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ABSTRACT

The image shifts from industrial identity to cultural identity since 1980s in Golden Horn, one of
Istanbul’s former industrial areas, encompassed cultural policies and urban regeneration processes in
the area. This study discusses the positions of public and private sector investments in the region
during the process of creating "The Golden Horn Cultural Valley" and reveals the policies that
managed this regeneration. The research uses a multi-dimensional method considering both qualitative
and quantitative data throughout economics, politics/urban cultural policies, society, culture and space.
With respect to the projects, the authors highlight three main outcomes: (1) processes vary according
to the actors, (2) lack of integrated vision and (3) disconnected cultural visibility.

Keywords: post-industrial space, entrepreneurialism, Golden Horn, culture-led regeneration, urban
policies, arts.

SANAYIDEN KULTURE: o
HALIC’IN “KULTUR VADISI”NE DONUSUMU

0Z

1980'lerden bu yana sanayi kimliginden kiiltiirel kimlige gegis, Istanbul'un eski sanayi bdlgelerinden
biri olan Halig'te, bolgedeki kiiltiirel politikalart ve kentsel doniisiim siireglerini kapsamistir. Bu
caligma “Hali¢ Kiiltiiri Vadisi” olusturma siirecinde bolgedeki kamu ve 6zel sektér yatirimlarinin
konumlarini tartismakta ve bu yenilenmeyi yoneten politikalar1 ortaya koymaktadir. Arastirmada,
ekonomi, siyaset/kentsel kiiltiir politikalari, toplum, kiiltiir ve mekan iizerine hem nitel hem de nicel
verileri dikkate alan ¢ok boyutlu bir metodoloji kullanilmaktadir. Projelerle ilgili olarak, yazarlar ii¢
ana ¢iktinin altin1 ¢izmektedir: (1) siiregler aktorlere gore degismektedir, (2) entegre vizyon eksikligi
s0z konusudur ve (3) kiiltiirel goriiniirliikte kopukluklar belirlenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: post-endiistriyel sanayi mekanlari, girisimcilik, Hali¢, kiiltiir-eksenli doniisiim,
kentsel politikalar, sanat.
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INTRODUCTION

During the deindustrialisation period that followed the structural crisis of 1970, the loss of dominant
economic functions in cities triggered social and spatial collapse, particularly in urban centres. This
period affected old industrial cities, notably those in North America and Western Europe, and lasted
until the 1980s. Therefore, the 1980s witnessed changes in the production model, in terms of the
service sector and trends of capital flow to certain cities. Consequently, such cities attempted to attract
service sector investments. The first effective measures that were able to diminish these effects began
to be enacted through urban regeneration projects that were shaped through public and private sector
partnerships. These projects were initially conducted in the field of real estate. An important body of
literature details the failures of this regeneration mentality, which aimed to attract new economic
investments through an “improved” city image using real estate projects, such as housing, office
buildings and shopping centres by regenerating former industrial areas and docs.

The emergence of culture in regeneration projects became possible with the launch of tourism-led
urban regeneration projects. New tendencies in competitiveness, of cities place marketing efforts allow
culture to locate in the centre of urban regeneration projects in the 1990s. From then on, culture has
become an embodied instrument that brings economic yield rather than being a field that is subsidised
by the state. The concern of creating an urban brand in cultural regeneration projects gained strength,
and culture became an element of marketing and investment within private sector initiatives that were
triggered during the neo-liberalisation period. During this period, an approach was established in
which culture was addressed through beautification efforts and improvements to the image of the city
through spatial regeneration over time (Evans and Shawn, 2004; Evans, 2005a, b). Culture-led
regeneration has been observed in three ways: flagship projects, events and cultural quarters
(Hetherington, 2008; Teske, 2006; Garcia, 2004; 2005; Landry, 2006; Kunzmann, 2004). Flagship
projects, including the large showy structures of famous architects, can be considered to initiate
regenerations of the region. Urban icons such as the Guggenheim Museum (Bilbao), the Golden Gate
Bridge (San Francisco) and the Cloud Gate (Chicago) are examples of flagship projects. Events
include activities such as the Barcelona Olympics of 1992, the Glasgow ECOC of 1990 and the Expo
(Seville) and play an important role in a city’s culture-led regeneration. Cultural quarters can be
described as complexes where production, exhibition and consumption take place alongside support
sectors. In this context, Birmingham’s Lace Market and Dublin’s Temple Bar (DCMS, 2004;
UNCTAD, 2008, 2010; KEA, 2006; Garcia, 2004, 2005; Landry, 2006) are examples of cultural
quarters that play important roles in new competitive environments.

Although the story of deindustrialization is different, the shores of the Golden Horn have undergone a
culture-oriented transformation since the 1980s in parallel with the examples mentioned above.
Among the most prominent elements of this transformation are; the Ko¢ Museum, one of the first
flagships of the region initiated by a famous industrial company, Santrallstanbul which is the first
multi-dimentional complex in Turkey that functions as a university-museum-artist workshops in-one,
Miniaturk, which is a public-based flagship, Feshane, which is another public initiative and Fener-
Balat, a culture-tourism project that can be considered as a part of the culture-based transformation.
This study discusses the positions of public and private sector investments in the region during the
process of creating a cultural valley in the Golden Horn, which seems partitive, discontinuous and, in a
sense, isolated. In this context, our aim is to examine the regeneration process of the Golden Horn
through key actors in cultural policies regarding spatial reflections and implementation processes. In
this manner, this study differs from previous studies that have addressed topics such as migration,
regeneration of industrial structures and transportation in the Golden Horn region.

The research contains the period of 1980-2012 with important breaks. Two factors played a role in
excluding the developments after 2012 from the scope of the study. First, discussions on the cultural
valley and the items that make up the valley have become ripe and measurable between the years
1980-2012. The second reason is that many of the changes in the Golden Horn and the surrounding
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area since 2013, the regeneration projects on various scales and the socio-political awareness have
brought a different perspective from the period until 2012. This new perspective entails the debate on
"the right of the city and the cultural politics" instead of “culture, space and investment", therefore it is
incompatible with the theme and the method of this article.

Methodology

This study uses a multi-dimensional method that strives to understand processes as outcomes of both
qualitative and quantitative data on economics, politics/urban cultural policies, society, culture and
space. In addition to local and upper-scale projects conducted in the Golden Horn, 20 in-depth
interviews are realized about site-selection decisions of the region’s important cultural investors.

The profile of actors for interviews is classified according to their role and characteristic in the process
of transformation of Golden Horn. Within this framework, we have identified 4 different profiles
having a fundamental role.

(1) Public Actors: Public actors involved in the process are divided into two categories, including
the public actors at the local level and the national level. The aim of interviews with these two
categories is to understand their role defined by themselves along the transformation of
Golden Horn and their action for the implementation of cultural regeneration projects. These
interviews allowed us to see whether there is a global vision of public actors and how
intergovernmental coordination between these categories have worked out during the
transformation process.

(2) Private actors: Interviews with private actors were held with managers of cultural facilities of
Santralistanbul, the Rahmi Ko¢ Museum and other private investments located in the areca. We
tried to understand the reason behind their choice of location in Golden Horn and their
interaction with the valley.

(3) Inhabitants and visitors: The different socio-economic situation of inhabitants in Eyup,
Gaziosmanpasa, Beyoglu and Fatih, where the transformation project is located, was
determinant for the interviews. They showed us how inhabitants have perceived the
regeneration process in Golden Horn and what these cultural projects implemented their
neighborhood means to them.

(4) NGOs and others: This profile contains independent and multi-stakeholder actors who are not
directly linked to the implementation of regeneration projects in the valley but who
nevertheless are in the process of transformation. The purpose of these interviews is to
determine how these independent and multi-stakeholder actors participate in the decision-
making process.

The Golden Horn Cultural Valley

The Golden Horn (Hali¢) is a natural internal port approximately 8 km in length. It is surrounded by
the neighbourhoods of Beyoglu, Fatih, Eyiip and Kagithane (Yiicetiirk, 2001) and covers an area of 25
million square metres (Bastiirk et al., 2001) (Figure 1, Photo 1).

It is important to evaluate the Golden Horn’s regeneration process through key points at different
historical moments. the Golden Horn served as an administrative centre and harbour during the
Byzantine period and then became an intense trade centre during the Ottoman period. These
developments can be considered key components of the region’s identity.
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At another key moment, the Golden Horn developed an industrial identity during the larger global
industrialisation process. Thus, from the 19" century onwards, the Golden Horn developed as an
industrial zone. Buildings such as the Feshane (1833), where textiles and fezzes were produced for the
ottoman army (Miiller-Wiener, 1992), and the Silahtaraga (1911), the electrical plant (Cengizkan,
20006), are fragments of this industrial heritage that still exist today.

The period between 1929 and 1939, followed by the establishment of the Republic, can be considered
a central period that witnessed the growing prominence of national identity and the development of
industrialisation policies. During this period, integrated policies that aimed to develop the country
were implemented with the objective of creating a city with the hallmarks of the new republic. In this
context, the Golden Horn became the industrial zone of the city, specifically through Henri Prost’s
plan (1937) (Suhen, 2004; Bilsel, 2007, Bilsel, 2011; Eyice, 2002; Aydemir, 2008). The
slaughterhouse of Siitliice (1923) is one example of an important structure of the period.

Figure 1. The Golden Horn (photo: The archive of Eyilip Municipality, 2011, map: made by the
authors)

In the 1950s, due to the changed political environment after the Second World War, the city entered a
period of restructuring. More than 700 manufacturing plants and 2,000 related businesses were
established specifically in the Golden Horn region during this period (Eroglu et al.,, 2004).
Industrialisation-related migration led to the first seeds of gecekondus, particularly in the Kagithane
and Zeytinburnu districts, causing rapid urbanisation and visible pollution in the Golden Horn during
the period (Yiicetiirk, 2001). Opening the banks of the Golden Horn to industrial activities resulted in
destruction of both natural resources and the fabric of the old city. The large-scale reconstruction
operations, known as the Menderes Operations, that took place during this period also supported
industrial developments in the Golden Horn (Kili¢ and Yenen, 2001).

During the first period of the Republic (1933), the first steps toward culture-led development of the
Golden Horn were taken with Elgotz’s plan. In addition, the Piccinato report suggested
deindustrialisation and reconstruction of the Golden Horn in a way that would encourage tourism and
the cultural potential of Istanbul (1958). As part of the following period’s industry plan (1966),
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industrial sites on the banks of the Golden Horn were cancelled. Although this decision failed to
prevent the destruction of the fabric of the Golden Horn, it may be viewed as an effective breaking
point in the regeneration process. As observed in the 1/5000 Scale Istanbul Walled City Master Plan
approved in 1964, the Piccinato plan was adopted. To benefit from tourism opportunities, the banks of
the Golden Horn on the Historic Peninsula were considered to be in need of improvement.

In the 1980s, the Golden Horn moved rapidly away from its industrial nature. Municipalities gained
authorisation for development plans through the Law on Metropolitan Municipalities (No. 3030) and
the Law on Development Plan (No. 3194), which came into force in 1984 and 1985, respectively
(Kilig and Yenen, 2001; Suhen, 1994). The following statement made by Bedrettin Dalan, former
mayor of the Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality (IMM) between 1984 and 1989, served as the
primary intervention in the process of regeneration and in the initiative to decontaminate the waters of
the Golden Horn: “I will make the waters of the Golden Horn as blue as my eyes!” (Karaman, 2012).
During this period, many industrial and residential buildings were razed, and new recreational areas
were created in the Golden Horn. The Dalan administration is criticised for eliminating structures that
had comprised the industrial identity of the Golden Horn (Kili¢ and Yenen, 2001), which caused the
collapse of historical areas (Keles, 2003), and for not evaluating the process; therefore, these
interventions are considered an important breaking point for Istanbul (Keyder and Oncii, 1993; Keles,
2003; Tekeli, 2001; Erden, 2003). Although the Dalan administration was not entirely successful in
decontaminating the waters of the Golden Horn, it initiated an important period that would make
progress towards that goal.

The vision of a global city during the Dalan period (Oktem, 2006; Keyder, 2000) was changed with
local policies of Mayor Nurettin S6zen (Ekinci, 1994), who was the mayor of Istanbul between 1989
and 1994 from Social Democrat Party. His vision for Istanbul was different from the previous mayor
Bedrettin Dalan. Instead of pointing out Istanbul as a global city, he mentioned the need of social
development not the five stars hotel. The following municipal period was of Erdogan’s, who
governed Istanbul between 1994 and 1998 from Welfare Party (Refah Partisi). He indicated the
continuation of the process through neoliberal policies (Oktem, 2011). His vision was similar to
Dalan’s, but the Islamic values were present in a lot of project proposed for Istanbul. Besides, the
participation of private sector in urban transformation and a brand developed under the tourism,
cultural and financial opportunities of Istanbul were the important solutions for Istanbul’s image.
Therefore, the master plan 1995 reflects the presence of cultural and tourism strategies for the
development of Istanbul.

Ali Miifit Glirtuna, the next mayor in between 1998 and 2004 was from Virtue Party which is the
continuity of Welfare Party. Along with the similarity of two political parties, the vision of Giirtuna
was the continuity of Erdogan's vision. Golden Horn Cultural Valley was one of the projects of
Girtuna. Although the notion of the Golden Horn as “the valley of culture” was evoked by him, it
must be evaluated as a process shaped since the Dalan administration.

Another turning point for the Golden Horn was the Environmental Master Plan of Istanbul (2009),
which promoted the protection of the landscape, skyline and historical and cultural fabric of the region
while also promoting “the Golden Horn Cultural Districts”. The plan brought about the use of
industrial structures and shipyards of the Golden Horn in cultural and educational activities and
provided clues for involving the private sector. Thus, the Golden Horn obtained a cultural identity
through the vision and scope of a larger scale plan. After 2012, many infrastructural and tourism-
oriented projects were planned and realized in Golden Horn. We prefer to consider these projects as a
part of the rectification process of Istanbul to a global city rather than the regeneration of Golden Horn
into a cultural valley.

Many flagship projects addressed in the Golden Horn’s regeneration process can be found in Figure 2.
These projects are classified as private sector investments, local government initiatives and urban
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renewal projects, depending on those involved in the projects.

Private Sector Investments

Private sector initiatives are one of the important actors in cultural investment and urban regeneration
in Turkey. Along with the neoliberal policies starting the 1980s, the approval of the Law on
Encouragement of Tourism in 1980 and the Law on Improvement of Cultural Investment and Initiative
in 2004 procured the strong participation of private sector in cultural policies in Turkey, especially in
Istanbul. Kog, Sabanci and Eczacibasi Families are the leaders in cultural investment and events.

Private sector investments in the Golden Horn are one of the important initiators in the region’s
culture-led regeneration process. Most of these projects were designed to rehabilitate the industrial
heritage of the Golden Horn, and public figures were partially involved in the process. However, it is
important to note here that the public’s involvement depends on the nature of the project and on the
nature of the area. For example, the role of local governments was quite different for the Rahmi Kog
Museum and Santralistanbul projects because the industrial structures of these two regions were
owned by central government bodies, as will be discussed below.

Istanbul Modern Museum
» Tarlabasi Renovation Project
KAGITHANE Beyoglu Outskirts Renovation Project
9 4~ Rahmi Kogc Museum
Satliice Culture and Congress Center
Miniattirk Cultural Center
Sadabad Environmental Design
Project
11 8 Kagithane Urban Design Project
ieri 9 Cendere Urban Design Project
12 S ‘ 54 10 Santrallstanbul
BESIKTAS 11 Yunus Waterfront Regeneration
Project
12 Haliclslands Waterfront
S Regeneration Project
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14 Ayvansaray Restoration Project
15 Nesligah and Hatice Sultan Quarters
(Sulukule) Renovation Projects
16 Hisambey, Kirkcegsme and
Seyhresmi Quarters Renovation
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17 21 Grandbazaar Renovation Project
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25 Kadir Has University Campus
26 Kacuk Mustafapasa and Haracci
Karamehmet Quarters Renovation
Projects
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Figure 2. Main Projects in and around the Golden Horn region (compiled by the authors)

The private sector’s interest in the Golden Horn parallels Dalan operations dating back to the 1980s.
Large-scale private sector investments in Golden Horn focus primarily on culture and they occupy also
an important place in Istanbul’s cultural infrastructure and milieu. Significant private sector
investments that demonstrate current-day existence of culture in the valley include the Rahmi Kog
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Museum (1994) established by the Rahmi Kog¢ Foundation, the Cibali Tobacco Factory (1997), which
was transferred to Kadir Has University by the Kadir Has Foundation, Santralistanbul, which was
created by transforming the Silahtaraga power plant, and the Istanbul Bilgi University campus (2007).
To analyse the place of these private sector investments in discourse around the Golden Horn Cultural
Valley, the Santralistanbul project, which aimed to create an international image and dialog, and the
Rahmi Ko¢ Museum, which was one of the first private sector investments in the valley and provided
cultural expansion on a local scale, will be discussed.

(1) The Rahmi Ko¢c Museum

The Rahmi Ko¢ Museum, one of the first and most important examples of private sector investments
to use the industrial heritage of the Golden Horn as cultural infrastructure, emerged with the
regeneration of the Haskoy Shipyard and the Lengerhane built during the reign of Ahmet III (1703 —
1730) for the production of chains and anchors for ships (Kdksal, 2004). The Lengerhane was used as
the depot for the Turkish State Liquor and Tobacco Monopoly during the Republican era; it became
useless after the 1984 fire and was in constant regeneration from May 1991 onward (Ibisoglu, 1991;
Giinay and Dokmeci, 2011). After seeing the Henry Ford Museum, Rahmi Kog, an important figure in
Turkish business, decided to establish a similar museum, which led to the establishment of the Rahmi
Ko¢ Museum (interview, Selguk Kolay, February 1st, 2011). Because an industrial museum was the
aim, the Ko¢ Foundation preferred the Lengerhane, characterised by its industrial identity. The Haskoy
Shipyard was also included in the Rahmi Ko¢g Museum complex in 2001.

The museum attracted up to 2,000 visitors during the first few years after it was opened (interview,
Selguk Kolay, February 1st 2011); currently, 200,000 individuals, primarily composed of student
groups, visit the museum per year (interview, Yesim Anadol Zengin, February 3rd 2011; interview,
Selen Isyar, February 3rd 2011). The museum attracts few foreign visitors, and they constituted only
2% of 2008’s private museum visitors in Istanbul (Bakbaga, 2010). As observed by the number of
people visiting the museum and the organisation’s goals, the Rahmi Ko¢g Museum was developed out
of a personal initiative rather than an aim to strengthen the cultural image of Istanbul on an
international scale (Bezmez, 2008). The target audience was, hence, shaped accordingly.

The Rahmi Ko¢ Museum’s place in the culture-led regeneration of the Golden Horn can be examined
in the following three ways: (1) the efficiency of the actors in the museum’s founding process, (2)
attitudes of the region’s inhabitants towards the project and (3) the private sector’s increasing interest
in the region since 2007.

The central government and the private sector are viewed as the key actors in the development of this
project (Bezmez, 2008). Prior to acquisition by the Rahmi Kog¢ Foundation, the location of the
museum was a former protected areca and was owned by the Ministry of Transport and the Cibali
Tobacco Factory (Ibisoglu, 1991), which clearly indicates the effectiveness of the central government
in the process. However, the IMM and the district municipality were not involved in the project as
much as the central government was (Bezmez, 2008). The district municipality and the IMM were not
described as key actors during the museum’s founding (interview, Yesim Anadol Zengin, February
Ist, 2011; interview, Selen Isyar, February 3rd, 2011; interview, Selguk Kolay, February st 2011),
which is reflected in the plans. There was no clear decision that overlapped with the vision of the
Golden Horn Cultural Valley in the 1/5000 scale Master Plan of Haskdy, Siitliice, and Halicioglu
neighbourhoods. Therefore, the local governments were involved in the process for the sake of
formality rather than complementarity.

When the views of local residents were evaluated, they generally considered the Rahmi Ko¢ Museum
to be an important landmark that strengthens the image of the region. However, this feature did not go
beyond merely describing the space in which they work (interview, Ibrahim Sayfi, February 4th, 2011;
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interview, Stileyman Kul, February 4th, 2011). Therefore, the museum was effective on a local scale
but is in an isolated location. The second point highlighted regarding the museum’s impact on the
region argues that the museum did not trigger a large change in the cultural sense (interview, Ferhan
Yeltirak, February 4th 2011; interview, Murat Karakaya, February 4th 2011) but caused an increase of
approximately 1,000% in real estate prices, particularly after the acquisition of the Haskdy Shipyard in
2001 (Beyoglu Municipality, 1990-2010). While the square metre value was 279 TL in 2008 on
Imrahor Avenue where the museum is located, it rose to 3.400 TL in 2010 (Beyoglu Municipality,
1990-2010).

However, these changes cannot be limited to the Rahmi Kog¢ Museum. Thus, the Siitliice and Haskoy
neighbourhoods began to attract the private sector beginning in 2007 (Giimiis, 2011; Sentiirk, 2010).
Public expectations were constituted by a number of factors, including the founding of the ddF fair in
2009, the provincial headquarters of the Justice and Development Party (JDP- Ak Parti) and the head
office of MUSIAD (Miistakil Sanayici ve isadamlar1 Dernegi — Institution of Individual Industrial and
Businessman) in 2007, the Hilton Garden Inn Hotel in 2011, rumours of future local investments by
the Sabanci group (interview, Sinan Atabey, February 4th 2011), the acquisition of a portion of the
neighbourhood by the Calik group (Giimiig, 2011) and the regeneration of the Haskdy Wool Yarn
Factory into a shopping centre (interview, Sinan Atabey, February 4th 2011).

The interviews state that the Museum caused a change in real estate prices, but the actual increase
occurred when a site for the JDP’s provincial headquarters was selected in the district. Although it is
difficult to estimate the effect of the district municipality or the IMM on this change, it is certain that
they supported the change in Haskoy in line with the private sector’s interests. For example, the
requirement that new planning studies utilise additional investments was argued after the Holiday Inn
was constructed (interview, Suayip Korkmaz, September 14th, 2011). However, similar initiatives
were not undertaken for the Rahmi Ko¢ Museum. Therefore, discourse about the Golden Horn
Cultural Valley planned by many local governments in the last 30 years and reflected in the upper-
scale plans failed to affect lower-scale plans and was not addressed in an integrated way.

(2) Santralistanbul

Another private sector initiative in the Golden Horn Cultural Valley was the regeneration of the
Silahtaraga Power Plant into Santralistanbul and the Istanbul Bilgi University Campus. Established in
1911 and beginning production in 1913 in an area of 118,000 square metres, the Silahtaraga Power
Plant was established to generate electricity for Istanbulites (Kayserilioglu, 1999; Kara, 1994;
Cengizkan and Koksal, 2004). In addition to producing electricity, the plant was seen as an instrument
of modernisation (Kayserilioglu, 1999) and ceased operations in 1983 (Kara, 1994). The plant was
then abandoned and put under conservation according to decision no. 2532 in 1991 (Kara, 1994).
From 2002, the project was on the Bilgi Foundation’s agenda (interview, Serhan Ada, November 16",
2011) and was transferred to the Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources on May 1, 2004, with a
20-year renewable contract (Aksoy, 2007; Ethem, 2009). The aim was to put the former power plant
into action with the culture- and education-oriented Santralistanbul project (Pasaoglu, 2007; Arolat et
all., 2007; Koksal and Ahunbay, 2006) (Photo 1).

The Santralistanbul project aimed to create multi-dimensional and interdisciplinary dialog and to
achieve international cultural production (interview, Serhan Ada, November 16th, 2011). Unlike the
Rahmi Ko¢ Museum, the Santralistanbul project also aimed to establish a presence in the international
cultural platform (interview, Serhan Ada, November 16th, 2011). References to the Tate Modern
Museum and the Centre Pompidou in the Santralistanbul project promotional leaflet confirm this
approach (Grouiller, 2005).
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Photo 1. Santralistanbul (URL-1, 2012)

This study will examine two aspects of the Santralistanbul project in discourse around the Halig¢
Cultural Valley: (1) the effectiveness of the central government and incompetence of the local
government, which is similar to other private sector investments, and (2) the importance of the project
in Istanbul’s cultural platform.

The Silahtaraga power plant was formerly owned by the Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources,
and this ownership determined the effectiveness of the key actors in the process. The plant came under
protection in 1991, indicating that the regeneration process would be governed from the centre. The
discourse of “marketing Istanbul” started during the Dalan period (Bezmez, 2008) and was advanced
in the Erdogan period after the 1994 elections in terms of economic development, globalisation and
competition (Oktem, 2006), was shaped with the project of creating the World City in the Ali Miifit
Giirtiina period (Yapici, 2005) and finally continued with discourse of international capital (Oktem,
2006) and financial and cultural capital in the Kadir Topbas period. In this context, the Santralistanbul
project, which already aimed at creating international dialogue, overlaps with the vision of Istanbul.
The opening ceremony of Santralistanbul was delayed for six months so that Recep Tayyip Erdogan
could attend and so that the ceremony could be held one day before the meeting about Turkey’s
cohesion into the European Union (Seni, 2009). These factors indicate that the central government
supported and attached importance to the project. However, it is difficult to say that local authorities
were equally interested. The Fil Bridge Avenue Artists Street project that is located in the Fil Bridge,
closed to the Santralistanbul aimed at localisation of art and culture and adoption by the public, was
planned to be designed with the cooperation of the Eyilip Municipality and Santralistanbul (Grouiller,
2005), but the project could not be realised and was not included in the strategic plans of the Eyiip
Municipality. Besides, the Fil Bridge Avenue is now an auto park area for students of Bilgi and there
is no sign of transformation.
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According to the protection-oriented master plan of 2003, the Silahtaraga Power Plant covers an area
of 11.83 hectares out of the total 15.44 hectares allocated for cultural facility areas (Eyiip Land Use
Plan, 2003). The complete Eyiip Land Use Plan lacks a strategy that can support the Santraistanbul
project and direct its possible impact in the district. Today, although the Eyiip Municipality conducts
few restoration and cultural infrastructure facilities projects, it is difficult to say if these projects are
addressed through upper-scale decisions. This process can be explained by the fact that Santralistanbul
is different from the religious and cultural nature of the district (interview, Anil Sarican Delibay,
October 17", 2011) and also by the conservative attitude of the municipality towards continued
improvement. In a cultural sense, Santralistanbul is the only museum in the Eylip district and hosts
five out of seven continuously organised international events (compiled through URL-2). According to
Roche (1994), international events must be addressed together with tourism objectives and urban
planning. However, the major music festivals organised in Santralistanbul, such as Sunday Sky and
Efes One Love, failed to break the isolated nature of the area due to a lack of integrated perspective.

The importance of the project on the international platform was accepted by the public, but its role in
the Golden Horn Cultural Valley was not sufficiently emphasised. The blue cultural legend in the
plans indicates that Santralistanbul is open to the public (Grouiller, 2005; Behar, 2002; Seni, 2009),
but only people who enter with special transport vehicles are familiar with the area. This situation
could be an exemple of Bourdieu’s symbolic violence theory. According to Bourdieu, if the violence
was hiding behind the emotional values and carisme of the capital owner who develop manipulation
strategies for repruduce his environment, this is the symbolic violence (Bourdieu, 1994; Bourdieu and
Wacquant, 1992).

In summary, the central government was effective, while the local governments were uninvolved
during the process of private sector investments developed in the Golden Horn Cultural Valley.
Santralistanbul can be defined as active on an international scale (Demir and Gamm, 2007; Grouiller,
2005; Candelier and Mantabone, 2009), while the Rahmi Ko¢ Museum was a cultural actor on a local
scale (Bezmez, 2008). Although these two flagship projects are important focal points for the city’s
image, they are disconnected from the discourse of the Golden Horn Cultural Valley.

Local Governments’ Large-Scale Investments

In addition to private sector investments, the Golden Horn Cultural Valley has been the scene of local
governments’ large-scale investments. The Feshane (interview, Levent Calikoglu, July 16th, 2010),
which initially attracted the interest of the Turkish Clothing Manufacturers Association (Munyar,
1990), was planned to be transformed into the Istanbul Museum of Modern Art by the Eczacibasi
group. Miniatiirk, which represents national culture and was established by IMM (Tureli, 2006) as a
huge cultural centre, and the Siitliice Congress Centre, which was completed after over 10 years of
restoration and re-construction by IMM (Giimiis, 2002), are examples of isolated and large-scale local
government projects in Golden Horn. The dominant role of the IMM and the nature of the project
determine the possible involvement of private sector actors. Therefore, while questioning the role of
local government projects in the Golden Horn Cultural Valley, we will also consider the relevant
actors and the cultural effectiveness of the projects.

(1) Miniatiirk

Using the build-operate-transfer model (interview, Hasan Isin, May 28th, 2010) and a budget
approximately 50 million dollars, Miniatiirk was established in 2003 on the Siitliice coast of the
Golden Horn. The project covers an area of 60,000 square metres (URL-3), operated by Kiiltiir A.S., a
subsidiary of the IMM (Bastiirk et al., 2001). The museum is composed of three different sections
displaying Anatolia, Istanbul and Ottoman works of art. The museum has alternatively been said to
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resemble a heritage park because of its symbolic references (Tiireli, 2006) and a fairy tale because of
its disconnectedness with the existing historical fabric (Yilmaz and Uysal, 2007), a showcase of
Turkey with the image of multiculturalism and coexistence where Islamic and Turkish identity are
dominant (Yilmaz and Uysal, 2007). By reflecting the multicultural structure of Istanbul and
supporting this image in the process of accession to the EU and by reviving Ottoman cosmopolitan
nostalgia and reflecting on national identity in the global city, Miniatiirk acted in accordance with the
discourses of both central and local governments (Tureli, 2006). Miniatiirk can be considered an
Ottoman and Turkish image in the Golden Horn Cultural Valley with a narrative that does not reflect
the cultural and social conflicts during transition periods and has become one of the most important
cultural centres of the valley. By attracting an average of 490,000 visitors annually since its opening
(Bakbasa, 2010), it is more crowd-pulling than other cultural institutions. Miniatiirk increases the
Golden Horn tourism; however, this fact does not mean that these visitors travel to the opposite coast
of the Golden Horn (Erden, 2009).

(2) The Feshane

The Feshane, one example of industrialisation initiatives that gradually increased since the 19"
century, was established in Kadirga in 1826 and moved to the Golden Horn in 1833 (Ddélen, 1994).
Feshane was established to manufacture fezzes for the soldiers of the Ottoman army (Kii¢likerman,
1988). To create a facility that uses European methods of industrial production (Clark, 1974), it
expanded in 1843 with spinning and weaving machinery (Ddlen, 1994). The Feshane was almost
entirely destroyed by a fire in 1866 (Giiler, 1999) but was improved in various ways in subsequent
years and then served as a major textile factory during the Republican period.

During the Dalan operations, the Feshane was intended to be demolished on the grounds that it was the
most polluting facility on the waters of the Golden Horn (Bastiirk et al., 2001). This decision regarding
one of the important symbols of industrialisation in the Ottoman and Republican periods brought
together many art historians, architects and academics advocating the continued existence of the
factory with changing functions, which would be appropriate to the Golden Horn’s transforming
image and would bring more value to the Feshane, an argument that managed to convince Dalan
(Bezmez, 2008).

With this decision, the Feshane first attracted the interest of the Turkish Clothing Manufacturers
Association (interview, Levent Calikoglu, July 16th, 2010). The Feshane Culture and Art Fair Centre
Regeneration Project (Munyar, 1990) was initiated by the association with a tender in 1988; then, like
many other projects initiated in the Dalan period, this project was also suspended during the Sozen
period. In addition to conflicts over the execution and operation of the project, the Turkish Clothing
Manufacturers Association gave up the project in 1990 (Bezmez, 2008) after a request for an
additional building that would be owned by IMM (Munyar, 1990).

Following this period, the Istanbul Biennial was held in 1991, which prompted ideas of establishing
the Istanbul Modern Art Museum (interview, Levent Calikoglu, July 16th, 2010) in the Feshane. The
Feshane was restored in cooperation with the local government, and, again, despite investments, the
project was suspended due to disputes with the management. After the death of Nejat Eczacibasi, his
daughter-in-law, Oya Eczacibasi, took on the project of establishing the Istanbul Modern Art Museum
(interview, Levent Calikoglu, July 16th, 2010). Following the 8th Istanbul Biennial in Antrepo, this
venue was selected as the location of the Istanbul Modern Art Museum (interview, Levent Calikoglu,
July 16th, 2010) meaning that it was founded in Antrepo instead of the Feshane.

The art fair of ArtBosphorus, which began in the Feshane in 2007, moved to the Harbiye Military
Museum and Cultural Centre in the following years for reasons of access to and social structure of the
district. Although various fair activities currently take place in the Feshane under the operation of
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BELTUR (the enterprise of Istanbul Municipality), this venue attracts neither Istanbulites nor the
private sector except during Ramadan festivities and a few local events.

(3) Siitliice Congress Centre

Established in 1923 by Ahmad Burhaneddin, Osman Fitr and Markos Logos according to the Ist
National Order, the Siitliice Slaughterhouse was used as the largest slaughterhouse of Istanbul until
1991, after which it became a distribution centre (Salman, 1994). During the Dalan period, several
projects were proposed for the slaughterhouse, and it was planned to be regenerated into a cultural
centre due to pollution caused by the facility in the Golden Horn’s waters (interview, Selguk Kolay,
February 1%, 2011). The project was suspended during the period of Sézen but was again initiated in
1994, and with its demolition in 1998, the Siitliice Congress and Culture Centre regeneration process
began (Koksal and Kargin, 2003). With the aim of creating the largest cultural centre in Europe, the
construction of the congress centre took 11 years. Because the European Water Forum 2009 was to
take place in this congress centre, construction was finally speeded up and it opened for service in
early 2009 (Photo 2).

Photo 2. Siitliice Congress Centre (The archive of Eyiip Municipality, 2011)

As can be observed, the local government projects of the Golden Horn Cultural Valley were shaped
over time according to the visions of different political parties because the private sector and civil
society organisations were excluded from the process. Because the realisation of the projects took an
extended amount of time, these cultural infrastructures remained disconnected from one other, and
their visibility increased according to their role and the nature of the events organised. Confirming this
idea is the fact that the Feshane, which had attracted the private sector and civil initiatives, was left to
its fate; the Siitliice Congress Centre was once launched as the largest cultural centre of Europe but
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became a ghost in the valley. Miniatiirk maintains a higher cultural visibility than the other projects
and attracts mostly local visitors, but the fact that it has never been anything more than a tourism
destination confirm this opinion.

Urban Regeneration Projects

Despite regeneration efforts in 1980s in Golden Horn, changes in legislative structure that let the
process begin was conceived after 2005, especially with Law on Preservation by Renovation and
Utilisation by Revitalising of Deteriorated Immovable Historical and Cultural Properties (Law No.
5366) (also known as Law on Renovation). This law is the main tool for regeneration projects to be
implemented at the historical areas. The process began with the classification of Beyoglu as a
renovation zone on February 20th, 2006. Even more, five renovation zones were classified the same
year. The municipality of Fatih presented 12 districts for their classification in the renovation zone.
The neighborhoods of Fener and Balat were registered as renovation areas on September 13, 2006.
However, changes in neighbourhood of Fener and Balat have started before its registration as a
renovation area. In the 1990s, the rehabilitation of this historial neighbourhood has begun with the
participation of international actors such as UNESCO, the European Union, IFEA, national and local
actors. This Fener and Balat Neighborhood Rehabilitation Project is an example of progressive
strategies that attempt to implement the socio-economic development of neighborhoods by conserving
its historical heritage, which is completely different of the renovation vision in 2006. Subsequently,
this project was abandoned and set up with the renovation project developed by the municipality of
Fatih and public actors at the national level. This new project plays down conservation of the
neighbourhood and its socio-economical structure of inhabitants, and prioritises touristic/commercial
“image” of the neighbourhood. These two projects carried out in the same neighborhoods show us
how the conservation and regeneration vision could change in Golden Horn and allow us to
understand the difference in terms of stakeholder participation in the decision-making process. In this
regard, the regeneration process of the case of Fener Balat neigborhood is different from the other
renewal areas of Golden Horn.

Fener-Balat as a Rehabilitation Project

The first study to be conducted in the region was the Fener-Balat rehabilitation project, which began in
partnership with UNESCO, the Fatih Municipality and the European Commission in 1997. The
rehabilitation area was 16.2 hectares, including 1.401 parcels, 71 city blocks and 1.219 buildings, and
the number of residents approximately totalled 18.000 (Stoquart and Yerasimos, 1998). The
neighbourhood of Fener, where the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate is located, and the neighbourhood of
Balat, which was known as the Jewish quarter, have undergone social change, with increases in the
industrial activities of the Golden Horn in the 1960s; today, they primarily host immigrants from the
Black Sea region (Stoquart and Yerasimos, 1998). As observed from the feasibility report completed
by IFEA (Institut Francais d’Etudes Anatoliennes), the European Commission and the Fatih
Municipality in 1998, the inhabitants of the region are living below the poverty line (FSWW, 2004;
Stoquart and Yerasimos, 1998). For instance, the study conducted within the scope of the feasibility
study determined the amount that was required to meet the rent and food costs of four people as $500.
In total, 70% of the inhabitants of the Fener and Balat districts live on less than $300 (Stoquart and
Yerasimos,1998).

The main objective of the project is to improve the quality of life in the region and to show that a
historical centre such as Istanbul is not trapped between the alternatives of simple renovation work and
tourism-oriented restoration (Stoquart and Yerasimos, 1998). The project concentrated on four targets:
improving the housing stock, which was completely destroyed and required intensive intervention in
the region; increasing the rate of job creation and education; creating a revitalisation process by
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protecting the inhabitants of the region; and improving the physical and social infrastructure of the
region (Stoquart and Yerasimos, 1998). The content of the program includes the titles of restoration,
social centre, the Balat Market and waste management (URL-4) (Photo 3). One important aspect of the
project is coordinating the process with the public’s participation. To minimise the possible effects of
gentrification, the owners of the restored houses have been forbidden from selling their homes or
increasing rents for five years (Ercan, 2010). The project was selected as a sample project by
UNESCO and ICOMOS due to the strong participant pool (Ercan, 2010).

For Sadettin Tantan, the mayor of Fatih District at the time, the rehabilitation project was important in
the sense of manifesting the potential importance of the Fener and Balat neighborhoods (interview,
Ersin Alkan, December 20th, 2011). However, the project slowed due to a number of problems,
including the following: the requirement of longer than predicted technical studies on the existing
building materials for transforming the buildings into multi-family housing due to immigration; the
inhabitants protesting the project and its staff because they believed its true goal was to create a
second Vatican in the region (interview, Ersin Alkan, December 20th 2011); and the inability to make
five-year projections (Bezmez, 2008). The public’s discontent with these problems was also reflected
in the elections, and Mustafa Demir took the place of Sadettin Tantan (Bezmez, 2008). Following the
contract between the homeowners and the Fatih District Municipality, the Pekerler Construction
Company won the tender and began restoration work in 2005.

Before the restoration After the restoration

Photo 3. Fener Balat Rehabilitation Project (URL-4, 2011)
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Fener-Balat as a Renewal Area

Another important development that brings urban regeneration of the region to the agenda is related to
legislation. As soon as the Law on Renovation (No. 5366) was enacted in 2005, the declaration of
historical sites as renewal areas and the implementation of the processes began to be discussed.

The objective of this law was to ensure that conservation areas registered and declared conservation
sites by the councils for conservation of cultural and natural property and that conservation zones that
are run-down and on the verge of losing their specificity are reconstructed and restored and, hence, to
develop housing, trade, culture, tourism and social facilities in these areas, to take precautions against
natural disaster risks and to protect by renovation and by revitalisation use real historical and cultural
property. The law gives the authority to determine renovation areas to the special provincial
administrations and municipalities, and these authorised administrations become the sole judge of the
region. In addition to the authorised administrations, the law also authorises the Housing Development
Administration and other public institutions or individuals and legal entities to implement renovation
projects.

Regarding the law, the conflict of planning discipline, the relationship between conservation and
renovation, the proposed structure of participants, the actors involved in the process and, in particular,
the implementation of renovation projects were added to the urban planning agenda. The law was
mainly based on renovating run-down sites against the risk of earthquake. Today, the law raises
concerns regarding the destruction of historical heritage sites. As identified in the implementation of
the law’s regulations (Date of enactment: 11/17/2005; Issue No. of the Official Gazette: 26023; Date
of the Official Gazette:12/14/2005), addressing the renovation areas as preliminary projects that were
evaluated independent from other plans developed for the region contradicts the discipline of planning
and results in a non-integrated approach; hence, the preliminary project defined in the IMM Building
bylaws refers to the plan and legislation that is in effect (Dinger, 2009).

Another dilemma posed by the law involved addressing renovation projects as physical
implementation projects, thereby ignoring the development of the region’s socio-economic structures.
This case provided the basis for configuring renovation projects in a centralised manner, which
excluded locals from the decision-making process. Finally, the victimisation of property owners
during the expropriation process is another point that must be addressed by the law. For a case in
which a property owner does not approve of renovating a building that will serve tourism and housing
functions, the law gives the authority of expropriation to public institutions and the authority of
transfer of public properties to third parties (Dinger, 2009).

The speed of regeneration projects that take place in historic neighbourhoods, such as Fatih and
Beyoglu, and the role attributed to the projects also attracted the attention of the international press.
For example, the daily Guardian covered the regeneration process in Istanbul with the headline
“Istanbul sees history razed in the name of regeneration” (see URL-5). With Law No. 5366, the
paradox of protection and renovation emerged; the implementations that stand apart from international
norms violate the relationship of human-cultural heritage and draw reactions from residents in areas of
renovation (Ahunbay, 2011: 82).

Renewal areas have become one of the primary concerns of the Fatih District Municipality, and the
Fener-Balat neighborhoods were declared renewal areas on April 22, 2006 (Fatih District Municipality
Annual Report, 2009). Renovation projects were approved before the termination of rehabilitation
projects. “The earthquake risk and the possibility of collapsing” were emphasised as the main reasons
for this situation (interview, Mustafa Cift¢i, November 15th, 2011; interview, Ferda Karakaya,
November 15th, 2011; interview, Davut Akdeniz, November 15th 2011). The project, which includes
195 civil architecture samples and 34 monuments in an area of 279,345 square metres (Fatih District
Municipality Annual Report, 2009), was transferred to GAP construction Company in 2007
(interview, Ibrahim Giintekin, December 20th, 2011). In total, 69% of this area is planned as
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residential space, 12% as commercial space, 8% as office space and 2% as culture space (URL-6).
Additionally, 58% of the property ownership was distributed to the private sector and 42% to property
owners; the Fatih District Municipality did not play an active role in the process (Dinger, 2010). Real
estate prices that increased during the rehabilitation project showed a significant augmentation after
the announcement of the renovation project. For example, while the price of a square metre on Fethiye
Avenue was 625 TL in 2008, it rose to 1920 TL in 2010 (Fatih District Municipality, 1990 — 2010).

Urban regeneration projects of the Golden Horn Cultural Valley are one of the main instruments used
for regenerating the region into a tourism and cultural centre. While the Fener-Balat rehabilitation
project is considered a building-scale restoration project by the local authorities (interview, Ferda
Karakaya, November 15th 2011), in contrast to the renewal project, this project won the public’s
approval (interview, ibrahim Giintekin, December 20th 2011; interview, Ersin Alkan, December 20th
2011; interview, Recep Savas, December 21st 2011; interview, irfan Pulcu, December 21st 2011).
The neighbourhood of Fener Balat, which did not attract the attention of the private sector and
potential gentrifiers, was once again brought to the agenda with the renovation project. It would not be
wrong to say that these projects conducted in the Golden Horn Cultural Valley were used by local
governments to accelerate a regeneration process that was progressing slowly.

CONCLUSION

The Golden Horn achieved its industrial identity in the late Ottoman period and preserved this identity
during the Republican period while changing socially and economically with the planned industrial
areas. The 1980s stand as an important turning point when the industrial identity of the region began to
disappear with the Dalan operations. This process slowed down during the S6zen period and revived
with the discourse of a “cultural valley” during the period of Ali Miifit Giirtuna, which has continued
to the present day. This discourse dating back to the 1980s has been seen in various projects since. In
this article, we categorised these projects in terms of the involvement of the actors, the type of the
promoter and the content of the project. Even if their content as well as their target is different, the
problems in the organisazion between actors possess many similitudes and influence the
implementation of these projects in Golden horn. This similitude between projects allows us to see
why the regeneration process in Golden Horn stayed still for many years, which can be categorised
under three headings.

Processes vary according to the actors:

The projects are shaped according to the positions and power of the actors involved. The effective
presence of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism in private sector projects accelerates the process and,
in a way, excludes the local actors. In the public shaped IMM projects, the actors involved changed
due to different governments’ policies, and the planned projects were evaluated with different
priorities. This situation has slowed projects’ physical and contextual processes. The urban
regeneration projects gained momentum in 2005 with the urban renewal law and emerged as private
sector-led projects that aim to increase the tourism potential of the region. Therefore, the position of
the projects in the Golden Horn Valley was shaped according to the overall purpose and goal of the
project, degree of involvement and power of public actors. For instance, Feshane was one of the
potential flagship project for many local governor. However, the interruption of a continuous vision
and different cultural context that actors want to build in Feshane decreases the importance of the
place and create an infrastructure that host various cultural events rather than a flagship project that
strengthen cultural image of Golden Horn. Similar situation showed up in Fener Balat neighbourhood.
First of all, international and local actors have established rehabilitation project with a protection of
historical build environment vision. Later on, with the change of public actors, this protectionist vision
has been ignored and a brand new vision that put forward new tourism and commercial infrastructure
has adopted.
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Lack of integrated vision:

Various projects have been produced to transform the Golden Horn into a cultural valley since the
1980s. However, it is difficult to accept the presence of an upper-scale plan and a complete vision of
the plan that covers the entire Golden Horn region and directs sub-scale projects. Due to the lack of a
master plan explicitly defining the cultural axis of the region (save the Istanbul Environmental Master
Plan), the cultural valley discourse was developed through isolated projects and failed to create a
regional cultural brand.

Disconnected cultural visibility:

The visibility of the projects in Istanbul’s cultural platform depends on the actors and the contents of
the projects. Private sector projects with an international cultural vision organised major events and
strengthened the brand value of Istanbul’s cultural infrastructure but remained as symbolic powers
behind closed doors. The cultural visibility of public investments was determined by the content of the
project and the vision of the existing local government regarding the project. As observed in the
Feshane and Siitliice Congress Centre projects, due to various actors being involved at different phases
of the projects, the process was prolonged, which affected their status in the cultural platform. Local
governments were in substantial agreement with the vision of Miniatiirk, which became the cultural
focal point for local visitors. Therefore, it can be argued that in general, the projects possessed
significant cultural identities, but the valley was far from creating a cultural brand.

The regeneration process of the Golden Horn Cultural Valley shares the same implementation
solutions as other examples of international cultural-oriented regenerations. However, the Golden
Horn differs from other international examples in terms of the rapid increase in land prices, the
process of gentrification and the private sector’s interest in the region. The ownership of the actors in
the process of implementing the projects, the local governments’ attitudes towards the concept of a
cultural valley, the roles ascribed to the projects and the overall goals and objectives of the projects are
among the factors that differentiate this process. The slow development of the Golden Horn during this
regeneration process has experienced a significant change with the Law on Renewal in 2005. Rising
property prices on both sides of the valley, private sector initiatives and frequent cultural events also
confirm this situation. Local governments in the Golden Horn region cannot be considered the most
active parties during the process of regeneration when the concepts of culture and regeneration became
significant to the identity of Istanbul. Renovation projects that aim to accelerate the regeneration of the
Golden Horn threaten the historical heritage of the region. Problems in the rapid development process
are similar to problems encountered during the 30-year regeneration process. Rapid-regeneration
problems include lack of an integrated approach to planning, lack of communication between actors
and disconnection between projects, which then creates isolated culture centres. Therefore, while the
Golden Horn was in an advantageous position during the slow regeneration period, it has begun to lose
that advantage today.
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