-25
16. 26-35
17. 36-45
18. 36-45
19. 26-35
20. 26-35
21. 16-25
22. 46-55
23. 26-35
24. 36-45
25. 26-35
26. 26-35
27. 36-45
28. 26-35

(Result:  16-25: 3
  26-35: 12
  36-45: 8
  46-55: 2
  56-65: 2)

3. Occupation 
1. Owner of jewelry store
2. -
3. self employed
4. Salesman
5. -
6. -
7. -
8. -
9. Manager of patisserie
10.  Salesman
11. -
12. Student
13. Accountant
14. -
15. Student
16. Salesman
17. Ceramic artist
18. -
19. Architect/café manager
20. Health educator
21. Student
22. University teacher
23. Student (PhD)
24. Food Engineer
25. Glass Maker
26. Cafe manager/librarian
27. Wood artist
28. Teacher

     



ABOUT FENER BALAT

4. For which reasons do you visit Fener Balat? I live here Studies Work 
1. Work
2. Social activities 
3. Work
4. I live here
5. Work
6. I live here
7. Work, Religious reasons, social activities
8. I live here
9. Work
10. I live here
11. Work
12. Work
13. I live here
14. Religious reasons
15. I live here
16. Work
17. I live here
18. I live here
19. Live and work here
20. Live and work here
21. Work
22. I live here
23. Work
24. I live here  
25. Work
26. I live here
27. I live here
28. I live here

(Result: work: 12, live here: 15, social activities: 2, religious reasons: 2)
    
5. What is the most important place in Fener Balat for YOU? Why? 
1. Patriarchate
2. Church, Because of the social activities it offers
3. Patriarchate
4. Fener Balat is important because of the historical past.
5. Fener Balat is important because of the historical past.
6. Patriarchate, because it is a special and unique place. 
7. Patriarchate, Maria church, The red school, Vodina cafe. 
8. Patriarchate
9. Feruh Kethuda mosque, Tahtaminare Mosque and red school, (I like these places 
because I know the history about them) I like Fener Balat because of the houses, 
mosques and churches, it smells like history. It is like an open air museum.
10. Patriarchate, Selale park, I like fener Balat because it is so old.
11. Seaside and green areas
12. The history of Fener Balat
13. Patriarchate 
14. -
15. Afilli Cezve cafe
16. Kabbin malik, Halic and seaside
17. Patriarchate and iron church

18. The red school, Because of the attractive architecture 
19. The spot I work at (Yildirim Caddesi)
20. Yildirim Street buildings, park, Mavi Kalem Association
21. Bulgar Church, Afilci Cezve (because it has a sweet ambiance)
22. The Bulgarian Church (beautiful in summer)
23. My café, Fener Byzas café, because it’s lovely
24. Fener Greek Patriarchate and Greek School
25. Greek School, Yildirim Caddesi (antique shops, shoe designer), Fener (a nice 
café). Because preserved architecture mostly.  
26. Café Naftalin, Red School
27. Red school due to its location and architecture
28. Seaside (for walking and resting)

(Result: Patriarchate (9), historical past (6), the red school (6), Iron church (3), 
Yildirim Caddesi (3), Seaside (2), Green areas (2), Afilli Cezve (2), St. Mary’s Church 
(1), Vodina Café (1), Feruh Kethuda Mosques (1), Tahtaminare Mosque (1), Mavi 
Kalem (1), Fener Byzas Café (1), Naftalin Café (1))

6. Where do you usually walk when you are in the area? 
1. My own street
2. Seaside
3. My own street (Yildirim Caddesi)
4. Seaside
5. Seaside
6. Seaside
7. Bazaar street, seaside, My own street, Vodina caddesi 
8. My own street (Vodina Caddesi)
9. My own street (Vodina Caddesi)
10. Bazaar street, seaside, my own street and everywhere
11. Seaside
12. My own street
13. My own street (Ayan Caddesi)
14. Seaside
15. Bazaar street
16. Seaside
17. Bazaar street
18. Anywhere that i need to go and along the seaside
19. Bazaar Street and Yildirim Caddesi
20. Bazaar Street, seaside, my own street   
21. Seaside
22. Seaside, also by bike to Unkapani
23. My own street (Yildirim Caddesi)
24. Seaside
25. Seaside and Yildirim Street/Vodina Street
26. Yildirim Street
27. Seaside
28. Seaside

7. What do you like about Fener Balat? Why?
1. I like the religious buildings because it makes fener Balat more visible to tourists
2. The historical buildings
3. I like the pattern and the old patriarchate 
4. I am a salesman so I like the historical character of Fener Balat because it attracts 



tourists. 
5. -
6. I like the historical pattern of fener Balat, and that it is isolated from the mess in the 
city
7. I like the historical pattern, the ancient remains and the city walls.
8. I like the historical pattern
9. I like the historical character of ottoman architecture and roman houses. 
10. I like it because it is the oldest neighbourhood in Istanbul. 
11. I like Fener Balat because of the green parks and historical areas.
12. I enjoy the old historic character 
13. The quietness of the area
14. The historical remains
15. I like the history and the old areas and i think Fener Balat is more valuable than 
other parts of istanbul.
16. Fener Balat is an important place because of its history and I like it because it 
contains a lot of different people and cultures which all lives in harmony!
17. A strong neighbourhood culture. Fener Balat reminds me of the neighbourhood i 
grew up in. It makes me feel like I am home.
18. I like the location of balat. It is close to the city center and I also like the historical 
pattern. In this kind of metropolitan city it is rare to find this kind of neighbourhood 
culture. Some time me and my female friends go to the bar here and drink and nobody 
disturbs us.
19. The neighbourhood has its own  original pattern, in terms of both built 
environment and social  pattern, which is cosmopolit and integrated.
20. Historical buildings, friendly  atmosphere/relationships, seaside (fresh air, 
seeing the families,  having tea with them)  
21. The appearance, because we can  feel the old tradition and culture
22. It is not as developed as Cihangir  or Ortaköy, it has a lot of foreigners with 
different backgrounds  (nice mix of people), it is a bit different from other areas, 
there  is lots of parties
23. -
24. In Fener Balat you can afford to buy a single house (even though it’s an historical 
area, traditional  life style and traditional buildings, there is no modern life (like a 
supermarket on every corner), diversity in terms of class and nationality of people
25. It is not the rush of the city,  close to the city center, architecture and location is 
nice, a different kind of lifestyle, more genuine relationships  corresponding 
people
26. Sometimes I feel that this location separates itself from the rest of Istanbul. No 
traffic, nice friendship, silence and amazing buildings.   
27. I like its historical and architectural tissue (or texture)
28. Old houses, old streets, narrow streets, mixed ethnic groups, low and high levels 
of culture live together

8. What problems exist in the area today?
1. Car parking problem
2. Urban transformation
3. There are a lot of problem
4. Old buildings that are in need of renovation  
5. No protection of the historical character. 
6. The old buildings needs rehabilitation.
7. Urban renewal. Our history is destroyed because of this. The area needs to be 
restored but they gentrify instead of rehabilitate.
8. Municipality do not give any funding for rehabilitation of old buildings

9. Deformation of the buildings is a problem. The historical layers are important for 
Fener Balat and they are neglected. Being here gives you chances to travel through 
history. This should be protected.  
10. Urban transformation
11. -
12. Cultural degeneration and economic problems
13. The street should to be closed for cars and only open for pedestrians
14. -
15. The historical places are changing because of different actors that are trying to 
make a profit out of space. 
16. -
17. There is a lot of problems because of immigration
18. The renewal projects are not good for fener balat because the projects are made 
without any thought of the sociological, cultural and economic position of the people 
who are living here.  
19. Recently - Syrian families struggeling with poverty, they have problems adopting 
to a new environment. It is especially problematic for the children.
20. Poverty, social problems, unemployment, lack of healthy living conditions (shared 
private spaces, too many families in each house), rent has increased lately
21. Fake taxi, the traffic
22. Syrian refugees and the racism against them, opinion about arabs as non-civilized 
people, unemployment, poverty, people struggling, noisy airplanes in the summer
23. -
24. No respect to environment, pollution, lack of green areas for the children, seaside 
used mostly by men (no equality in usage), recycling system (lack of garbage bins for 
glass and bottles), unemployment
25. The area became popular → different social and economical groups of people 
come together which is nice sometimes, but problematic sometimes.  
26. Migration, urban transformation (gentrification, poverty) 
27. Big change in architecture and also being generated of a new system based on 
earned income
28. Throwing garbage on the street is a big problem, fast cars, not enough green areas, 
the existing green areas are dirty
 
9. Would you like the area to change in some way? How? 
1. No, I do not want to change something, 
2. Environmental regulation to enhance the beautiful landscape
3. Everything
4. I want Fener Balat to be more clean and have a healthier look and I want more 
touristic activities.
5. No, I do not want to change anything
6. No, I do not want to change anything
7. No, but if a change will occur, Profesional people should work with this. Because 
Fener Balat is home for a lot of different ethnic groups. The change has to be made 
through participation and change has to focus on the common problems. 
8. I want renewal but without any destruction of the pattern of Fener Balat.
9. I want a nostalgic tram in the main street. Like in the ottoman times. I want 
restoration of the buildings according to their original form
10. Yes
11. -
12. I want more restoration!
13. -
14. -



15. -
16. -
17. I think there is a need to rehabilitate the children of the people who have 
immigrated to Fener Balat during the past 10 years, especially the people from the 
east.
18. I want more art studios and I support projects that does not have a bad effect on 
peoples life. 
19. Would not like gentrified area, the current gentrification is happening in a 
relatively organic way. Locals are able to stay while new profile are moving it seems. 
Not very expenxive rents though.
20. The children want more traffic lights and a green space in the area, I would like 
the discrimination to decrease
21. The traffic and we don’t have an H&M
22. Supermarket would be nice, maybe  in the outskirts of the area. The airport on the 
water should close. 
23. -
24. Communication with municipality, solidarity among neighbours, communication 
with district representative (muthar)
25. Reconstruction by keeping the old  architecture would be nice
26. City is changing like human, this is a normal process. But I don’t want coming 
changing with government policies, cities must be changed with people who live in 
there. 
27. I wouldn’t like the area to change but if it would change I would rather see the 
properties given back to the original (real) owners
28. Some streets should be car free, more green areas and playgrounds for children
     
IF YOU LIVE OR WORK IN FENER BALAT     

10. Do you live in Fener Balat? If yes, how long have you been living here? 
1. No
2. No, working in Fener Balat for 8 years
3. No
4. Yes, 20 years
5. No
6. No
7. Yes, 6 years
8. Yes, Since 1952
9. Yes, 30 years
10. Yes, since 1980, 34 years
11. -
12. No
13. No
14. Yes, since 1972
15. Yes, 16 years
16. -
17. Yes, 7 years
18. Yes, 12 years
19. Yes, 3 years
20. yes, 2 years
21. No
22. Yes, 10 years
23. No, (but worked here for 5 years)
24. Yes, 4 years

25. No, looking for apartment in the  area though
26. No 
27. Yes, 12 years
28. Yes, 3 years

(Result: Yes:15 (years: 2, 3, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 12, 12, 16, 20, 30, 32, 34, 62), No:11)
   
11. Where do you usually socialize/meet with friends and family? 
1. -
2. In my own neighbourhood
3. -
4. Here and in other places. 
5. On the seaside
6. Naftalin cafe
7. We can not meet because I work a lot
8. Neighbourhood coffee shops (for men)
9. In my own patisserie
10. Selale cafe
11. -
12. Karagumruk, Seaside and eminönu 
13. In Besiktas
14. Balat
15. in Afilli cezve cafe
16. -
17. Afilli cezve cafe and other art studios.
18. In my art studio, in my home and in the bar (agora meyhanesi) in balat
19. In the café I opened, sometimes  in Beyoglu.  
20. At home, at cafés, at Mavi Kalem  Association
21. In Afilli Cezve
22. Erdogan’s Beer Place (middle class place), at friends’ places (parties), restaurants, 
and also Taksim
23. In my café
24. Generally Taksim (close to Fener  Balat), Vodina Café, lahmacun place or some 
other small cafés in  Fener Balat.
25. At Naftalin Café
26. Café Naftalin K. And Naftalin Vintage 
27. In my workshop/art gallery
28. In Taksim or at a café in Fener
 
12. Can you describe a normal week day? What do you do and where you do it and 
and how you travel to and from places? 
1. My days are passing by in my store
2. -
3. -
4. I get up and go to work. Because I do not have a lot of spare time, I can not attend 
social activities
5. -
6. I go to my ceramic studio by walking by the seaside. I work until 5pm and then i go 
to the cafe and after that i go to Taksim by bus 55T.
7. I work as a waiter on vodina cafe and I travel for two hours to get here. I use ferry 
metro and bus every day.
8. I chat with my friends at the coffees and for transportation i use bus and car
9. Usually I am at work. I use car for transport but I want a tram along the seaside



10. I work all day and use the bus when i travel.
11. -
12. I work and use the public transport
13. I work and then I go to Taksim. I usually travel by car
14. I use car
15. I go to cihangir, balat and besiktas, i use public buses along the seaside
16. -
17. When i get up I go to Afilli cezve cafe to have coffee. Then i go to my studio to 
work and after that I go home or to The bar in the area. I usually walk in the area. 
18. I get up early and take the bus to work. After work I go to my studio and work. If 
I meet friends, we will meet in my studio and if I get bored in my studio, I visit my 
neighbours who also have arts studios.
19. Recently it has been regular days that I live... From 9.00-20.00 I work at the café 
as a manager. I meet a lot of people from all around the world and I like it.  
Fortunately I go by walking from work to my house in five minutes.  It is a big 
…. as living in a metropolitan city, not to get the stress in the traffic and the chaos.
20. Go to Mavi Kalem in the morning  (close to home), have lunch in a restaurant or 
café close by, shopping in the local bazaar, eating dinner somewhere
21. No, I can’t describe
22. Weekday: service bus 7.10, work, back 5.30, home/Balat for a beer. Saturday: 
shopping/interaction with a lot of people, home for lunch, Taksim for something fun 
(concert or meeting friends). Sunday: Lazy. 
23. -
24. I go to Balat Bazaar for shopping,  then drink coffee or tea i a café, then I go to 
wherever I have  planned to go (by public transport, walk along seaside → 
metro from Halic).  
25. I am working at my studio and sometimes in a glass factory. Out of business life I 
see exhibitions or galleries. I gather with friends to have some drinks or meal. I prefer 
public transportation → so Taksim and Kadiköy are my favourite places (easy to 
reach by public transport). 
26. I live in Unkapani, Zeyrek. I come  to café Naftalin K. at 9 o’clock and until 6 
o’clock I am in the café. After that I go home. This is my normal day.  
27. I start to work in the morning and  spend major part of my day in my workshop 
working. Actually my working or business time is uncertain
28. I get up at 6.30 and go to work with workbus. I come back at 17.30 and have 
some time with my 17 months old son. If the weather is good we are walking by the 
seaside. In the evening me and my friends have some coffee and chat. 

13. Please draw a map of Fener Balat, as you perceive it, on this paper. (For 
example draw, waterline, height, roads and buildings and streets which are 
important to you in your daily life) (Y means done and attached afterwards)
1. -
2. -
3. -
4. -
5. -
6. Y
7. Y, The official name of fener disappeared and now fener is included in balat. This 
is bad. The shipyard across fener is sold to eyup municipality and in this shipyard 
they are planning to build hotels. They will try to change balat and make it more 
contemporary and destroy its history. I hope that does not happen. 
8. -
9. -

10. I do not have the talent to draw
11. -
12. -
13. -
14. -
15. Y
16. Y
17. Y
18. I can not draw is so I will write. In the seaside there is cafes and walking roads 
and a lot of green areas and playgrounds for the children. In the roads from balat to 
fener there is art galleries, association buildings, restaurants, and old greek houses. 
In the middle of this area there is a lot of shops located in the old historic bazaar and 
one day per week there is a neighbourhood bazaar in the area. Fener Balat also have 
health care centers, pharmacies and schools. 
19. Y
20. Y
21. Y
22. Y
23. Y
24. Y
25. Y
26. Y
27. Y
28. Y
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