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ABSTRACT 
 

CRITICAL SPATIAL STANDPOINT  
ON NEOLIBERAL URBAN RESTRUCTURING:  

A CASE STUDY ON URBAN RESTRUCTURING PROCESSES  
IN NARLIDERE, İZMİR  

 

 The thesis proposes a critical spatial approach to reveal the political, economic, 

and social dimensions of the urban development plans and projects (UDPs) in the 

context of neoliberal urban restructuring in Turkey. . It aims to enrich the theoretical 

and methodological foundations of critical urban studies and spatial planning, focusing 

on UDPs as a key neoliberal urban strategy. Despite extensive research on cities and 

their spaces, there is still a lack of critical understanding of the ‘urban process’, and of 

the actors and networks underlying these processes. The study tries to fill this gap by 

providing a critique of capitalism and its inherent uneven development, neoliberal 

political and economic restructuring, and neoliberal urban policy from a political-

economic perspective. 

The thesis concentrates on the neoliberal plans and projects produced by the 

state and capital as mechanisms to overcome capitalist crises. The thesis problem is to 

contribute to a critical urban theory that can explain and transform the socio-spatial 

processes in urban spaces, especially in light of the global expansion of 21st-century 

capitalism. The methodology used in the thesis is methodological pluralism, using 

various qualitative and quantitative research techniques to critically analyze the socio-

spatial processes of neoliberal urban restructuring.. It argues that UDPs are driven by 

the logic of profit and land rent, and that they exclude the participation and the rights of 

the poor and marginalized inhabitants. It seeks to critically elaborate on issues such as 

gentrification, dispossession, displacement, segregation, and polarization in the spaces 

of UDPs, instrumentalized as a mechanism of neoliberal urban restructuring processes 

in Narlıdere. 

 

Keywords: critical urban theory, neoliberal urban restructuring, urban development 

plans and projects, the right to the city, dispossession, Narlıdere gecekondus. 
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ÖZET 
 

NEOLİBERAL KENTSEL YENİDEN YAPILAN(DIR)MA ÜZERİNE ELEŞTİREL 

MEKANSAL YAKLAŞIM: İZMİR, NARLIDERE’DEKİ KENTSEL YENİDEN 

YAPILAN(DIR)MA SÜREÇLERİ ÖRNEĞİ 

 

Tez, Türkiye'deki neoliberal kentsel yeniden yapılanma bağlamında kentsel 

dönüşüm planlarının ve projelerinin (KDPler) politik, ekonomik ve sosyal boyutlarını 

ortaya çıkarmak için eleştirel bir mekansal yaklaşım önermektedir. Önemli bir 

neoliberal kentsel strateji olarak KDP'lere odaklanarak, eleştirel kentsel çalışmaların ve 

mekansal planlamanın teorik ve metodolojik temellerini zenginleştirmeyi 

amaçlanmaktadır. Şehirler ve mekanları üzerine yapılan kapsamlı araştırmalara rağmen, 

hala “kentsel süreç” ve bu süreçlerin altında yatan aktörler ve ağlar hakkında eleştirel 

bir anlayış eksikliği var. Çalışma, kapitalizmin ve onun içkin eşitsiz gelişiminin, 

neoliberal politik ve ekonomik yeniden yapılandırmanın ve neoliberal kentsel 

politikanın politik-ekonomik bir perspektiften eleştirisini sunarak bu boşluğu 

doldurmaya çalışmaktadır. 

Tez, kapitalist krizlerin üstesinden gelme mekanizmaları olarak devlet ve 

sermaye tarafından üretilen neoliberal plan ve projelere odaklanmaktadır. Tezin 

problemi, özellikle 21. yüzyıl kapitalizminin küresel genişlemesi ışığında, kentsel 

alanlardaki sosyo-mekansal süreçleri açıklayabilen ve dönüştürebilen eleştirel bir 

kentsel teoriye katkıda bulunmaktır. Tezde kullanılan metodoloji, neoliberal kentsel 

yeniden yapılanmanın sosyo-mekansal süreçlerini eleştirel bir şekilde analiz etmek için 

çeşitli nitel ve nicel araştırma tekniklerini kullanan metodolojik çoğulculuktur. Tez, 

KDP'lerin kâr ve toprak rantı mantığı tarafından yönlendirildiğini ve katılımın ve yoksul 

ve marjinallerin haklarının dışlandığını tartışmaktadır. Narlıdere'de neoliberal kentsel 

yeniden yapılanma süreçlerinin bir mekanizması olarak araçsallaştırılan KDP'lerin 

mekanlarındaki soylulaştırma, mülksüzleştirme, yerinden etme, ayrışma ve kutuplaşma 

gibi konuları eleştirel bir şekilde irdelenmesi amaçlanmaktadır. 

 

Anahtar kelimeler: eleştirel kentsel teori, neoliberal kentsel yeniden yapılandırma, 

kentsel dönüşüm planları ve projeleri, kent hakkı, mülksüzleştirme, Narlıdere 

gecekonduları. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 

“…By seeking to point the way towards a different space, towards the space of a 
different (social) life and of a different mode of production, this project straddles the 
breach between science and utopia, reality and ideality, conceived and lived. It aspires 
to surmount these oppositions by exploring the dialectical relationship between 
‘possible’ and ‘impossible’, and this both objectively and subjectively.” (Lefebvre 1991, 
60) 
 

Today’s city, with exceptions of the particular geographies of the world, is the 

city of the 21st century capitalism. And this city, beyond the traditional ecological 

theoretical approaches, is political, economic, social and multi layered and multi scalar. 

While on the one hand, capitalism is materialized in today’s city; on the other hand, its 

mode, form and the produced formation can indeed only be possible by the city as a 

whole and by the particular spaces of the city. Yes, currently, the urban space is a 

commodity of the capitalist system and this commodity is at the same time is integral to 

the whole political, economic and social relations and processes. The concrete processes 

materialized in urban space are both the production of the particular spaces and 

particular times, and are the producers of those spaces, too.  

Accompanying the introductory chapter, following chapters comprise the work 

explained below: 

 Chapter 2 elaborates on the need for and possibility of a critical theory of 

space while bringing about the positioning of critical spatial thinking and hence, 

critical spatial approaches within urban theory where the production of space is 

at the core concern. The conceptual and methodological contributions of Critical 

Theory on spatial praxis will be elaborated where critical theory will be 

described in terms of its usage within Critical Urban Theory. Here, Frankfurt 

School Critical Theory is related to contemporary approaches throughout critical 

urban theoretical standpoint. 

 Chapter 3 is mainly concerned with the Neoliberal Urban 

Restructuring(s) and the concept of the Right to the City as a critical spatial 

debate in Critical Urban Theory. This chapter is where the proponents of the 
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critical urban theory and the proponents of the field of critical urban studies are 

cited. The role and the position of the state throughout the neoliberal urban 

restructurings and the uneven nature of capitalist development are elaborated 

within theoretical discussions.  

 Chapter 4 is concerned with the urbanization or the urban process in 

Turkey with respect to urban development policy and practices. The historical 

geography of the global south as well as Turkey with its restructuring practice 

since the early 2000s are decriptively given and critically elaborated with respect 

to neoliberal project and practice. On the one hand Turkey is taken as a southern 

country strongly affected by the restructurings of the neoliberalization. And on 

the other hand, it comprises major metropolises which are the project areas of 

the urban development projects on the gecekondu neighborhoods. As the 

following chapter will concretely concentrate on such project and practice that 

the local and central governments try to implement Urban Development Plans 

and Projects is concerned as a case study in the district of Narlıdere of İzmir. 

 Chapter 5 deals with a case study on İzmir, the district of Narlıdere 

critically elaborating on the urban development (transformation) project and plan 

subjected to four Narlıdere Gecekondu quarters. Here, the context is the 

historical geography of the capitalist neoliberal restructuring processes in 

Turkey, in İzmir and in Narlıdere as the main foci in a multiscalar approach. The 

declared year 2012 legal framework for urban development (transformation) and 

its implementation processes within the four quarters are critically explored 

within actors, networks, policies and people all acting on/by space. And finally, 

a critical evaluation of the develeopment plans for the risky area of Narlıdere is 

made.           

 Chapter 6 is a summary of the whole work accompanied by concluding 

remarks and it also provides suggestions for future critical study on neoliberal 

urban restructuring.  

 

1.1. Subject Matter and Aim of the Thesis 

 

Dealing with the urban space as the urban planners, geographers, social 

researchers and the researchers and scientists of related disciplines, we need a critical 
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spatial standpoint on neoliberal urban restructuring processes immensely materialized in 

21st century capitalist city instrumentalizing the urban development (kentsel dönüşüm) 

plans and projects and the processes that has been restructuring the socio-spatial 

formation of the urban.  

There is no doubt that this concern is not a newly founded one when we think of 

the vast collection of researches on the city and critical engagements on its space(s); but 

the point is that, it is also an incomplete one. Today we are still lack of understanding 

the ‘urban process’ (Harvey 1978), the underlying and background actors and networks 

behind these processes despite our inherited critical eye as researchers.    

Therefore;  

 How can we bring about a theoretical contribution on theorizing a 

concrete political-economic-social process – in the thesis, “the Urban 

Development Plans and Projects (UDPs) (Kentsel Dönüşüm Planları ve 

Projeleri) and inherent processes” in Turkey- which is a strong neoliberal 

restructuring mechanism in space, on space, and by space? 

Having this problem summarized above;  

 This thesis aims at providing knowledge on neoliberal urban 

restructuring processes by taking a departure from a critical spatial approach as 

to make a theoretical and methodological contribution to critical urban theory 

and critical urban studies. Such knowledge is to be useful in spatial planning 

studies.  

 Accompanying the theoretical arguments and insights, a case study will 

be provided which is mainly concerned about the critiques of Urban 

Development Projects (UDPs) (Kentsel Dönüşüm Projeleri) and processes which 

have been on the agenda since the beginning of 2000s in Turkey. Thesis puts 

these projects as one of the Neoliberal urban strategies accompanying the urban 

restructuring processes throughout the production and reproduction of urban 

space. Neoliberal ‘urban processes’ and their implementations will be explored 

in relation to UDPs in Turkey’s third largest metropolis, İzmir. As a case study, 

Narlıdere district will be the field of research. 

In order to bring off the above aim, by taking a departure from the theoretical 

concerns, the “problem” (the theoretical/conceptual framework) of the thesis will be 

constituted by the following critiques and an elaborate discussion on the debates in the 

field overviewed through the preliminary literature survey; hence, the 
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theoretical/conceptual insights within the problematique (theoretical/conceptual 

framework) of my dissertation is constituted around the following critiques, theoretical 

and conceptual debates: 

 Critique of Capitalism, its inherent Uneven Development, and the State 

(Smith (1996, 2008), Harvey (1978, 1982, 1985, 2001), Jessop (1990, 2008)); 

 Neoliberalism, Neoliberalization, Neoliberal Political and Economic 

Restructuring, and Neoliberal Urban Policy from a political-economic 

perspective (Harvey (2001, 2005, 2007), Brenner (2005, 2002, 2009, 2010,  

Mayer (2009), Peck (2009), Theodore (2009));  

 Critical Theory of Urban Space and Critical Urban Theory (Lefebvre 

(1991, 2003, 2015), Soja (1996, 1998, 2000), Brenner (2009, 2011, 2013), 

Marcuse (2009, 2012));  

 The Right to the City and Urban Social Movements - Urban Resistance - 

Socio-Spatial Polarization, Segregation, Exclusion, Gentrification, 

Dispossession, Involuntary Displacement. (Lefebvre (2015), Castells (1977, 

2020), Smith (1979, 1996, 2002), Mayer (2009), Harvey (2008)).  

As the thesis aims at providing knowledge on Urban Development Projects and 

Plans by taking a departure from a critical spatial approach as to make a theoretical and 

methodological contribution to critical urban studies of cities and regions, such 

knowledge is to be useful in spatial planning studies in the case of planning research on 

urban processes and on neoliberal urban policies.  As an attempt to contribute to the re-

theorization studies of the 21st century urban processes in the geographies of the global 

south, the contribution that this thesis will have are the notion of ‘criticality’ and 

‘spatiality’. And with its case study, the thesis will provide critical knowledge on 

neoliberal urban restructuring processes materialized through urban development plans 

in a particular geography, Narlıdere. What makes Narlıdere worth to study lies at its 

both historical geography and as it was chosen by the state as a place for its 

intervention. Narlıdere, as a place within the western axis of İzmir, has been home to 

housing capital investment as well as a home to gecekondus.   

Therefore; the thesis tries to explore the path-dependent, contextually specific 

interactions between inherited regulatory landscapes and emergent neoliberal, market-

oriented restructuring by means of UDPs through the lenses of actually existing 

neoliberal urban policies. 
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1.2. Problem of the Thesis 

 

We need a critical urban theory providing conceptually, methodologically and 

politically consciouss of explaining and transforming the socio-spatial processes acting 

in/on/by urban space(s). The urban is no doubt a complex one, especially when we think 

of the capitalism’s 21st century metropolis urbanizing through its production and trying 

to expand in a global pattern. Though, we are supposed to critically theorize socio-

spatial processes, and finally the production of and reproduction of urban space(s) 

in/on/by which economic and physical processes are materialized under the conditions 

of historical-geographical formation of capitalism. In this sense, the increasing role of 

the city in the accumulation and circulation of capital is to be inquired while 

developing, but not leaving the inherited theory and research richness of the political 

economic approaches through a critical and inevitably socio-spatial approach. The 

thesis focuses on the neoliberal urban development plans and projects and their 

implementations produced by the state and the capital on/by urban space as to overcome 

the capitalist crises where a crtical spatial standpoint is needed throughout the study. 

The thesis considers urban space as produced and also as a subject of the social 

production processes. Therefore, it is proper to question whatness and howness of an 

urban theory, of a methodology, and of methodological tools on historically, 

geographically and socially understanding and theorizing current social space. The 

arguments of this concern and the methodology and tools are to be discussed. 

The positioning of critical spatial thinking and approach within urban theory and 

urban studies is another concern. The production of space and the reproduction of space 

is elaborated with their relation to critical spatial thought and practical studies. Here, 

critical theory is taken only with its relation to critical urban theory.  

Having elaborated on the conceptual and heuristic tools from the above 

mentioned debates and issues in the literature, by the help of the questions and their 

possible answers provided, it will be proper to inquire well into UDPs in a district of 

Turkey’s third largest metropolis (İzmir), Narlıdere by passing through the question 

‘How can we critically elaborate on UDPs?’ On particular site of research following the 

critical literature on Turkey and İzmir with respect to Actually Existing Neoliberalism 

as the theoretical references, the concrete inquiry will be gathered from the field 

research which we will provide by working on a district in İzmir, Narlıdere. The reason 
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behind choosing Narlidere lies at the answers to the question on the historical 

geography of UDP spaces in Turkey.  

 

1.3. Methodology of the Thesis 

 

A methodological pluralism is a crucial point as we will deal with the question 

on ‘how?’ while a plurality of the qualitative and quantitative research techniques and 

tools will be utilized through the critical elaboration on socio-spatial processes of 

neoliberal urban restructuring. 

It is the historical geography of capitalism to be looked through analyses of the 

changing mosaics of uneven regional development within the capitalist state and the 

evolution of urban form of the capitalist city. Various reconfigurations of international 

spatial division of labor (the role of Turkey) and the public policy acting on urban space 

are to be explored by the empirical analyses with respect to their affects on urban 

development processes. Such a standpoint implies a scalar approach where different 

geographic scales juxtapose each other while forming a totality of geographic scales.  

Through a reviewing of the literature on the debates listed before, it is possible 

to bring about three main sub-levels of inquiry as formulating the problematique at the 

theoretical/structural/abstract level followed by the empirical level (the field research). 

There are three interrelated approaches, each of which refers to a constitutive debate and 

scale in urban studies that the thesis considers:  

1. The macro socio-spatial approach considers the context of restructuring 

processes and neoliberalism. Major concerns are the urbanization processes 

through urban restructuring by global capitalist restructuring especially 

experienced within the past thirty years, and the emergence of “a neoliberalized 

urban order” (Brenner 2005).  

2. The approach that aims at understanding the neoliberal processes of 

urbanization and restructuring from a variety of perspectives will be elaborated. 

Here, the role of the state in urban restructuring is of special emphasis. The 

explanations they provided for urban and regional theory will be given. The 

relationship between capital and urban processes, neoliberalism and governance, 

and capitalist urban restructuring and UDPs will be investigated and analyzed.  

3. A political economic approach that covers the restructuring of social 
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conditions, formations and status of people subject to UDPs acting on and by 

space. Gentrification, involuntary displacement and resettlement, socio-spatial 

segregation are among the problems generated by UDPs which will be critically 

elaborated on within the thesis with respect to particular examples within a 

critical spatial perspective. 

Throughout the case study; geographic information systems (GIS) based 

analyses on physical space as well as socio-spatial analyses are critically implemented 

with the help of gathered data as well as produced data within the study. On the site 

spatial analyses and explorations are used as means of the analyses done. Geographic 

information systems are used through the socio-spatial analyses at two spatial scales: 

the scale of the four quarters and the scale of the surrounding Narlıdere study area. 

Also, interviews were made, attendance to neighborhood meetings and news from web 

sites of the local newspapers, web sites of Narlıdere municipality and of the ministry are 

analysed as to bring about the ongoing processes, networks and actors within. 

Between years 2017-2022 several interviews had been made with 

representatives of the actions throughout urban restructuring processes in the four 

quarters of Narlıdere district. Below is a list of the interviews made which contribute to 

the findings of the case study on the four quarters and on the critique of the UDP 

processes: 

 Interview with an officer who is working as a city planner at the 

Narlıdere Municipality (2017 - 2022). 

 Interview with a representative of the residents of Çatalkaya quarter 

(2017). 

 Interview with a representative of the residents of Narlı quarter (2017). 

 Interview with a representative of the residents of 2. İnönü quarter 

(2017). 

 Interview with a representative of the residents of 2. İnönü quarter 

(2017). 

 Interview with a representative of the architecture and construction firms 

working in Narlıdere (2019). 

 Interview with a representative of the quarters (2022).  

Following these explanations of the methodology of the thesis, it is now proper 

to list the research questions brought about by the undertakings of the thesis on which 

the following chapters of the thesis will elaborate:  
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 What is ‘Urban Development/Transformation’ (Kentsel Dönüşüm), and 

why and how, under what political, economic and social conditions the Urban 

Development process case as a neoliberal restructuring instrument existed in 

Narlıdere?  

 Who decides, when and by whom it is decided, an urban space is ‘now!’ 

and ‘urgently!’ proper for and requires urban development?  

 Which spaces and places, which social conditions, and finally what kind 

of socio-spatial formation is produced and reproduced by Urban Development 

Plans and Projects to be implemented in Narlıdere and how it is materialized 

in/on/by space?  

 What makes these urban development plans as a foremost agenda of the 

central and local governments, investors, speculators?  

 What is the role of the state, governments, the private sector, and the 

community itself positioned throughout these processes and what kinds of socio-

spatial networks are produced in Narlıdere? 

 Who are the winners and who are the losers of the urban 

development/transformation processes? What bout the ‘The Right to the City’, 

the ‘Right to Housing’, the ‘Right to Participation’ throughout these processes? 

 How can we critically elaborate on gentrification, dispossession, 

displacement, segregation, and polarization existed in those spaces of Urban 

Development Plans and Projects instrumentalized as a mechanism of neoliberal 

urban restructuring processes in Narlıdere? 
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CHAPTER 2 
 

 

ON CRITICAL URBAN THEORY 
 

 

As revealed in the introductory chapter, the method of the thesis is a concrete 

analysis of the actual things and processes and then turning back to theory –turning 

back to the abstract- and back again to concrete as explained by Sayer in his 

fumdamental study: 

“…the understanding of concrete events or objects involves a double movement: 
concrete to abstract, abstract to concrete. At the outset our concepts of concrete objects 
are likely to be superficial or chaotic. In order to understand their diverse 
determinations we must first abstract them systematically. When each of the abstracted 
aspects has been examined it is possible to combine the abstractions so as to form 
concepts which grasp the concreteness of their objects.” (Sayer 1992, 87) 
 

Therefore; first we need a critique of our understanding of the world, its social 

system and formation; then we need a practical action against what we criticize; and 

then, again to reestablish our understanding of the world we live in by taking the things 

we learned from our practice into consideration. 

 
2.1.  Critical Spatial Thinking in Urban Theory  

           and Urban Studies  

 

The theoretical perspectives, the methods, and means of the Critical Urban 

Theory and Critical Urban Studies are crucial for the thesis study to be explored within 

the case study of the thesis. The need for an urban theory which is both critical and 

explanatory will be practised within the case study of the thesis. And originating from 

the propositions of both the critical theory and critical urban theory,  the comtemporary 

debates, questions and proposed study fields are conrtibutory. Here, the context is the 

condition and positioning of space in social theory and the and philosophical and 

scientific choice, the level and context of the choice is to be put forth. But the thesis is 

not a set of philosophical and scientific propositions; rather, it is practical, emphasis on 

capitalism is at the forefront and subject-object relationship is within.           

Critical spatial thinking, as described by Soja (1998), involves a reconsideration 
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of social life and practices and a reconceptualization of city and regional studies based 

on the perspective of historical geography. He emphasizes the historical geography of 

capitalism, uneven regional development, and the evolution of urban forms within 

capitalist formations. 

In “Thirdspace,” Soja (1996) explores the concept of space and spatiality, with 

reference to Lefebvre’s theoretical elaboration of space. This involves a shift in thinking 

about space, including challenging traditional definitions and promoting a contemporary 

understanding of spatiality that remains open to redefinition and reevaluation. 

In “Postmodern Geographies,” Soja (1998) focuses on contemporary Los 

Angeles, emphasizing space over time, and proposing a new critical human geography 

attuned to contemporary political and theoretical challenges in the context of Marxism. 

In “Postmetropolis,” Soja (2000) explores changes and transformations in contemporary 

cities and positioned within urban studies, he questions traditional frameworks and also 

points to continuities with the past. Here the focus is on spatial justice and regional 

democracy. He proposes that we need new constructs to understand the radically 

transformed urban formation, and highlights the necessity of transdisciplinary studies in 

the context of all aspects of the spatiality of human life. 

Soja points out the importance of critical spatial studies highlighting the 

interplay between spatiality, history, and sociality, and and he tries to put forth the need 

for a shift in thinking about space that is open, inclusive, and resistant to narrow or 

restrictive interpretations. This standpoint on critical spatial thinking is considered as 

crucial within the thesis.  

 A “critique” should be at least four-fold (four dimensions): 

1. The critique of existing and previous theories (be it philosophy, science, 

or any discipline including city planning/urban design) 

2. The critique of existing order of things/existing order (be it in science, 

philosophy, any discipline or in social world) 

3. The critique of our critique (including previous two ones) 

4. Critique of (the knowing subject) ourselves (be it philosopher, urban 

planner, etc) with reference to /in terms of his/her political, economic, 

ideological condition. 

While elaborating on the four mutually constitutive propositions on critical 

theory as given below, Brenner (2009) tries to put forth a theoretical basis for grounding 

the critical urban theory debate with its historical roots. Building upon Harvey’s critical 
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standpoint on urban space and emphasis on ‘urban processes’, in his earlier work, 

Brenner (2004) tries to point out the context of history and geography while dealing 

with urban space critically:      

“…Over two decades ago, radical urban scholars began to break out of these 
intellectual constraints by introducing more dialectical, processual concepts for 
describing the contemporary city – for instance, urbanization or, in Harvey’s (1978) 
more precise terminology, the urban process. Against traditional approaches to urban 
locational analysis, which conceived space in Euclidian–Cartesian terms, as a flat 
surface upon which economic activity is extended, Harvey introduced a more dynamic, 
historically specific view…” (Brenner 2004, 450) 

 

 

Figure 2.1. The four mutually constitutive propositions on critical theory 

(Source: Brenner 2009, 201.) 

 

Brenner explains the need for a critical spatial theory throughout a historical 

look: 

“…Theoretical ambition need not be pursued through the construction of 
reductionist, simplifying frameworks; the task, rather, is to create concepts and methods 
that open up new questions and horizons – for both thought and action. Accordingly, in 
contrast to some of the more closed models of urbanism that prevailed during the 
highpoints of Chicago School urban research in the 1930s through the 1960s and, in a 
different way, within the structuralist Marxisms of the 1970s, urban theory today must 
embrace, and even celebrate, a certain degree of eclecticism.” (Brenner et al. 2011, 227) 

And he also states the role of a critical urban theory to be of use in urban studies: 
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“Today, more than ever, there is a need for a collaborative, open-minded spirit 
to prevail in urban studies, particularly among those scholars who are most committed 
to confronting the daunting challenges of reconceptualizing the parameters and 
purposes of this research field. When such scholars make divergent or opposed 
theoretical, conceptual, and methodological choices, useful opportunities may emerge 
for all those involved to clarify the stakes of such choices, and their possible 
implications.” (Brenner et al. 2011, 227) 

 

2.2. On Critical Urban Theory 

 

In his later work on Critical Urban Theory, Brenner attempts to formulate and 

develop a theoretical and conceptual background for critical urban research on the 21st 

century city while criticizing the mainstream theories and approaches on urban space 

pointing out whatness of critical urban  theory and its departure from Chicago School 

urban sociology:    

“Critical urban theory rejects inherited disciplinary divisions of labor and statist, 
technocratic, marketdriven and market-oriented forms of urban knowledge… critical 
theory differs fundamentally from what might be termed ‘mainstream’ urban theory—
for example, the approaches inherited from the Chicago School of urban sociology, or 
those deployed within technocratic or neoliberal forms of policy science… involves the 
critique of ideology (including social–scientific ideologies) and the critique of power, 
inequality, injustice and exploitation, at once within and among cities.” (Brenner 2009, 
198) 

Castells (1977, 2020), Harvey (1978, 1982, 1985, 1995, 1996, 2005, 2007), 

Smith (1996, 2008), Massey (1995, 2005), Marcuse (2009, 2016), Brenner (2000, 2001, 

2002, 2004, 2005, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2016, 2014), Jessop (1990, 2008), Peck (2002, 

2003, 2009), Tickell (2002), Theodore (2009), Mayer (1994, 2007, 2009), Thrift (2000), 

Bridge (2000, 2002), Watson (2000, 2002), Schmid (2008, 2015), Madden (2011, 

2016), Wachsmuth (2011), Soja (1987, 1996, 1998, 2000, 2003), Merrifield (1997, 

2016), Swyngedouw (1997, 2002, 2003) - and the list goes on- are the authors 

contributing to the critical urban theory and critical urban studies literature, seeking for 

a coherent theoretical approach on the constitutive and intertwined processes of the 

capitalist urban phenomenon which is social, political, economic and hence, spatial.  

Among the contributions of the urban researchers to the critical urban theory or 

to the critical urban studies, there is no doubt that the Marxists lead the field. A 

considerable work is also done by the Marxists. For instance, Smith (2008) elaborates 

deeply on the relationship between capitalism as a political-economic system and space 

in his critical study on uneven development: 
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“It is not just a question of what capitalism does to geography but rather of what 
geography can do for capitalism. Thus in addition to the essentially geographical 
question, the theory of uneven development also addresses the political question: how 
does the geographical configuration of the landscape contribute to the survival of 
capitalism?” (Smith 2008, 4).  

There is no doubt that claiming that a historical departure from the traditional 

conceptions is on the run although there is a considerable amount of work done on 

critique of the socio-spatial processes and the actual existences in the urbanizing 

capitalist world accompanying the search for the spatial justice and the right to the city 

following the earlier works of Lefebvre, Castells, and Harvey.  

Marcuse (2009) highlights and seeks for a critical urban theory that aims at 

implementing the Right to the City while questioning ‘whose right?’, ‘what right?’ and 

‘to what city?’. 

“A critical urban theory, dedicated to supporting a right to the city, needs to 
expose the common roots of the deprivation and discontent, and to show the common 
nature of the demands and the aspirations of the majority of the people. A critical urban 
theory can develop the principles around which the deprived and the alienated can make 
common cause in pursuit of the Right to the City.” (Marcuse 2009, 195) 

On the other hand, to provide and seeking for a critical urban theory which can 

be described as an emancipatory project can be structured and flourished on the roots of 

an earlier tradition, the Critical Theory of Frankfurt School, where the authors 

emphasizes while trying to both spatialize and carry towards the compemporary urban 

processes. Brenner points out the mutual standpoint of the current critical urban 

research and critical theory of Frankfurt School.   

“Critical theory is thus not intended to serve as a formula for any particular 
course of social change; it is not a strategic map for social change; and it is not a ‘how 
to’-style guidebook for social movements… the Frankfurt School conception of critical 
theory is focused on a moment of abstraction that is analytically prior to the famous 
Leninist question of ‘What is to be done?’” (Brenner 2009, 201-202) 

And, according to Brenner, the academicians placed within the intellectual 

literature of critical urban studies, will consent to the conception of critical theory which 

is articulated through the four propositions given below: 

 “they insist on the need for abstract, theoretical arguments regarding the 
nature of urban processes under capitalism, while rejecting the conception of 
theory as a ‘handmaiden’ to immediate, practical or instrumental concerns; 
 they view knowledge of urban questions, including critical perspectives, 
as being historically specific and mediated through power relations; 
 they reject instrumentalist, technocratic and market-driven forms of 
urban analysis that promote the maintenance and reproduction of extant urban 
formations; and 
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 they are concerned to excavate possibilities for alternative, radically 
emancipatory forms of urbanism that are latent, yet systemically suppressed, 
within contemporary cities.” (Brenner 2009, 204)  

There is no doubt that the intellectuals given above do not wholly occupy the 

field of critical urban research. For instance, Soja, Scott, Storper, Beauregard… are also 

looking for a new, but a comprehensive theory of the urban encompassing the 21st 

century city realities from a different perspective through different approaches.    

An excerpt from a work of Brenner et al. (2011) is given below which is on 

pointing out how our theoretical standpoint should be in relation to the critique of 

reductionist and simplifying frameworks: 

“…there is today a need for ambitious, wide-reaching engagements—
theoretical, concrete and practical—with the planetary dimensions of contemporary 
urbanization across diverse places, territories and scales. Yet it would be highly 
problematic to suggest that any single theory, paradigm or metanarrative could, in itself, 
completely illuminate the processes in question. Theoretical ambition need not be 
pursued through the construction of reductionist, simplifying frameworks; the task, 
rather, is to create concepts and methods that open up new questions and horizons—for 
both thought and action.” (Brenner et al. 2011, 226-227)  
 

Brenner (2009) points out that critical urban theory does not accept the current 

state of cities as an inevitable result of timeless social organization principles, 

bureaucratic logic, or economic efficiency. Instead, Critical Urban Theory deals mainly 

with the political, ideological, and socially contested nature of urban space. Urban 

spaces are seen as easily influenced and controlled, constantly being reshaped as a 

location, medium, and outcome of historically specific power dynamics. Rather than 

merely opposing inherited urban knowledge or existing urban structures, critical urban 

theory takes a different stance. It highlists that a more democratic, socially just, and 

sustainable form of urbanization is possible, even if such possibilities are currently 

prevented by dominant institutional systems, practices, and ideologies. Henceforth, such 

theory, according to Brenner, foucuses on challenging both ideology (including social-

scientific ideologies) and power imbalances, inequality, injustice, and exploitation, both 

within the individual cities and among the different cities (Brenner 2009, 198). 

According to Brenner (2009), Critical Urban Theory is mainly linked with the 

works of scholars like Henri Lefebvre, David Harvey, and Manuel Castells in their 

efforts to change and transform traditional disciplinary boundaries and market-oriented 

urban knowledge within urban theory and urban studies. Critical urban theory focuses 

on the critiqu of the existing formation of cities and it emphasizes the politically and 
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ideologically mediated, socially contested nature of urban space, highlighting its 

potential for democratic, socially just, and emancipatory urbanization. 

As throughout the 20th century, after Marx, the critique of political economy 

was developed further by the Frankfurt School, emphasizing the critique of capitalism, 

revealing its contradictions, and exploring alternatives to it; putting forth the critique of 

the urban formations has been the main concern of critical urban theory with the 

inherited perspective of Critical Theory. Again, to Brenner with the increasing 

urbanization rates of the world in the 21st century, the project of critical social theory 

and critical urban theory have become common and overlapped. Now the the focus is on 

revealing the forms of power, exclusion, injustice, and inequality underpinning 

capitalist social formations while looking for the potential situations for creating 

alternative systems and formations to ongoing capitalist destructions. 

Brenner (2009) states that although the Frankfurt School’s notion of critical 

theory diverged from orthodox Marxism, critiquing aspects like fascism, technology, 

mass consumerism, and suppressed possibilities for human emancipation, this tendency 

evolved over time, with figures like Adorno and Habermas. According to Brenner 

(2009) they challenged positivism and technocracy in social sciences, while Marcuse 

also focused on destructive tendencies and power within capitalist society. 

As a consequence; it is proper to state that critical urban theory is a complex, 

reflexive theoretical framework that critiques existing and exisited capitalist social 

formations, and it points out inherent contradictions and exploitative nature of 

capitalism. Furthermore, critical urban theory tries to explore potential alternatives for a 

more democratic and socially just form of urbanization throughout a critical effort and 

process. 

 

2.3. Current Debates, Issues, and Research Agendas within  

       Critical Urban Theory 

 
There are several debates, issues and research agendas within critical uban 

theory which have been on the core concern of the scholars of the field hand in hand 

with the capitalist restructurings of the worldwide urban world. Brenner puts forth some 

study areas put forth by the urban studies researchers:  

“…Among the key agendas for such researchers is to investigate the evolving 
positionalities of cities – and urban landscapes more generally – within such large-scale, 
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long-term trends as geoeconomic restructuring, market-driven regulatory change 
(including both privatization and liberalization), the worldwide 
flexibilization/informalization of labor, mass migration, environmental degradation, 
global warming, the creative destruction of large-scale territorial landscapes, and the 
intensification of polarization, inequality, marginalization, dispossession, and social 
conflict at all spatial scales.” (Brenner et al. 2011, 226)  

 
Below are listed the key issues and debates and also proposed research agendas 

with which Critical Urban Theory is deeply concerned: 

 Neoliberalism, Neoliberalization (Brenner 2002, 2009, 2012; Theodore 

2005; Peck 2010, Harvey 2005, 2007)  

 Neoliberal urbanism (Peck, Theodore, Brenner 2009, 2002) 

 Urban restructuring (Brenner 2002, Soja 1987)  

 Right to the city (Lefebvre 2015, Harvey 2008, Marcuse 2009; Mayer 

2009)  

 Uneven development (Smith 2008) 

 Urban social movements (Mayer 2009) 

Among the above listed debates, neoliberal urbanism and the right to the city are 

of major concern of the thesis. Here it will be proper to state that as first proposed by 

Henri Lefebvre, right to the city mainly points out the right that all urban residents 

should reach all the provided services of the city and that they have a say in the 

development and governance of their cities. In this context, urban democracy, 

participation, and social justice are all included within the debate.  

As a major debate, right to the city is pointed out and emphasized by Marcuse:  

“The question, then, is: how do we understand the right to the city today, and 
how can a critical urban theory contribute to implementing it? …an approach to action 
that relies on three steps a critical theory could follow: exposing, proposing, and 
politicizing. The conclusion presents a perhaps far-fetched idea of what the possibilities 
for largescale and enduring social change might actually be today. Is another world not 
only possible, but realistically attainable?” (Marcuse 2009, 185). 
  

On the other hand, the concept of neoliberal urbanism, which conceptualizes 

what we have been experiencing for the past several decades, implies the adoption of 

market-oriented policies and practices in urban planning and urban policy that is 

conceived to be worth to be a major concern in the field of critical urban theory. And in 

this debate, issues such as privatization of public spaces and services, and prioritization 

of economic growth over social equity and justice, changing role of the state are all 

elaborated on. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 

 

NEOLIBERAL URBAN RESTRUCTURING AND THE 

RIGHT TO THE CITY: A CRITICAL SPATIAL DEBATE 

IN CRITICAL URBAN THEORY AND URBAN STUDIES 
 

 

In this chapter, the whatness and howness of urban restructuring within the city 

of capitalism and its neoliberal mode of emergence and flourishing as to overcome 

capitalist crises after 1970s will be elaborated on. Also the the neoliberal policies 

extended to southern countries of the capitalist world are also concerned. While doing 

these, a critical exploration of capitalism is tried to be made; its uneven and 

contradictory nature, its policy and implementation mechanisms and its relationship 

with the neoliberal ideology are explored. 

 

3.1. Capitalist Urban Restructuring and Uneven Development of  

       People and Spaces in Contemporary Capitalism 

 

According to Soja (1987, 178), restructuring refers to a significant shift in the 

trends and configuration of social, economic, and political life, indicating a process of 

dismantling and rebuilding. This is due to weaknesses in the existing order that require 

substantial structural change. The restructuring of capitalism with many dimensions is 

rooted in crisis and competition between the old and new order. Restructuring is not 

automatic or predestined, and it involves a mix of both continuity and change, 

representing a state of flux and transition. 

There is no doubt that there is a direct connection with the macro scale, the 

world wide  capitalist restructuring processes and urban restructuring processes at the 

regional and local scale. Here, within this relation, urban space is not just a place for 

these restructurings, but rather it is an actor throughout these processes. The production 

of space and its reproductions not only shape the formation of the urban but also stand 

as one of the background factors of those restructurings.  
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A prominent scholar in the field of critical urban theory is Neil Smith, especially 

well known with his study on “Uneven Development”. According to Neil Smith (2008), 

the main characteristic of capitalism’s geography is its uneven development as a 

structural aspect of capitalism itself. The result is brought about in distinct geographical 

patterns that are unique to capitalism, which are the systematic geographical 

manifestations of the contradictions inherent in the structure of capitalism.  

Smith also states that uneven development within capitalism originates from the 

conflicting tendencies of capital towards differentiating and equalizing production 

levels and conditions. According to Smith (2008), capitalism’s uneven development can 

be seen as a geographical reflection of the fundamental contradiction between use value 

and exchange value. 

The statements and propositions as well as cited explanations derived from the 

neoliberal policy and practices are crucial and are worth to be questioned in geographies 

of the Global South where such large scale Urban Development Plans and Projects are 

on the agenda. As a southern country, in Turkey, Urban Development Plans and 

Projects at varios locations and scales are the most well-known practices of the 

neoliberal urban restructuring.  

 

3.2. Neoliberalism, the State and the Neoliberal Urban Policy 

 

The role and the position of the state throughout the neoliberal urban 

restructuring programmes are pivotal in the context of drastic uneven urban capitalist 

development in countries such as Turkey. In Turkish case, with the introduction of 

neoliberal economic rules in conformity with the structural adjustment programs during 

the 1980s under the rule of a new economic elites, real estate consortia entered the 

housing market and took an interest in gecekondu areas geographically and potentially 

profitable sites bypassing in some cases statutory regulations and institutional bodies.  

Swyngedouw et al (2002) puts forth a scheme given below which points out the 

relationships between new economic policy, new urban policy and urban development 

projects formulated under the conditions of neoliberalization processes materialized in 

European geographies; and the authors also emphasize that: 

“…they were initiated by means of “exceptionality” measures, such as the 
freezing of conventional planning tools, bypassing statutory regulations and institutional 
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bodies, the creation of project agencies with special or exceptional powers of 
intervention and decision-making, and/or a change in national or regional regulations. 
On occasion, national governments became the main developers, setting aside both local 
authorities and constituencies. (Swyngedouw et al. 2002, 548) 

 

Figure 3.1. Relationship between New Economic Policy (NEP), New Urban Policy 

(NUP), and Urban Development Projects (UDPs). 

(Source: Swyngedouw et al. 2002, 553.) 

 

Questioning the new economic policy, the new urban policy and the urban 

development projects especially with respect to the gloabalization and liberalization 

processes, Swyngedouw et al highlight important points derived from their empirical 

work on large-scale Urban Development Projects (UDPs) in Europe. Their study brings 
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forth that UDPs often used as a means of implementing the neoliberal “New Urban 

Policy”. This emergent policy emphasize the priorities of the elite where local 

participation is mostly missing or just a case of formal requirement. But on the other 

hand it is also brought about that the social movements has an influence for the social 

benefits of the  disadvantaged groups through participation. As the authors discuss the 

challenges and consequences of urban development projects (UDPs) in cities, they 

argue that UDPs are often disconnected from the general comprehensice aims and field 

of urban planning, and that they increase social inequality, and transform the power 

relations in urban governance for the sake of urban elites. 

In addition to the above statements of Swyngedouw et al (2002), also Mayer 

(1994) highlights, a number of fundamental realignments of urban governance 

subsequently arose throughout these processes which are clearly experienced in the 

northern countries as well as the southern such as Turkey where government has been 

on the agenda to be transformed to governance:   

 local authorities were constrained to engage more extensively and 

proactively in local economic development projects; 

 local welfarist and collective consumption policies were increasingly 

marginalized or subordinated to production-oriented policies; and 

 new forms of local governance, such as public-private partnerships, 

became increasingly prevalent. 

The relationship between the state and neoliberalism as an ideology represents 

itself especially through the neoliberal urban policy of both the central and the local 

governments. We must be clear of what neoliberalism and neoliberal ideology is.  

Harvey (2005, 2) states that neoliberalism is a political-economic theory 

emphasizing the individual entrepreneurial freedoms within an institutional framework 

of strong private property rights, free markets, and free trade. Here, according to 

Harvey, the state’s role is to establish and maintain this framework, ensuring the quality 

of money and the security of private property rights, even using force to uphold market 

functionality if needed. He adds that the state is also tasked with creating markets where 

they don’t exist, such as in areas like land, water, education, health care, social security, 

or environmental pollution. According to Harvey, the theory of neoliberalism puts forth 

that the state intervention in the socio-economic processes should be minimal, as it 

lacks the necessary information to efficiently intervene  in market signals and is 

sensitive to distortion by powerful interest groups. 
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One of the most important concepts that the thesis elaborates on is what Brenner 

calls as Actually Existing Neoliberalism by which a clear relationship between 

neoliberalism as an ideology and material outcomes of the practices of this ideology are 

put forth. As Brenner and Theodore state:  

“…An understanding of actually existing neoliberalism must therefore explore 
the path-dependent, contextually specific interactions between inherited regulatory 
landscapes and emergent neoliberal, market-oriented restructuring projects at a broad 
range of geographic scales. These considerations lead to a conceptualization of 
contemporary neoliberalization processes as catalysts and expressions of an ongoing 
creative destruction of political-economic space at multiple geographical scales.”  
(Brenner and Theodore 2002, 4) 

 
And it is the relationship between neoliberal urbanization processes and urban 

restructurings that the thesis seeks for.  Urban Development Projects and processes are 

where the thesis aims at critically looking for where the actually existing neoliberalism 

is materialized. 

Below are the four distinct interpretations of neoliberalism put forth by Springer 

(2012, 136-137) following the work of Ward and England (2007): 

1. Neoliberalism as an ideological hegemonic project 

2. Neoliberalism as policy and program 

3. Neoliberalism as state form 

4. Neoliberalism as governmentality 

 

 
 

Figure 3.2. Neoliberalism as discourse: a circuitous understanding of neoliberalism 

(Source: Springer 2012, 138.) 
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Springer’s article (2012) compares different approaches to understanding 

neoliberalism as a discourse. The diagram given below (Figure 3.2.) shows how 

neoliberalism operates both as a form of governmentality and as an ideological 

hegemonic project. The diagram also includes 

the economic, political and cultural dimensions of neoliberalism as we  have been 

experiencing also through urban development plans and projects that the thesis mainly 

elaborates on. 

Harvey (2007) emphasizes that neoliberalism although could not succeed in 

operating as an engine of economic growth, but it directed the wealth from the weak 

and poor to the dominanat clasess and at a global level from the poorer countries to 

richer ones. So the institutions and narratives of the former periods were also 

transformed  throughout these processes pointing out that there occurred creative 

destruction in the form of neoliberalism. A restructuring, replacing the old structures 

and relations with the new ones, was the creative destruction. According to Harvey 

neoliberalism demolished former periods’ division of labor, social relations, welfare 

implementations and the as well as institutional frameworks. Also new market 

mechanisms, globalization, dinancial capiatl flows and new consumption cultures were 

created through neoliberalism and and that the powerful actors used the state and 

international organizations for their own benefits.    

Analyzing the Destructive and Creative moments of Neoliberal localization -and 

criticizing neoliberalism while seeking for the alternatives- Peck et al (2009) (see Table 

3.1. below) reminds Harvey’s emphasis on the concept of creative destruction of 

capitalism. Peck et al try to elaborate on analyzing the connections between neoliberal 

urbanization processes and urban transformations while pointing out the effects and 

traces of neoliberalism at a broader view and scale.  
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Table 3.1. Destructive and Creative moments of Neoliberal localization 

(Source: Peck, Theodore, and Brenner 2009, 59-62.) 

 

Mechanisms of Neoliberal 
Localization 

Moment of Destruction Moment of Creation 

Recalibration of intergovernmental 
relations 

Dismantling of earlier systems 
of central government support 
for municipal activities 

Devolution of new tasks, burdens, and 
responsibilities to municipalities; 
creation of new incentive structures to 
reward local entrepreneurialism and to 
catalyze “endogenous growth” 

Retrenchment of public finance  
Imposition fiscal austerity 
measures upon municipal 
governments 

Creation of new revenue-collection 
districts and increased reliance of 
municipalities upon local sources of 
revenue, user fees, and other 
instruments of private finance  

Restructuring the welfare state 

Local relays of national 
welfare-service –provision are 
retrenched; assault on 
managerial-welfarist local state 
apparatuses 

Expansion of community-based sectors 
and private approaches to social service 
provision 
Imposition of mandatory work 
requirements on urban welfare 
recipients; new (local) forms of 
workfare experimentation 

Reconfiguring the institutional 
infrastructure of the local state 

Dismantling of bureaucratized, 
hierarchical forms of local 
public administration 
Devolution of erstwhile state 
tasks to voluntary community 
networks 
Assault on traditional relays of 
local democratic accountability  

“Rolling forward” of new networked 
forms of local governance based upon 
public-private partnerships, “quangos,” 
and the “new public management” 
Establishment of new institutional 
relays through which elite business 
interests can directly influence major 
local development decisions  

Privatization of the municipal 
public sector and collective 
infrastructures 

Elimination of public 
monopolies for the provision of 
standardized municipal services 
( utilities, sanitation, public 
safety, mass transit, etc) 

Privatization and competitive 
contracting of municipal services 
Creation of new markets for service 
delivery and infrastructure maintenance 
Creation of privatized, customized, and 
networked urban infrastructures 
intended to (re)position cities within 
supranational capital flows 

Restructuring urban housing 
markets 

Razing public housing and 
other forms of low-rent 
accommodation 
Elimination of rent controls and 
project-based construction 
subsidies 

Creation of new opportunities for 
speculative investment in central-city 
real estate markets 
Emergency shelters become 
“warehouses” for the homeless 
Introduction of market rents and tenant-
based vouchers in low-rent niches of 
urban housing markets  

Reworking labor market regulation  

Dismantling of traditional, 
publicly funded education, 
skills training, and 
apprenticeship programs for 
youth, displaced workers, and 
the unemployed  

Creation of a new regulatory 
environment in which temporary 
staffing agencies, unregulated “labor 
corners,” and other forms of contingent 
work can proliferate 
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Table 3.1. Destructive and Creative moments of Neoliberal localization (Cont.) 

(Source: Peck, Theodore, and Brenner 2009, 59-62.) 

 

Restructuring strategies of 
territorial development  

Dismantling of autocentric 
national models of capitalist 
growth 
Destruction of traditional 
compensatory regional policies 
Increasing exposure of local 
and regional economies to 
global competitive forces 
Fragmentation of national 
space-economies into discrete 
urban and regional industrial 
systems 

Creation of free trade zones, enterprise 
zones, and other deregulated spaces 
within major urban regions 
Creation of new development areas, 
technopoles, and other new industrial 
spaces at subnational scales 
Mobilization of new “glocal” strategies 
intended to rechannel economic 
capacities and infrastructure 
investments into “globally connected” 
local/regional agglomerations  

Transformations of the built 
environment and urban form 

Elimination and/or intensified 
surveillance of urban public 
spaces 
Destruction of traditional 
working-class neighborhoods in 
order to make way for 
speculative redevelopment 
Retreat from community-
oriented planning initiatives 

Creation of new privatized spaces of 
elite/corporate consumption 
Construction of large-scale 
megaprojects intended to attract 
corporate investment and reconfigure 
local land-use patterns  
Creation of gated communities, urban 
enclaves, and other “purified” spaces of 
social reproduction 
“Rolling forward” of the gentrification 
frontier and the intensification of 
sociospatial polarization 
Adoption of the principle of “highest 
and best use” as the basis for major 
land-use planning decisions   

Interlocal policy transfer 

Erosion of contextually 
sensitive approaches to local 
policymaking 
Marginalization of “home-
grown” solutions to localized 
market failures and governance 
failures 

Diffusion of generic, prototypical 
approaches to “modernizing” reform 
among policymakers in search of quick 
fixes for local social problems (eg 
welfare-to-work programs, place-
marketing strategies, zero-tolerance 
crime policies, etc) 
Imposition of decontextualized “best 
practice” models upon local policy 
environments   

Re-regulation of urban civil society  

Destruction of the “liberal city” 
in which all inhabitants are 
entitled to basic civil liberties, 
social services, and political 
rights  

Mobilization of zero-tolerance crime 
policies and “broken windows” policing 
Introduction of new discriminatory 
forms of surveillance and social control 
Introduction of new policies to combat 
social exclusion by reinserting 
individuals into the labor market 

Re-representing the city 

Postwar image of the industrial, 
working-class city is recast 
through a (re-emphasis) on 
urban disorder, “dangerous 
classes,” and economic decline 

Mobilization of entrepreneurial 
discourses and representations focused 
on the need for revitalization, 
reinvestment, and rejuvenation within 
major metropolitan areas 
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3.3 . Urban Development Plans (UDPs) and Projects as the Means of     

  Neoliberal Urban Restructuring 

 

Neoliberal urban restructuring processes are which the concrete ones we have 

been experiencing at the Urban Development Plans and Project spaces. While 

elaborating on Neoliberal Urban Development Plans, Projects and Processes critically, 

we are supposed to use theoretical references and conceptual tools through reviewing 

the literature on Neoliberalism, Urban Restructuring, Urban Development which are 

shedding light on the ‘real’ materialized on the one hand and the possible spaces of the 

alternative on the other.  

It is possible to find considerable research on political and economic 

restructuring processes experienced at first the ‘developed’ capitalist countries and 

henceforth expanded towards the Developing and the geographies of the global south 

worldwide since the early 1970s. Studies on Globalization, Post-Fordism, 

Neoliberalism, Post-Modernism, etc. all accompanied and enriched these works. All of 

this literature owes much to the political economic approaches. 

In a recent work, Brenner and Schmid (2015) tries to reformulate the urban 

question in order to reveal a current epistemology of the urban space by seeking 

answers to the questions what categories, methods and cartographies should urban life 

be understood through urban restructuring:  

“It is essential, therefore, to connect debates on the urban question to 
assessments of their practical and political implications, institutional expressions and 
everyday consequences in specific contexts of urban restructuring. Such a task may only 
be accomplished, however, if the underlying assumptions associated with framing 
conceptualizations of the urban are made explicit, subjected to critical scrutiny and 
revised continually in relation to evolving research questions, normative-political 
orientations and practical concerns.” (Brenner and Schmid 2015, 164-165) 
 

The ideological-political backstage of Urban Development by reference to its 

geographical-historical dimension is to be explored through references to geographical-

economic systems, regulations, reforms, and restructuring(s) (‘path dependency’). The 

main aim of the Urban Development Projects, the actors and processes of these projects 

and the question of money and commodity flows through these projects are to be 

explored critically. The aspects of urban restructuring in connection with neoliberal 

urbanization and its restructuring(s) where the uneven development of space is 

produced and reproduced by Urban Development Projects are to be of major foci within 
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the thesis in a way that critically elaborating on as an internal process of capitalist 

production of space to overcome economic crises, and the uneven development of space 

produced and reproduced by Urban Development Projects. 

Harvey (2007) puts forth a critical and compherensive elaboration of 

Neoliberalism - and the positioning of the state in theory- at a time when the neoliberal 

processes had been immensely existed in capitalist geographies of the world:   

“Neoliberalism is in the first instance a theory of political economic practices 
that proposes that human well-being can best be advanced by liberating individual 
entrepreneurial freedoms and skills within an institutional framework characterized by 
strong private property rights, free markets, and free trade. The role of the state is to 
create and preserve an institutional framework appropriate to such practices…” (Harvey 
2007, 2) 

 
Peck et al. (2009) contributes to the elaboration of ‘neoliberalization’ while 

criticizing the neoliberal ideological assumptions highlighting to seek for the ‘actually 

existing neoliberalism’ where it is crucial to reveal ‘the path-dependent interactions 

between neoliberal projects emphasizing ‘the geographically variable, yet multiscalar 

and translocally interconnected, nature of neoliberal urbanism’: 

“…an adequate understanding of contemporary neoliberalization processes 
requires not only a grasp of their politico-ideological foundations but, just as 
importantly, a systematic inquiry into their multifarious institutional forms, 
developmental tendencies, diverse sociopolitical effects and multiple contradictions. 
While the ideology of neoliberalism rests on a deference to a singular, ahistorical and 
uniquely efficient market, the infinitely more murky reality is that actually existing 
programs of neoliberalization are always contextually embedded and politically 
mediated, for all their generic features, family resemblances, and structural 
interconnections…” (Peck et al. 2009, 51-52) 
 

Brenner and Theodore (2002), dealing with the spaces of actually existing 

neoliberalism, emphasize that; 

 “…An understanding of actually existing neoliberalism must therefore explore 
the path-dependent, contextually specific interactions between inherited regulatory 
landscapes and emergent neoliberal, market-oriented restructuring projects at a boroad 
range of geographic sclaes. These considerations lead to a conceptualization of 
contemporary neoliberalization processes as catalysts and expressions of an ongoing 
creative destruction of political-economic space at multiple geographical scales.” 
(Brenner and Theodore 2002, 4). 
 

There is no doubt that there has been existing considerable amount of social 

movements’ resistance and challenges to neoliberal urban restructruring provided at a 

variety of social scales stemming from particular sites of localities to global, where the 

actually exising neoliberalism is materialized thorugh policies, plans, projects and 
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consequently socio-spatial restructuring(s). Mayer (2007) highligts the literature on the 

urban social movements contesting neoliberalization processes:     

“As neoliberal restructuring strategies have reconfigured individual states across 
the various Western welfare regimes, a variety of social movements have responded by 
addressing and challenging neoliberal urban policies and their consequences. However, 
these policies and their consequences have transformed not only the forms and spaces of 
urban governance but also social movement terrains, breaking up familiar patterns and 
creating new frontiers and cleavages of contestation. The urban movement literature has 
barely begun to take note of these transformations.” (Mayer 2007, 90) 
 

Above given findings and statements are crucial and are worth to be questioned 

in geographies of the global south where such large scale Urban Development Projects 

have been on the agenda for the past decades. As the social formation differs in 

southern and northern geographies, so does the urban policy. On the other hand, 

neoliberal policies and hence the New (Neoliberal) Urban Policy goes hand in hand 

with the capital which originates from the Northern countries, especially where Europe 

and America are the foremost.  

In Turkey, the large-scale Urban Design Projects and Urban Development 

Projects are the most well-known policy and practice cases where the state and the 

capital intends to intervene, produce and get profit from urban space. City Regions of 

İstanbul, Ankara and İzmir as well as many Anatolian cities have been tried to be 

transformed by the regulations and legal instruments arranged by the state.    

Urban Development Projects and Large Scale Regeneration Projects have been 

implemented in Europe and today another form of them the “Urban Development 

Projects” have been implemented in Turkey. “Urban Renewal” is not a new 

phenomenon, and UDPs are the very contemporary examples of a related renewal type 

regarding the properties of the area on which they are implemented. Types of Urban 

Interventions by instruments of planning and architecture can be listed as: Renewal, 

Clearence, Redevelopment, Improvement, Rehabilitation, Preservation, Conservation, 

Restoration, Reconstruction and Regeneration (see Table 3.2. below). Especially after 

the Second World War, urban renewal (with urban conservation) had been a strong 

planning tool for the rebuilding of Europe’s destructed cities. In addition to conserved 

historic environments, urban renewal mechanisms created many newly built but useless 

housing blocks, powerless immigrant neighborhoods, and socially and physically 

segregated cities. 

Roberts (1999) puts forth the evolution of urban regeneration with respect to 
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historical periods in which a different type of urban renewal is implemented towards the 

regeneration of the 1990s: 

 

Table 3.2. The Evolution of Urban Regeneration 

(Source: Roberts 1999, 14.) 
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Until the economic crisis in the early 2000s inTurkey, governments did not 

undertake a massive program of regeneration in these areas, fearing the reactions of the 

population and an electoral defeat. This pragmatism has changed after two major events 

in Turkey: the great 1999 earthquake in the Sea of Marmara near Istanbul, which killed 

18.373 people and destroyed thousands of buildings; as well as the financial crisis of 

2001 which caused a considerable economic and political disruption (leading in 

particular to the ousting of the parliament of the political parties in place). That was a 

prelude to a period of new state entrepreneurialism in neoliberal reproduction of urban 

spaces in Turkey throughout the creation of project agencies and giant firms of 

construction maintaining clientalist links with local administrations and surveillance 

bodies.  

Since 2002, a series of development and urban transformation projects have 

been undertaken within the framework of public policies of construction, roads and 

leisure spaces profoundly restructuring the social, political and cultural morphology of 

the cities in Turkey. These projects, which constitute a turning point in the history of the 

country’s urban policies, are characterized by a mixture of neoliberalism and 

economically coercive urban governance in the service of a repressive policy towards 

economically weak inhabitant groups. 

 

3.4. On the Right to the City  

 

In this section, as an important debate in Critical Urban Theory and Urban 

Studies, “the Right to the City” will be alborated on. Originating from the earlier works 

of Lefebvre, also works of Harvey and Marcuse will be reviewed here.  

Criticizing the capitalist mode of urbanism, Lefebvre (1996) emphasizes that the 

city is produced and reproduced as a social space, the inhabitants of the city have the 

right to participate in the production processes of urban spaces as the elites and the 

property owners are not the only owners of the city. And this participation is an active 

one where social as well as physical production of space should be materialized by both 

the urban poor and the disadvantaged against the alienation and marginalization. 

Therefore, Lefebvre (1996) proposes something more than right to housing or 

right to accessing urban facilities or services by the inhabitants of the city. Lefebvre’s 

statements and his standpoint also is a critical inquiry within the capitalist system with 
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respect to wider scope of relations of the urban. Right to the city reminds us the notable 

struggles of the social movements for living, inhabiting, using, shaping and creating the 

city in relation to their demands for social justice, for public space or for better urban 

life as well as the struggles against gentrification, commodification of urban space, 

involuntarily displacement, ecological crises. In an understading of Lefebvre, it is 

possible to state that the inhabitants of the city have the right to participate in the 

decision-making processes producing and reproducing the urban such as within the 

urban development plans, projects and processes where policy and (spatial) planning is 

quite important. As control over urban space brings about the power, according to 

Lefebvre, so it is clear that the democratic control over the  space can be provided by 

participating mechanisms towards the actors and the labor producing urban space.    

Another major figure within the Right to the City debate is David Harvey as 

Marxist geographer. Harvey (2008) states that the bourgeoisie for only its own needs 

and desires produces the city space against the needs of the poor and the working   

thoughout the urban process. They claim to solve the urban problems of the central 

areas of the cities so as to bring about features such as health, business, transportation, 

or beauty while destroying the working-class neighborhoods. But Harvey also discusses 

that although there is a destruction of the claimed problems, the problem persists and 

just replaced and moved to somewhere far away from these sites. With these statements 

as the reasoning, Harvey proposes the democratic control over the urban space with 

respect to its allocation of surplus. And he sees control over the production and use of 

surplus is essential to the right to the city while from the Marxist standpoint criticizing 

neoliberalism which we have been experiencing for the past decades. According to 

Harvey we are to understand contemporary patterns of urban restructuring and their 

implications for action where such mode of understanding is essential for producing 

alternative, radical, and revolutionary responses to the ongoing global capitalist 

processes and crises. Among many, for sure, climate crises, food crises, agricultural 

crises, ecological crises are quite important debates as well as global financial crises to 

be major foci of our orientation towards the critical action against planetary capitalist 

urban processes. 

According to Marcuse (2009), “The Right to the City” is a vision of a 

fundamentally different society rather than the existing capitalist system and the 

formation. To Marcuse, the right to the city points out change and transformation 

towards a democratic society favoring basic human needs and rights of living based on 
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the guidance of socialism or communism. Marcuse highlights the potential of critical 

urban theory to focus on and realize what is proposed with the actions within the 

concerns of the right to the city movement among the other social movements. Linking 

between theory and practice, Marcuse proposes a critical urban theory which aims at 

exposing the common foundations and reasons of deprivation and discontent, 

resembling the common nature of the demands and aspirations of the majority of 

people, and providing principles for the deprived and the alienated to make common 

reason and sense for the struggle on the Right to the City.    

Here, it is important to highlight that for Lefebvre and for his followers, the 

‘Right to the City’ is not only about accessing existing urban resources or participating 

in existing urban governance structures. It is something a more radical demand for 

inhabitants, or for the residents of a neighborhood as to change and transform the city, 

the urban space -which is socially produced- in accordance with their own needs and 

desires which are socially constructed. This reminds us the emancipatory praxis that 

involves both the theoretical and the practical actions against the capitalism as a social 

system which most of the activists struggling against the capital and the state all around 

the globe demand for in a common way.      
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CHAPTER 4 
 

 

THE NEOLIBERAL URBAN RESTRUCTURING IN POST-

2000s’ TURKEY: A CRITICAL INQUIRY ON URBAN 

RESTRUCTURING POLICY & PRACTICES OF THE 

STATE 
 

 

In this chapter, the urban restructuring processes and the economic, social and 

governmental policies within Turkey since the very beginning of 2000s are put forth 

with their historical background. In this context; the regulatory and administrative role 

and policies of the state, its being as an active subject throughout the economic and 

social processes of the restructuring(s) and its legal regulations in relation to urban 

development/transformation processes are of major concern.  

It is critically elaborated on the “Urban Development/Transformation Plans and 

Projects” as the mechanisms of the restructuring processes and on the regulations which 

have been aiming at making urban development/transformations possible since 2000s. 

Related literature is on urbanized city space of Turkey which 

developments/transformations were on the run especially in İstanbul and Ankara and 

where those processes have been immensely materialized. 

 

4.1. A Critical Historical Geographic Review of the Neoliberal  
       Restructuring in Turkey throughout the Urban Process since 2000 
 

Eraydın (2012, 61-78) elaborates on the changes and tarnsformations in urban 

policies and planning in relation to neoliberalism and global processes. Eraydın 

emphasizes that the state did not loose its power in urban but rather  it has a redefined 

role. And in Turkish case, Eraydın argues that the central and the local governments 

have conflicting and contradictory policies and practices in realtion to urban 

restructuring and urban development. And she adds that there occurred conflicts 

between different actors which brought about criticisms in realtion to the restructured 

interests and concerns of the state on urban areas in the neoliberal era. She emphasizes 
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that the state continued to intervene in the context of urban development while being a 

dominant actor over urban transformation and housing projects through the creation of 

public institutions such as TOKI. She states that in the neoliberal era, that we have been 

experiencing for several decades, the state of Turkey has changed its role and policies 

and that it tried to decentralize its particular functions to the local governments while 

increasing its power over urban areas. 

As a level of inquiry, the literature on the jurisdictional geographical unit of 

Turkey in general on the one hand and on the sub-unit as the city of İstanbul, Ankara, 

and İzmir on the other, are to be critically elaborated.  It is essential to review the 

discourses, debates and the actually existing neoliberalism(s) of “Urban 

Development/Transformation” phenomenon in these two units as there has been a 

growing literature accompanying the urban development agenda immensely 

materialized since the early 2000s’ Turkey. It is possible to find answers on the 

underlying reasons behind Urban Development Plans and Projects (UDPs) in Turkey 

which are immensely regulated and boomed nationwide as the engine of economic 

sectors by the state, capital and sometimes by the community himself; but, the 

background processes of UDPs are essential to this inquiry.  

As the thesis elaborates on the socio-spatial processes beginning from the 

neoliberal urban restructuring in Turkey, a historical review of urban housing and 

gecekondu (and illegal housing) policies is required as the historical background of the 

ongoing neoliberal policies and the spaces (re)produced. Such a historical review can be 

put forward accompanied by the periodization of state’s policies and administrative 

regulations since 1950s when the first gecekondus occurred. Having these multi faceted 

concerns on the one hand, the literature on socio-spatial processes of the uneven 

development of spaces and people can be approached critically in Turkey and İzmir as 

the third large metropolis of the country, on the other. As a means of, for example, 

gentrification, where and how the Urban Development/Transformation plans and 

projects are instrumentalized? So we have to explore socio-spatial seggregation, 

involuntary displacement in UDPs. Such knowledge does exist in the growing literature 

on Turkey’s the first largest two city-regions of Turkey: İstanbul and Ankara. The 

concrete findings of the researchs on UDPs in Turkey will shed ligt on our inquiry on 

the theoretical level which will provide both questions and answers to the following 

field research level.  

According to Güzey (2016, 41) since the 1990s, the role of the state has been 
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changed with respect to the reforms that that has been introduced and favored the 

market. Güzey states that in this period the inner city has become the main source of 

capital growth. These changes and tranfromations went on with their similarities with 

the orther parts of the world where a New Urban Poicy has been brought about. And 

this policy, according to Güzey, caused new forms of urban interventions that are less 

democratic and had priorities driven by the elites where high quality office and 

residential areas mostly in central locations were favored (see Figure 4.1. below).  

 

 

 

Figure 4.1. A Representation of the Neoliberal Restructuring Process in Turkey 

(Source: Güzey 2016, 42.) 

 

In Turkish case, Urban Development/Transformation is termed as “Kentsel 

Dönüşüm” in Turkish literature firstly as a blurring discourse followed by the emerging 

socio-spatial-economic policy brought about as a foremost agenda of the governments 

by the neoliberal wave. Beginning in the early 1980s, all the existing socio-spatial 

interventions by means of restructuring Turkey’s cities may be consired as the 
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extensions of this neoliberal wave which produced such mechanism within capitalist 

historical geographies to overcome the inherent capitalist crises. How are neoliberal 

urban restructuring projects concretized in Turkey’s urban space?  

Most of the research on the subject is focused on İstanbul and Ankara cases, the 

first two largest urban formations of Turkey where immense restructurings have been 

experienced. Through a review of this literature, it is possible to find critical 

elaborations on historical geographies on which Urban Development Projects 

materialized. Most of the study within this literature is quite critical, and socio-spatial 

accompanying the vast majority of descriptive studies. One can find a richness of 

research expanding from the periodizations of the history of socio-spatial policies of 

Turkey to the outcomes of the urban restructuring processes materialized on space by 

the Urban Development Projects.  

On the other hand, the historical specifity of urban space in Turkey, looking 

deeply and critically on the concrete and exisiting processes in/on/by cities of Turkey 

and its particular sites, is not properly theorized, nor it is properly conceptualized. The 

thesis will also be concerned with this issue within its field research explained in the 

following section of this thesis.     

As a challenge to widespread belief which is also formulated on a very 

theoretical basis, the state of Turkey is a strong and major regulatory political, 

economic, and governmental actor throughout these processes. The enacted laws and 

implementing regulations, and the socio-spatial practices of central, local and 

sometimes both central and local governments despite these laws and implementing 

regulations and all the instutional regulatory restructurings in particular times and 

spaces, are all represantions witin this period of capitalist destruction. Urban 

Development Projects and the Processes are the one very examples of Actually Existing 

Neoliberalism emerging in Turkey especially witin the three largest metropolises -

İstanbul, Ankara, İzmir- in which considerable socio-spatial processes are produced. 

And these processes are to be critically revealed.  

Theoretical insights to be derived from the literature on neoliberal urban 

restructuring policy and practice in Turkey will critically focus on urban development 

policy and practice in Turkey; legal, administrative and economic regulations of 

Turkish State; and spatial rescaling and the rescaling of the state in Turkey. By the 

restructurings and ideological implications, the state is supposed to be a minor actor 

rather than the forerunner of the development projects by means of legal and 
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administrative regulatons, i.e. TOKİ. So, we have to discuss the role of the state 

throughout these projects. Another point is that a critique of the shift from Turkey’s 

social housing policy of 1970s to UDPs of 2000s will give us some historical-

geographical crucial foci in our understanding of this restructuring.  

The risk of earthquake and hazardous events, old and derelict physical buildinng 

stock and construction of new and more qualified housing and commercial uses, 

underutilized neighborhoods, the social problems, etc. are the highlighted reasons put 

forth for the sake of Urban Development Plans and Projects by the governments since 

the very beginning of 2000s in Turkey. Discourse is produced, and reproduced 

thoroughut these processes. The resistance for the right to the study and the struggle for 

the social justice has been at the core concern of the social movements. Yet, the 

legitimacy of urban development plans and projects has never been provided.   

As this thesis elaborates on the socio-spatial processes beginning from the 

neoliberal urban restructuring, a historical review of urban housing and gecekondu (and 

informal housing) poicies is required as the historical background of the ongoing 

neoliberal policies and the spaces (re)produced. Such a historical review needs to be put 

forward accompanied by the periodization of state’s policies and legal and 

administrative regulations since 1960s when the first gecekondus occurred.  

Urban Development Plans and Projects are not only subjected to housing areas, 

but also to the public spaces, to the the city centers and to the derelict production sites 

of the cities as the active land uses of the previous periods. These sites are conceived as 

the potential sites of investment where land rent is produced and reproduced by means 

of several types of interventions.   

During the post-2000 period, urban renewal or the Urban Development Projects 

have become the base of urbanisation policy and hence urban planning concern –in fact 

business- by the implications of the neoliberal urbanisation policies which are 

widespread implemented in urban processes. Public-private partnerships and project-

based spatial interventions are among the concerns of the thesis.  

Urban renewal, or the so called “urban development/transformation agenda” is 

not a new one: Turkey has gecekondu areas since the 1950s-1960s and illegal (informal) 

developments which have been accompanying the urban process. Social (mass) housing 

policy of the 1980s provided considerable housing stock at the outskirts of the large 

metropolises. But most of the gecekondu areas and illegally developed land remained in 

the inner cities. As now, it has also been discussed whether these areas and lands are 
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people’s own state-less solutions to rapid urbanization and housing. Local governments 

provided infrastructure (never completely) to these places as they were at least 

considered to be the vote pools of local and nation-wide elections.  

 

Table 4.1. A Chronology of Urban Development Practice in Turkey 

(Source: Ataöv and Osmay 2007, 60.) 
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Following the urban policies, practices and processes since 1950s represented 

in the above table, “The Law of Transformation of Areas under the Disaster Risks” 

was enacted in year 2012 where Ministry of Urbanisation was authorized. This was a 

major regulation of the state intervening all potential “development” urban areas. It 

was declared in the act that these areas would be subjected to 

development/transformation with respect to their physical condition or whether their 

actual or virtual potential of hazardous risks. And gecekondu areas were again subject 

to state’s interventions by means of these regulations. 

 

4.2. The Situation of the Gecekondu in the Urban Process in Turkey   

       since 2000s 

 

Gecekondu areas were the housing solution of their residents hand in hand witth 

the rapid urbanization and industrialization of Turkey especially since the 1950s. They 

were located at the outskirts of the urbanizaed ares on which the treasury land of the 

state were existing. They were -and some of them are still- at most two storey buildings 

and socially, were mostly resembling the neighborhoods as the symbolic communities 

of the provinces from which the residents had been migrated. The residents of the 

gecekondus were the members of the working class who were mostly working in 

factories as well as in the marginal sectors of the urban economy.  

As these gecekondu areas have been home to the workers, to the proleteriat of 

the city who worked for many sectors of the urban economy, the residents of the 

gecekondu neighborhoods did produce anything allocated within the division of labor. 

Before the local and central govenments’ elections, gecekondu areas were considered 

by their potential millions of votes while the residents were hoping to upgrade their 

housing to legal status to overcome the risk of destruction provided by the govenment. 

After decades, some of these areas were demolished by the governments and 

some remained in their existing place where their residents were remembered while it 

was during the time for the central and local political elections were closing.          

Below is given the list of construction amnesties enacted in Turkey since the 

emergence of gecekondus and illegal physical developments: 

Before 775 Numbered Gecekondu Act (1966), 5 amnesty laws were enacted:  

- Year 1948: 5218 Numbered Act 
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- Year 1948: 5228 Numbered Act 

- Year 1949: 5431 Numbered Act 

- Year 1953: 6188 Numbered Act 

- Year 1959: 7367 Numbered Act 

After 775 Numbered Gecekondu Act (1966), 9 amnesty laws were enacted: 

- Year 1976: 1990 Numbered Act 

- Year 1983:  2085 Numbered Act 

- Year 1984:  2981 Numbered Act 

- Year 1986:  3290 Numbered Act 

- Year 1987:  3366 Numbered Act 

- Year 1988:  3414 Numbered Act 

- Year 1989:  2981 Numbered Act 

- Year 2008:  5784 Numbered Act 

- Year  2018:  7143 Numbered Act 

The last of these regulations, namely the 7143 Numbered act (Vergi ve Bazı 

Alacakların Yeniden Yapılandırılması İle Bazı Kanunlarda Değişiklik Yapılmasına 

İlişkin Kanun) was enacted and announced in 18.05.2018 dated and 30425 numbered 

Official Gazette. According to this act, 16. Temporary Article of İmar Kanunu was 

added and it is declared that buildings without building licenses and buildings 

contradictory to licences and to license additions would be recorded and “reconstruction 

peace” will be provided with respect to the buildings built before 31.12.2017. After the 

recordings dated to 31.12.2018, building registration certificates would be provided as 

to state that all these “illegal” constructions would be now “legal”.     

 

 
 

Figure 4.2. Historical-spatial distribution of gecekondu and mass housing areas in İzmir 

(Source: Karadağ 2014, 48.) 
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It is possible to discuss the role and position of the state within the neoliberal 

urban restructuring programs in countries such as Turkey with respect to the state’s 

standpoint in relation to the gecekondu areas and to the residents of the gecekondus. 

The state’s assumption of investment risks and use of public funds and finance-credit 

mechanisms are seen as a decisive factor in urban capitalist development. And the 

process of real estate consortia taking an interest in gecekondu areas and bypassing 

legal regulations and institutional bodies in some cases after the introduction of 

neoliberal economic rules in the 1980s is quite important.  We witnessed the period of 

increased state entrepreneurship and neoliberal reproduction of urban spaces through 

project agencies and construction giants after the 1999 earthquake and 2001 crisis.  And 

TOKİ became the central authority in determining the areas of construction and sale, 

privatizing public lands and developing real estate projects as subcontractors to private 

construction companies. It is proper to state that throughout the urban restructuring 

processes by means of UDPs, the decision-making and implementation process is 

closed to democratic discussions, focused on security and land speculation, and has a 

market-centered logic and top-down operation rather than the the provision of the right 

to the city. And by the implementations of UDPs, the habitat in gecekondu areas has 

been demolished and the local people, the residents of the gecekondus have been mostly 

involuntarily displaced to peripheral neighborhoods without infrastructure and services. 

And throughout these processes powerful interest groups distorted and influenced state 

interventions for their own benefit against the powerless people. 

 

4.3. The Emergence of Urban Development/Transformation  

       Plans and Projects (UDPs) as the Means of Urban            

       Restructuring in Turkey 

 

As the thesis is concerned with a criticism of UDPs and processes which have 

been on the agenda since the beginning of 2000s in Turkey, so the UDPs are considered 

as one of the neoliberal urban strategies, means and mechanisms of urban restructuring. 

The production of space through UDPs and its implications for neoliberal urban 

restructuring is explored in Turkey’s third largest metropolis, İzmir. Having been placed 

within the context of neoliberal urban restructuring, Narlıdere district is focused on as a 

representative case in the following chapter. 
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The central government enacted the “6306 numbered the Law of Transformation 

of Areas under the Disaster Risks” in year 2012 and favored the development plans and 

projects on urban development anywhere possible but especially on the ‘potential 

redevelopment/regeneration/renewal lands’ of the cities. Some local governments 

conceived the process as a chance to overcome the urban socio-economic problems 

provided by the gecekondus and informal settlements as they have been mentioning for 

decades. On rhetoric, both types of governments have produced a discourse where they 

stated that they see the projects as a means of “cleaning” the “dirty” lands while 

providing soultions ot residents of those lands. But on the other hand, (not all but most 

of the) residents of the related areas of the cities, the NGOs, and some political parties 

have already taken the opposite side in as defense and resistance against the so-called 

development. Academic writers are also divided into two.  

In fact this “agenda” is not a new one: Turkey has gecekondu areas since the 

1960s and informal developments have been accompanying these areas. Social housing 

policy of the 1980s provided considerable housing stock at the outskirts of the large 

metropolises. But most of the gecekondu areas and informally developed land remained 

in the inner cities. As now, it can also be discussed whether these areas and lands are the 

poors’ own state-less solutions to rapid urbanization and housing. Local governments 

provided infrastructure (never completely) and sometimes property ownership to the 

people of these places as they were at least considered to be the potential vote pools of 

local elections.  

Economic and political restructuring processes went in hand in hand with the 

capitalist globalization since the 1980s. In order to overcome the capitalist crises, the 

Northern capitalist world began to expand capitalist relations at a world wide scale. The 

Global South was redefined: it was now a room for old industries, cheap labor, and 

loose government intervention for the sake of local, national and gloal capital and also 

of FDIs. As the North is redirected by the capitalist restructurings, it also imposed the 

South to make political and economic restructurings under the guidance of World Bank, 

IMF and other supra-national institutions. And space and place, both as a commodity 

and a symbol, are produced and reproduced throughout these processes. Gated 

communities, big shopping centers, skyscrapers, luxury resorts and residences are all 

among the representations of neoliberal urban restructuring(s) which produce a 

transformed urban space by means of new processes.  
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The Urban Development Projects and the Large Regeneration Projects have 

been implemented in Europe and today another form of them, the “Urban 

Development/Transformation Plans and Projects” have been on the run to be 

implemented in almost all the large cities of Turkey. Policy trends  influencing the  

evolution of housing renewal in Turkey is pointed out in the above table representing 

that urban renewal is not a new phenomenon in Turkey. And today it is seen that Urban 

Development Plans and Projects are the very contemporary examples of a related 

renewal type regarding the properties of the area on which they are implemented. 

Historically speaking, every type of urban renewal has its for and against supporters. 

Especially after the Second World War, urban renewal (with urban conservation) had 

been a strong planning tool for the rebuilding of Europe’s destructed cities. And Europe, 

with its follower, the United States gained as much as it lost by the great urban renewal 

projects. In addition to conserved historic environments, urban renewal mechanisms 

created many newly built but useless housing blocks, powerless immigrant 

neighborhoods, and socially and physically segregated cities. 

“Urban Transformation” has been on the agenda with its proposed-changed-and 

re-proposed Act, counter struggles and protests, and implementations since the very 

beginning of 2000s. Many activities for and against “Urban Development Plans and 

Projects” have been presented, and various groups are represented by their voices in 

these political and academic activities.   

Although there had been a strong resistance to state power on urban areas with 

respect to interventions, to make urban development/transformation possible, the state 

of Turkey has developed several regulations in addition to the existing frameworks. 

Alhough practices of the revisons of the implementation plans were on the run, for the 

sake of the state, it was not always possible to develop/transform urban space by these 

planning processes because of property problems or of the reactions against the 

authorities with respect to the right to the city. Currently there exist the below listed 

regulations of urban development/transformation in Turkey: 

 6306 numbered act (building and area) – central government (and local 

government 

 5393 numbered act article 73 (local government with the metropolitan 

municipality) 

 5366 numbered act (historical sites) 

 Plan revisons (of many sizes of urban areas) for several types of urban 
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renewal 

 Partial implementation plan changes (of limited areas)  

In their critical and comprehensive work, Tezcan and Çelik (2020: 363-4) summarized 

the acts and the types of interventions provided by the state directly influencing the 

urban development/transformation in Turkey by means of the regulations:  

 

Table 4.3. A list of acts channeling the practices of urban development/transformation 

in Turkey. 

(Source: Tezcan and Çelik 2020, 363-4.) 
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Table 4.3. A list of acts channeling the practices of urban development/transformation 

in Turkey (cont.). 

(Source: Tezcan and Çelik 2020, 363-4.) 

 

 

 

After “6306 numbered the Law of Transformation of Areas under the Disaster 

Risks” which was declared by the state in year 2012, we have been witnessing the 

gentrification of our major cities’ low income, ethnically and culturally diverse 

neighborhoods by the implementation of Urban Development Plans and Projects. Most 

of these transformations have been bringing about “involuntary replacement” of the 

residents. Real estate prices of the transformed areas have been boosted and contributed 

to the rising inflation in Turkey. 

There are several actors each representing and resembling its own power on 

space and people and they all are part of a network acting on space through path 

dependent urban development processes. And the partnerships among crossing these 
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actors bring about a huge power almost unresistable. Since especially the very 

beginning of 2000s, in favor of housing construction, and the related industries such as 

finance industry, these projects and their implementations are done by restructured legal 

arrangements done by the state.  TOKİ, the modern building machine, is one of the 

main actors carrying the flag of the central government, having great authority on 

especially land acquisition processes. The local governments, say the municipalities, but 

especially the greater municiplaities, are the other major actors. Besides these two 

major, also the local, regional construction/transformation companies are also 

important. There is no doubt that İstanbul is the major arena and experimental space of 

this urban restructuring practice.   

The thesis puts the question at the very core part of the city of İzmir through 

Narlıdere gecekondus which is subject to urban development/transformation where the 

concrete processes are elaborated as to bring about the abstract and back again to the 

concrete.  

Urban Development Plans and Projects have been on the agenda since the 

beginning of 2000s in Turkey. The thesis puts these projects as one of the Neoliberal 

urban strategies accompanying the (urban) restructuring processes throughout the 

production and reproduction of urban space. ‘Neoliberal urban processes’ and their 

implementations are explored in relation to urban development plans and projects in 

İzmir, especially Narlıdere with respect to gecekondu quarters of Narlıdere district, the 

declared Risky Area. 

Neoliberalization and global capitalist restructuring are also represented in the 

urban policy agendas. Turkey, is quite affected by neoliberalism originating from the 

advanced capitalist economies, the North. On the side of spatial planning, the policies 

are represented by project oriented, short term targeted, and partnership involving 

implementations. 

The thesis pose itself in as a theoretical-empirical study to contribute to critical 

urban and regional studies where theoretical contributions are of major importance. The 

focus is on the production and reproduction of space and the notion of critical spatial 

thinking on the urban processes where urban development plans and projects on related 

geographies are taken into consideration in Turkey. 

The table given below lists the selected type of actions and processes provided 

by urban development plans and projects which are under critique in the thesis. They 

are the neoliberal policy dimensions implicit in urban development/transformation plans 
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and projects experienced in Turkey and which are selectively provided for the purposes 

of the thesis. Each implication has different effects on the social, physical, political-

economic environments not only on which they are implemented, but also on the macro 

scale. The list will provide a basis of critique of the UDPs provided for the four 

gecekondu quarters of Narlıdere which will be elaborated in the following chapter in 

section V.IX.II. of the case study. 

 

Table 4.4. A list of selected dimensions and their implications of the UDPs in Turkey:  

A general inquiry 

(Source: Author) 

 

 Dimensions Implications 

1. Location of UDPs’ areas 

Central cities, inner cities, gecekondu 

settlements, older industrial sites, obsolescent or 

dilapidated areas  

2. 

Declared reasons for the 

transformation/development by the 

government(s) 

Geological hazardousness, physical decay and/or 

social problems 

3. Plan/Project type Partial, having short term projections 

4. Development/Transformation type Mostly redevelopment and regeneration  

5. Socio-spatial Strategy 
Gentrification and mostly involuntary 

displacement 

6. 
Kind of intervention on the existing socio-

spatial structure 

Demolution of the existing physical structure 

and segregation of the existing social formation 

7. Affected social class Working class and the others of the society 

8. Transformation of land uses Mostly residential to commercial + residential 

9. Transformation of public space and place 

Both the form and the function(s) of the public 

spaces and places are transformed into gentrified 

spaces in their new places 

10. Type of planned and projected housing 
Luxury housing, sometimes middle class 

housing  

11. Planned population and building density Mostly high 

12. Gainer of the construction profit  
Private construction firms, mass housing 

administration (TOKİ) 

13. 
Payment of the newly built up land-financing 

of construction 

Indebtment of the existing residents in relation to 

‘established’ property rights and type of new 

buildings 
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Table 4.4. A list of selected dimensions and their implications of the UDPs in Turkey:  

A general inquiry (Cont.) 

(Source: Author) 

 

14. 
Affordability of the newly produced land by 

the existing residents   

Mostly not affordable and long-term debt-

making 

15. Production of and gainers of the land rent 

Land rent is always produced by the authorities 

by means of UDPs and new owners of the built 

entities are the gainers of it  

16. Legal framework 

6306 numbered act; 5393 numbered act article 

73; 5366 numbered act; urban revision plans and 

projects for urban renewal 

17. The authority Ministry and the municipality 

18. Project Coalition Type Government and private sector partnerships 

19. Clearness in the execution of the processes  
Always ambiguities from the very beginning of 

the stages 

20. Principle of transparency Non-transparent  

21. 
Level of public participation to planning 

processes 
Almost none 

22. 
Duration of the planning processes and of the 

constructions 
Long time (sometimes more than ten years)  

23. 
Emergence/existence of urban social 

movements 
Mostly (local and nation-wide movements) 

24. Responses to plans and projects 

Existence of objections during public display 

period of the approved plans and afterwards the 

rejection of objections existence of cases  

25. The winners and the losers  

The winners are the state, the capital and the 

losers are the poor and the dispossessed residents 

of the gecekondu/slum areas; the tenants have no 

rights, they are always the losers 
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CHAPTER 5 
 

 

A CASE STUDY ON URBAN RESTRUCTURING 

PROCESSES IN İZMİR, NARLIDERE 
 

 

5.1. Introduction 

 

By taking a departure from critical urban theory, and by using its methodological 

and conceptual tools, in the case study; we closely examine how the actors, networks, 

legal mechanisms, the local and central governments’ planning decisions and discursive 

practices involve in actual neoliberal production of space in Narlıdere district of İzmir, 

Turkey. 

In the case study, Narlıdere district of İzmir city region, as one of the major city-

regions of Turkey, is critically explored with respect to the urban 

development/transformation processes troughout capitalist urban restructuring. The act 

declared on by the state in year 2012 has been on the agenda for the four gecekondu 

quarters of Narlıdere, namely Narlı, Çatalkaya, Atatürk and 2. İnönü. As these quarters 

have been subjected to urban development/transformation, there occured historical 

geographical actors, networks and processes within the transformation/development 

process. So, it is aimed in the case study to bring about what is acting behind these 

processes while producing and reproducing the urban space.  

The locations of the urban development project areas are crucial and the 

question on why and how, and by offering what through the urban development 

project(s) in Narlıdere are to be critically elaborated in such studies.  The role of the 

state in Urban Development Projects in İzmir, and in our particular site –Narlıdere- will 

be critically inquired. The network between central and local governments, private 

sector and the community itself positioned as actors in such projects will be of major 

foci on Narlıdere field research site.    

So; the questions for which the case study tries to provide answers are: What is 

(are) the reason(s) behind the declaration of the ‘Risky Area’ in 2013 and why such a 

gecekondu site ise selected which provides a reason of socio-spatial restructuring? What 
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are the discourses provided by the governments on this Urban Development Project? 

How can we deal with the right to the city and to the housing within these processes? 

How can we critically elaborate on the actors, relations and networks throughout the 

restructuring processes in/on/by urban space in Narlıdere case? These main question are 

considered as to be pointed out within critical urban studies on UDPs also which shed 

light here on our inquiry within the case study. 

 

5.2. The Urban Process in Narlıdere  

    

Narlıdere is among the spaces and places of neoliberal urban restructuring 

processes since the beginning of the 1990s’ which had been materialized within the city 

region of İzmir.  The residents of the so called ‘development areas’ in Narlıdere have 

been living in the areas which were once the outskirts of İzmir and are now located 

within the inner city. These people are now forced to resettle (mostly involuntarily) to 

today’s outskirts of the city. And the gecekondu areas which are once located at the 

outskirts of İzmir city has been under pressure of luxury housing investments and 

produced rent since the very beginnings of 2000s are now to be considered to be located 

at the very core of the central city of the urbanized İzmir city region. 

Not only Narlıdere, but the whole central city of İzmir city region has been on 

the agenda of immense restructuring announced by the central government who cannot 

be the power of this city region as governor of the Greater (Metropolitan) Municipality 

but is the governor of the Province. The difference that Narlıdere makes lies in the 

historical geography of the district which is now a favored place for investors especially 

looking for the potential rent to be provided by the Urban Development Projects to be 

implemented at the four gecekondu quarters. The destructive growth of the central city 

is accompanied by the need for ‘vacant’ land to be redeveloped where the gecekondu 

quarters are the very exemplary considered ones. Therefore; the Risky Area of Narlıdere 

which consists of four quarters, is supposed to be historically elaborated, and the socio-

spatial process are to be brought about within their historical, economic and social 

contexts.  

Among the reasons for the gecekondus in the region are the agricultural lands 

providing employment opportunities, the region’s location on the transportation axis, 

the presence of treasury and multi-share lands in the property structure, the existence of 
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those who allow low-income groups to make gecekondus, and the similarity of the 

immigrants with the cultural characteristics of the Narlıdere’s historical residents. 

The most intense migration period took place between 1985-1989. After the 

1990s, slum construction decreased, but continued. With the gecekondu transformation 

project implemented by the Narlıdere municipality in 1995-1996, it was the earlier 

interventions of the local government to restructure the gecekondu quarters providing 

the initial steps of physically different texture began to form in the quarters. 

The most intense migration period was determined by Özdemir, et al (2005)  as 

1985-1989 and as a result of the 51 household interviews made in the same study it was 

concluded that the highest rate of gecekondus was built in the 1985-1989 period. After 

the 1990s, the construction of gecekondus continued, although not intensively. With the 

gecekondu transformation project put into practice by the Narlıdere municipality in 

1995-1996, a physically different texture began to form in the area. 

By year 2022, Narlıdere district has a population of 62.923 people. Annual 

growth rate of population is -8,2 %. As seen in the below graph, 2. İnönü neighborhood 

is the most populated neighborhood of Narlıdere by 8976 people. Atatürk neighborhood 

has a population of 5616 people, Çatalkaya neighborhood has a population of 6771 

people and Narlı neighborhood has a population of 7646 people. 

 

 
 

Figure 5.1. The Population distibution of neighborhoods in Narlıdere District  

by year 2021 

(Source: Data gathered from TSI (TÜİK), 2023) 
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Historical geography of the urban process in Narlıdere can be elaborated 

throughout a periodization which is generally used for Turkey’s urbanization processes 

as well as for historical political explorations on Turkey. The following three sections of 

the thesis bring about the elaboration of these three periods of the urban process in 

detail with respect to: 

1. Pre-1980 period (especially referring to the period after the 1950s and 1960s) 

2. The 1980-2000 period  

3. Post-2000 period 

 

 

 
 

Figure 5.2. A Reading as a Periodization of the Historical Geographical Process in 
Narlıdere 

Source: Dokuz Eylül Univ., Dept. of City and Regional Planning, Studio Work, 2017. 
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As the thesis is concerned mainly with the changes and transformations within 

Narlıdere in the post-2000 period, so the following section of the thesis elaborates on 

this period.  

 

5.3. On the western development axis of İzmir and the ‘housing boom’  

       in Narlıdere throughout the post-2000 Period 

 

Narlıdere has been a place of attraction for both housing investors and the 

residents of middle and upper classes who have wanted to live nearby the city center 

having access to central facilities, clean air, vista of the bay, proximity to the natural 

environment and the availability of variety of produced housing types. The early 

housing projects of the cooperatives are the predecessors of today’s housing production 

within the southern parts of the district. 

The physical evolution of the central areas in Narlıdere as well as the southern 

regions can be seen from the four different dated images:  

 

  

  
Figure 5.3. Aerial image of southern parts 

of Narlıdere in 1963 
Figure 5.4. Aerial image of southern parts 

of Narlıdere in 1996 
(Source: Google Earth) (Source: Google Earth) 

  

  
Figure 5.5. Satellite image of southern 

parts of Narlıdere in 2005 
Figure 5.6. Satellite image of southern parts 

of Narlıdere in 2021 
(Source: Google Earth) (Source: Google Earth) 
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As Narlıdere is located on the western axis of İzmir city-region, the district has 

been subjected to significant housing investments in the post-2000 period as also 

mentioned in Bal et al’s study (2018, 54-59) on Narlıdere. According to Bal et al. 

(2018) the district of Narlıdere is within where different housing styles from different 

historical periods are seen together. Also in the same study, a list of sub-regions where 

diffenet housing styles which are located in Narlıdere is provided. According to the 

study, Narlıdere gecekondu quarters are located within a mixed area with gecekondu 

areas on sloping lands in the south of the district and multi-storey housing estates 

developing landscape-oriented and multi-storey closed housing estates for high-income 

groups. Explaining the mode of the restructuring of Turkey’s cities in the post-2000 

period, the authors state:  

“In the 2000s, cities in Turkey have become the most popular areas where 
neoliberal urbanization has turned its direction through high-scale urban projects such 
as gated housing estates and urban transformation projects that require large capital 
investments. This transformation, which focuses on growth based on high rent and 
speculation, has brought about the transformation of urban space in favor of the rising 
classes, integrating with the preferences of high income groups. In Narlıdere, especially 
after 2000, with large capital investments on the natural and built environment, luxury 
housing projects and urban transformation projects in slum areas are becoming 
prominent as practices of neoliberal urbanization specific to the 2000s.” (Bal et al. 
2018) 

 
In the post-2000 period, housing development on the western development axis 

of İzmir took place rapidly due to the expansion of the city and population growth. 

During this period, some important trends and developments have been experienced in 

the western regions of İzmir: Urban renewal and urban transformation, planned 

residential areas and commercial areas, luxury housing projects appealing to high-

income segments, luxury housing construction in the coastal area and similar 

constructions. Narlıdere  has been the district where real estate values increased the 

fastest.This structuring trend and pressure on the western axis, which took place 

especially after 1980 and after 2000, still continues. This process is based on local 

government, central government and capital collaborations.  
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Figure 5.7. A View from Narlıdere 

(Source: Narlıdere Municipality) 

 
Private Cooperatives have transformed some of the gecekondus in Narlıdere. 

About 300 gecekondu residents moved to Narkent Blocks. Cooperatives has a historical 

background in Narlıdere as a inherited mechanism of land development and 

transformation since the 1980s.  

 

 
 

Figure 5.8. Site of ‘Narbel’ : Presented in Study on Narlıdere of Dokuz Eylül University 

Department of City and Regional Planning, 2017. 
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Figure 5.9. Gecekondus, Luxury Residences and ongoing constructions 

(Source: Author)  

 
 

 
 

Figure 5.10. A view from the gecekondus 

(Source: Author) 
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5.4. The Four (Gecekondu) Quarters of Narlıdere 

Narlıdere district is one of the central districts of the city-region of İzmir. It is 

both governed by the central government and the local government. Different political 

parties govern Narlıdere district and Narlıdere municipality. Narlıdere is located at the 

southern  part of the central city of İzmir. And the four gecekondu quarters are located 

at the southern hills of Narlıdere settlement. The district is also on the very beginning of 

the western axis of İzmir where the construction investments had been politically and 

economically favored both by the central and local governments.   

 

 
 

Figure 5.11. Location of the four Gecekondu Quarters of Narlıdere (‘Risky Area’) 

within City-Region of İzmir 

(Source: Google Earth) 

 
Narlıdere, especially the southern part of the highway, is where the high density 

building and high density population take place. This dense settlement is comprised of 

especially the housing areas which have high land values with respect to İzmir’s some 

districts. Narlıdere development plans provide mostly separate buildings having yards in 

each parcel area. The urban form differs between northern part of the highway with that 

of the southern part. On the other hand, it is also different with the high rise, high 

density buildings of the southern part of the highway with that of the gecekondu 

quarters. The four geceondu quarters, namely Narlı and Çatalkaya, and Atatürk and 2. 

İnönü are located at the two opposing hills of the southern part of Narlıdere having low 
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density, almost all residential and non-commercial buildings. They have a great vista of 

the bay of İzmir and are surrounded by the high density, mostly luxury housing units 

which have the same vista.  

 

 

 

Figure 5.12. Location of the four Gecekondu Quarters of Narlıdere (‘Risky Area’) 

within District of Narlıdere 

(Source: Google Earth) 

 

 

 

Figure 5.13. Satellite image of the four gecekondu quarters and the northern 
surroundings of the Gecekondus 

(Source: Google Earth) 
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Figure 5.14. Satellite image of the four gecekondu quarters and the southern 

surroundings of the Gecekondus 

(Source: Google Earth) 

 

 
 

Figure 5.15. The Vista of the Luxury Residences and of the Gecekondus 

Source: Panaromic photo (author) 

 

Although Narlıdere is a historical and cultural district of İzmir, the process of 

gecekondu formation (squatting) started especially after the middle of the 20th century. 

Factors such as Turkey’s rapid population growth, industrialization and migration from 

rural areas to cities have led to the emergence of gecekondus in districts close to the city 

center such as Narlıdere. 

Since the 1950s, there has been a significant population movement from rural 

areas to cities in Turkey. İzmir has become one of the big cities that receive 

immigration due to job opportunities and educational opportunities. In this period, 

shantytowns with unplanned and inadequate infrastructure emerged in order to respond 

to the rapid population growth and housing demand in the city. Gecekondus and illegal 
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settlements in Narlıdere were also formed in the following period. 

Narlıdere has been a district receiving immigration due to its location on the 

coastal part of İzmir and its proximity to the city centre. In the 1970s and 1980s, the 

shantytowns settled by rural immigrants grew larger during this period. During this 

time, squatting in Narlıdere caused social and economic problems such as infrastructure 

deficiencies, inadequacies in education and health services, and unemployment. 

The socio-economic profile of the people living in Narlıdere gecekondus is 

characterized by individuals from low and middle income families and immigrant 

backgrounds. In order to solve the housing problem, searching for affordable housing 

for sale or rent, proximity to job opportunities, education, health and central points in 

the city, citizenship relations and socio-cultural and religious ties are important factors 

in choosing the places where immigrants and families will migrate. It is grasped from 

the interviews which were made that men in the labor force of the four quarters usually 

work in construction, there are also municipal workers; and women in the labor force 

are mostly day laborers, company workers in the municipality, etc. 

Private Cooperatives have transformed some of the gecekondus of Narlıdere. 

About 300 gecekondu residents moved to Narkent Blocks. Cooperatives has a historical 

background in Narlıdere as a inherited mechanism of land development and 

transformation since the 1980s.  

More recently, it is stated that Narlıdere is a small district and the works done 

are on the scale of parcels scattered throughout the district and that the architectural and 

construction works on Mithatpaşa Street are now finished “under the street” and 

continue “above the street”. (interview with the owner of an architecture, construction 

and consultancy firm, 15.06.2019). It is also stated that when the process for 

restructuring begins after the planning and project works in the Risky Area are 

completed, whoever wants to work with which architectural contracting firms on a 

building block basis should not be prevented, and that the municipality's firm should 

involve local and reliable investors and construction companies in the process in a fair 

manner. It is emphasized that the construction process should be solved with local 

contractor companies under the guarantor of the Municipality. It is clearly emphasized 

that local companies do not want companies outside of Izmir to take on business and 

that the mentioned factors are the general demand of the companies in Narlıdere 

(interview with the owner of an architecture, construction and consultancy firm, 

15.06.2019). 
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Satellite images of the four gecekondu quarters present the organic pattern as the 

spatial fabric which was produced by the topography, ownership pattern and through the 

social-cultural formation of the residents. 

 

 
 

Figure 5.16. Narlı and Çatalkaya Quarters - the ‘Risky Area’ Boundaries 

(Source: Google Earth) 

 

 
 

Figure 5.17. İnönü and Atatürk Quarters – the ‘Risky Area’ Boundaries 

(Source: Google Earth) 
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5.5. The Historical Geography of the Gecekondu Quarters in Narlıdere       

       in relation to implementation plans before the emergence of the  

       6306 numbered act in year 2012  

 

This section is comprised of the data gathered from the planning department of 

Narlıdere Municipality. They are the compilations of the notes from the interviews with 

the officers of Narlıdere Municipality and of the translation of the gathered documents 

on the subject.   

 

5.5.1. The Previous Planning Processes for the four Gecekondu    

          Quarters  

 

Narlıdere Municipality was formerly under the jurisdiction and responsibility of 

Konak Municipality. It was working as a branch of Konak Municipality. In 1987 and 

1989 1st and 2nd phase plan revisions were made. Atatürk and 2. İnönü Neighborhoods 

were determined as they were the regions of which their plans were to be revised after 

the approval of the geological survey. In order to prevent the emergence of the new 

gecekondus, the 1994-1995 adjacent implementation plan for the gecekondu areas was 

provided. The cooperatives were encouraged and they were concerned with the 

municipal and private properties. Along with the mass housing movement Narbel 

Houses were built. Efforts were made to move around 300 gecekondus to the first 

blocks of Narkent Houses. Private property cooperatives have transformed gecekondus. 

Today's gecekondus within the risky area remain in the planning area of the former 

period to be revised. In year 2008 an implementation plan was contracted. It was 

declared that on-site development/transformation was targeted. But as the there was no 

master plan of this plan as a legal responsibility, the Chamber of City Planners brought 

a suit against the municipality. And as a decision of the court of this case,  the 

implementation plan was canceled legally. Ownership pattern within the area was 

diverse: Municipality+Treasury+Private Property. There are also buildings located at 

other people’s private property. 
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5.5.1.1. The Previous Planning Studies for Narlı and Çatalkaya  

   Quarters 

 

The Improvement Plan, which was approved in 1987 in accordance with the 

decisions of the 1/5000 scaled Master Plan, determined the current ownership pattern 

with its implementation and distribution. In the 1/1000 scaled Implementation Plan 

Revision, which was approved on 25.05.1989, there were decisions to use separated 

(ayrık) residential areas. While the casualty rate in Çatalkaya quarter is 26%, this rate is 

60% in Narlı quarter. 

For Narlı and Çatalkaya quarters low-density residential land use and density 

decision were brought about by the 1/5000 scaled Master Plan Revision approved by the 

Izmir Metropolitan Municipality on 11.04.2011. 

 

5.5.1.2. The Previous Planning Studies for Atatürk and 2. İnönü  

   Quarters 

 

According to the 1/5000 scaled Master Plan of Narlıdere approved by the 

Ministry of Development and Settlement on 30.10.1981, a part of the gecekondu area 

was defined as a medium-density residential area, and some of it fell on the non-

residential area. With the Master Plans revised in 1991 and 1994, the border of the 

master plan area was enlarged, and the entire region was included in the plan. In the 

Master Plan, the gross density for this region was determined as 300 persons/ha in low 

slope areas with favorable geological conditions, and as 200 persons/ha in other areas. 

The construction coefficients were determined as E: 0.50 – 1.00. 

In the 1/1000 scaled implementation plan revision made throughout the district 

in 1989, the area in question was determined as the area to be revised after the approval 

of the geological surveys were made, but no planning work was carried out for a long 

time. In 2005, the geological survey of the area was prepared and approved by the 

General Directorate of Disaster Affairs of the Ministry of Public Works and Settlement. 

Based on the approved geological survey report, the 1/1000 scaled implementation plan 

revision was prepared and approved. On the grounds that it was approved without a 

1/5000 scale master development plan; as a result of the lawsuit filed by the Izmir 
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Governor's Office and the Chamber of City Planners, the 1/1000 scaled implementation 

plan revision was annulled by judicial decisions. The 1/5000 scaled Master Plan 

Revision was prepared by the Izmir Metropolitan Municipality and approved on 

14.10.2011; the region has been determined as a medium density residential area within 

the renewal area boundary. 

 

5.6. Existing Plans for the Four Gecekondu Quarters (the Risky Area)     

       within Narlıdere Study Area before the approval of the UDPs 

 

The distict of Narlıdere within the city of İzmir is subject to types of macro-

scaled plans: One is the 1/100.000 scaled İzmir Manisa planning region structure plan 

of the Ministry and the other is the 1/25.000 scaled structure plan of İzmir metropolitan 

municipality.  

According to the 1/100.000 scaled structural plan, the land use decisin for 

Narlıdere study area is the ‘Urban Residential Built Up Area’ which is also the land use 

planning decision of the 1/25.000 scaled structural plan. These two plans are given 

below:  

 

 

 

Figure 5.18. The Structural Plan (1/100.000 scaled) 

(Source: Ministry of Environment and Urbanism) 
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Figure 5.19. The Structural Plan (1/25000 scaled) 

(Source: İzmir Metropolitan Municipality) 

 

 

 

Figure 5.20. Existing Master Plan of Narlı and Çatalkaya quarters before the approval of 

UDPs. 

(Source: Report of Implementation Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya Risky Area 2021, 40) 
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Figure 5.21. Existing Implementation Plan of Narlı and Çatalkaya quarters before the 

approval of UDPs. 

(Source: Report of Implementation Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya Risky Area 2021, 41) 

 

 

 

Figure 5.22. Existing Master Plan of Atatürk and 2. İnönü quarters before the approval 

of UDPs. 

(Source: Report of Implementation Plan for Atatürk and 2. İnönü Risky Area 2021, 42) 
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Figure 5.23. Existing Implementation Plan of Atatürk and 2. İnönü quarters before the 

approval of UDPs. 

(Source: Report of Implementation Plan for Atatürk and 2. İnönü Risky Area 2021, 43) 

 

 

 

Figure 5.24. Combination of the Implementation Plans of Narlıdere Central Area 

(Source: İzmir Metropolitan Municipality and Narlıdere Municipality) 
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5.7. A Critical Inquiry on the Neoliberal Interventions on the Four  

       Gecekondu Quarters (Narlı, Çatalkaya, Atatürk and 2. İnönü    

       Quarters) with respect to the Declaration of the ‘Risky Area’  

        (2013): Processses,  Actors and Networks  

 

Following the enacted 6306 Numbered Act in 2012, the local government of 

Narlıdere, Narlıdere Municipality in legal and administrative terms, admitted to the 

Ministry of Environment and Urbanism for the four quarters of its district (2. İnönü, 

Atatürk, Çatalkaya and Narlı Quarters) to be “Risky Area (Land)” and in 2013 this 

demarcated land of the district is legally declared as the Risky Area for which the Act’s 

and its implementation regulations’ legal sanctions are on the run. The area 

comprehends approximately 43 hectares of land enclosed by high rise, luxury housing 

sites built up within past 20 years. Henceforth, the four quarters have been subjected to 

Urban Development Project(s) to be provided by the authorized Narlıdere Municipality 

since 2013. Starting from the very beginnings of the urban restructuring processes 

immensely and fast materialized on Narlıdere urban space surrounding these quarters 

and pressure brought about by the urban land rent to the current socio-spatial formation, 

to critically elaborate on the political, economic, and social background of these 

profound processes in Narlıdere is the field of the research as the case study of the 

thesis. 

The ongoing Urban Development/Transformation Processes in Narlıdere ‘Risky 

Area’ with its historical geographical background are chronologically given by stages as 

follows: 

Stage 1. Narlıdere, especially since the past 20 years, has become a settlement 

where the luxury housing investments densely have taken place as within one of the 

largest metropolises of Turkey, the city of İzmir. The existence of planned built up 

residential, commercial and social facility areas -which are still forming- brings about 

almost regionally the state of Narlıdere’s being one of the most preferred settlement 

space within the city of İzmir. And this coexists with the (land) rent pressure, with the 

increase in the lad values especially becasue of luxury housing investments and with the 

highly concentration of construction demands on built environment and also against the 

natural environment. The urban process within Narlıdere with respect to housing 

investments has also impications on the urban economy of İzmir.     



69 
 

Stage 2. Within and as a consequence of these processes, this pressure has also 

been valid for the gecekondu quarters that are surrounded by luxury and middle class 

residential sites built up in the southern parts of the highly dense district center 

especially since the very beginning of 2000s. Following the enactment of 6306 

numbered “The Law of Transformation of Areas under the Disaster Risks” in 2012 

where Ministry of Urbanisation was authorized, Narlıdere Municipality admitted to 

Ministry of Urbanisation for the four gecekondu quarters of being as ‘Risky Area’. 

These quarters were namely, Narlı, Çatalkaya and Atatürk, 2. İnönü. Total area was 43 

ha land and this land was not comprising the whole area of the quarters.  

Stage 3. As in most cities of Turkey, also in Narlıdere, the result of the 

admission was the declaration of the Risky Area. Narlıdere Municipality intended to 

make its own plans and projects instead of the Ministry’s. After the admission fort he 

delegation of the authority, the official process was gone on by the authorization of the 

Narlıdere Municipality. 

Stage 4. Before the declaration of the Risky Area in Narlıdere, there had also 

been previous land ‘development’ efforts for the same urban space through urban 

renewal. But none of them could be realized and finalized.   

Stage 5. The authorized Narlıdere Municipality made a contract with a planning 

and project firm located in the city of Ankara. By the contract, preparation of the 

geological-geotechnical analyses report, the base maps (topographic maps), calculation 

and listing of holder of ownership rights (hak sahipliliği), development/transformation 

plans of scale 1/5000 and 1/1000 should be done by the firm. But later on, Narlıdere 

Municipality changed the contracted firm and made another contract with another firm 

working in İzmir.      

Stage 6. After the declaration of the ‘Risky Area’, Narlıdere Municipality, by 

means of its current and pre mayor, announced in the newspapers and in the 

municipality’s web site many times that the urban development/transformation 

processes had been going well by the residents’ participation and that everyone living in 

the four gecekondu quarters would be satisfied with the development/transformation 

plans and projects and also that the development would be on-site transformation 

(yerinde dönüşüm). 
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Listing Date (İlan Tarihi) : The area is declared as the ‘Risky Area’ by the 4831 
numbered Decision of Council of Ministers and published in the 28688 numbered 
Official Newspaper on 25.06.2013.  
 
Total Area : 43 Ha.  
 
Population : 6700 people 
 
Total independent units (Residential+ Workplace units) : 5.494   
 
Authority : Narlıdere Municipality 
 
Situation :  The work on the Risky Area is operated by Narlıdere Municipality 

 

Figure 5.25. The official ‘Risky Area’ represented in the official website of Ministry of 

Environment and Urbanism. 

 

Stage 7. Narlıdere Municipality officers continued the process while working on 

the base maps, the physical analyses and the list of holder of ownership of rights 

following the preliminary works of the contracted planning firm. Some meetings with 

the selected representatives of the residents of the four quarters were made. And these 

meetings were placed within the newspapers or the web sites. However the meetings 

were not open to all residents and were not about the proposals of the 

development/transformation plans and projects. They were mostly about the 

commitments to be made to the plans and projects that would be of both sides’ concern 

in the closing future. 

Stage 8. The prepared Urban Development/Transformation Plans and Projects 
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were handed to the Ministry of Urbanisation, and the Ministry asked fort he opinion of 

the Greater Municipality of İzmir. The Greater Municipality of İzmir handed its 

evualtions to the Narlıdere Municipaility to be of paid attention. Narlıdere 

Municipality’s planning officers stated that they worked on these proposed interventions 

of both the ministry and the greater municipality.  

Stage 9. Throughout these processes the residents of the four gecekondu quarters 

tried to watch closely the official process while having no technical clues or documents 

offered by the Narlıdere Municipality. The pursuing was done especially by the 

representatives of the residents such as the presidents of the local associations and of the 

local ccoperatives. But none of the efforts on gathering satisfactory knowledge could be 

possible and residents could not succeed in providing the participation process to the 

development/transformation process as a right to be produced by the Narlıdere 

Municipality. Although there had beeen local elections in March 2019 and although the 

same political party won the elections, it was observed that the lack of participation 

processes was not overcome. Still the residents of the four gecekondu quarters were 

waiting for aprropriate knowledge, technical explanations on the planning process and 

solution proposals to their socio-spatial concerns. 

Stage 10. The gecekondu representatives working voluntarily in the associations 

or in the cooperatives of the gecekondu quarters joined the meetings presented by the 

different representatives from different cities who were also subjected to urban 

development/transformation processes. This togetherness provided the sharing of 

technical knowledge on the development/transformation processes as well as of the 

experiences of (grassroots) struggles against the local or central authorities throughout 

the development/transformation processes. The representatives organized summits, 

activist meeetings, and gatherings wthin Narlıdere where discussions for the future of 

the quarters were made. These organizations were favored by the residents of the 

geceondu quarters and were both places of expressing themselves as well as finding the 

new knowledge ob the development/transformation processes. Nevertheless, none of 

these activities could explain what Narlıdere Municipality, or the Ministry, or the Grater 

Municipality were exactly doing or would do. But for sure, all of these efforts could 

shed considerable light on what would to be done and how it would be done by the 

residents if the grassroots struggles were to be made.     

Stage 11. The core concern of the residents throughout the processes laid at the 

heart of these questions: What type of an urban development will be provided on the 
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gecekondu quarters and how it would be realized, and materialized on urban space? 

What would the closing future bring about? These questions went nowhere and standed 

still at the very core concern of the residents of the gecekondus with respect to urban 

development processses materializing in Narlıdere Risky Area.  

Stage 12. On the other hand, Narlıdere Municipality re-prepeared the Urban 

Development Plans and Projects for the ‘Risky Area’ while negotiating with the 

Ministry officers. And the Municipality submitted the plans, reports, and projects to the 

Ministry. The ministry approved each group of 1/5000 and 1/1000 scaled plans, reports 

and jurisdictions for each risky area and all were put forth to public display for 1 month 

period at the Ministry’s İzmir branch.  

Stage 13. Upto then, none of the residents of the four gecekondu quarters could 

see or were informed of the Urban Development Plans, Plan Decree (Plan hükümleri), 

Plan Reports. During the public display, firstly on 22.10.2021 Narlıdere Municipality 

organized a meeting with the residents of Atatürk and 2. İnönü Quarters. And secondly a 

meeting with the residents of Narlı and Çatalkaya Quarters were organized on 

25.10.2021 in Narlıdere Cultural Center. In time of the objection period to the 

development plans, nearly one thousand residents of the gecekondu quarters objected to 

the plans, reports and provisions in many aspects by giving petitions to the Ministry. 

But none of them could get a respond. So, in legal terms, by not responding to the 

petitions, the Ministry, say the government, refused all the objection stated through the 

petitions of the residents.   

Stage 14. After the period of the Ministry’s right to respond to the petitions, 

legally, there arose a 30 days period of bringing suits against the government. In this 

period, Chamber of City Planners and some representatives of the residents brought 

suits against the government (Ministry) because of the faults of the plans and because 

that they were refused with respect to their petitions to the pending development plans. 

The objections and cases will be elaborated in section V.IX.III. of the thesis. 

Above are given the 14 stages of UDP processes and the processes before the 

approval of UDPs. There is no doubt that these stages are selectively provided for the 

concerns of the thesis. The processes, actors, spaces and places and things done within 

are elaboraed vertically as well as horizontally with respect to the time span; so they are 

not just linearly listed. The implementations of the UDPs have not been started but as 

there are judicial processes on the UDPs, the authorities and the residents both wait for 

the decisions of the courts. With this respect, the processes of neoliberal urban 
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restructuring is going on as the judicial processes are parts of them.    

 

5.8. Socio-Spatial Formation of the Four Gecekondu Quarters and   

       their Surroundings: Analyses on Narlıdere and on the Four  

       Gecekondu Quarters 

 

The geographic information systems based analyses given in the below pages 

are of two spatial units: First is the unit encompassing the most of the built areas of 

Narlıdere which shaped the district throughout 1980s up to now. The boundary of this 

unit is demarcated due to the availability of the spatial data gathered and that it clearly 

reflects the formation of Narlıdere as a proper unit. Second is the ‘risky area’ unit which 

encompasses the four gecekondu quarters. The data used in the analyses are gathered 

from Narlıdere Municipality’s Risky Area Studies (2015-2019) and from Dokuz Eylül 

University City and Regional Planning Department’s  Studies on Narlıdere (2017). 

These two sources of knowledge and database are selectively compiled and henceforth 

the following analyses are produced for the concerns of the case study. Base maps of 

the GIS analyses are gathered from Narlıdere Municipality.  

The boundaries of the analyses are demarcated comprising the area of the central 

area of Narlıdere, the four gecekondu quarters and their environs. The total area is the 

most populated and concentrated part of Narlıdere. It is located on the southern part of 

the highway and is towards the southern hills where the gecekondu quarters are 

surrounded by the housing sites.    

The four gecekondu quarters are located on the southern part of the case study 

analyses area. The name of the neighborhood units comprised in the case study analyses 

area are: Çatalkaya, Narlı, Atatürk, 2. İnönü, Yenikale, Çamtepe, and Ilıca. 
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Figure 5.26. Boundaries of the Study Area in city of İzmir 

(Source: Author) 

 

 

 

Figure 5.27. Boundaries of the Study Area in district of Narlıdere. 

(Source: Author) 
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Figure 5.28. Distribution of Land Use in Narlıdere Study Area 

(Source: Author) 

 

In Narlıdere Study Area, most of the building uses consist of residential 

buildings with a share of approximately 60,1 % of all the buildings. Commercial 

buildings comprise 16,9 % of all the buildings. It is seen from the figure and from the 

related chart and the table that cultural facility buildings are quite missing in Narlıdere. 

 

 

 

Figure 5.29. Typology of Residential Districts in Narlıdere Study Area 

(Source: Author) 
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Typology of residential districts in Narlıdere Study Area consist of villa-gated 

community, multi storey-gated community, villa-gated, multi storey-gated, multi storey-

estate, multi storey, single residential, gecekondu, construction, undefined. Among 

them, gecekondu and informal districts comprise the most of the total counts with the 

percentage of 43,2 %. This percentage is followed by the multi storey districts with 

percentage of 24,5%. 

 

 
 

Figure 5.30. Number of Building Storeys in Narlıdere Study Area 

(Source: Author) 

 

It can be derived from the analyses that the highest percentage of the number of 

building storeys comprise buildings with 1 storey with a count of 2325 and with 46,1 %. 

And this percentage originates mostly from the buildings in Narlı-Çatalkaya and 

Atatürk-2.İnönü quarters. Within the southern parts of these four quarters, there exist 

multi storey buildings reaching more than 10 storeys. With respect to the buildings in 

the four quarters, there are much more buildings than that of the other quarters of 

Narlıdere study area. And these buildings are mostly 1 and 2 storey buildings.  
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Figure 5.31. Size of Parcel Area in Narlıdere Study Area 

 (Source: Author) 

 

Considering the parcel sizes in Narlıdere Study Area, it is possible to see from 

the figure that the lands with parcels between 251-500 m² have the highest percentage 

with 21,3 %. Following this, the lands with parcels between 151-200 m² comprise 18,3 

% and 101-150 m² comprise 16,5 % of all the area. 

 

 
 

Figure 5.32. Size of Building Area in Narlıdere Study Area 

(Source: Author) 
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In Narlıdere Study Area, the buildings with floor area between 51-100 m² have 

the highest percentage of 34%. Following this, the buildings with floor area between 0-

50 m² comprise 23,6 % and 101-150 m² comprise 18,2 % of all the building ground 

floor area. It can be seen from the analyses, more than half of the buildings in the study 

area have floor areas less then 100 m². 

 

 

 

Figure 5.33. Plot Area Ratio in Narlıdere Study Area 

(Source: Author) 

 

The northern part of Narlıdere study area densely consists of licensed buildings 

and at the southern part of Narlıdere, except the most of the areas of Narlı-Çatalkaya 

and Atatürk-2.İnönü neighbourhoods consists of licensed buildings. Through the 

Mithatpaşa Street, the plot area ratio reaches approximately value of 1. On the other 

hand, within the four gecekondu quarters of Narlıdere the plot area ratio reaches 

maximum value of approximately 1 with 5,4 %. 
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Figure 5.34. Plot Area Ratio in Narlıdere Study Area. 

(Source: Author) 

 

Within the analysis on the licensed area in Narlıdere, most of the floor area has a 

ratio between 2,06-3,10 which has the highest percentage with 30,3 %. On the contrary, 

within the four gecekondu quarters, floor area consists between 0,51-0,65 ratio has the 

highest percentage with 26,8 %. As seen in the figure, the highest floor area ratio 

reaches approximately 6,90 value within the licensed area of Narlıdere study area. On 

the other hand, within the four gecekondu quarters, this value reaches at its maximum of 

2,15 value. 

 

 

 

Figure 5.35. Distribution of Land Use in the Four Quarters 

(Source: Author) 
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As seen from the figure above, most of the buildings within the four quarters of 

Narlıdere, are residential having a ratio of almost 95 %. There exist few commercial and 

other facility buildings. The four quarters seriously lack social facility areas to be 

provided by the local and central governments. 

 

Figure 5.36. Residential Districts within the four quarters 

Narlı and Çatalkaya quarters Atatürk and 2. İnönü quarters 

  

Source: Author’s own Source: Author’s own 

 

 
 

Figure 5.37. Ownership Pattern in the Four Quarters 

(Source: Author)  
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The property ownership pattern in within the four quarters resemble the variety 

of types of ownership with 9 different types of ownership. Narlıdere Municipality and 

the metropolitan municipality of İzmir have also properties within the four quarters. 

There are also many shared properties such as Narlıdere municipality & private, 

metropolitan municipality & private, Narlıdere municipality & public & private, 

Narlıdere municipality & metropolitan municipality & private. Private property 

ownership consists most of the ownership share within the four quarters. 

 

 
 

Figure 5.38. Condition of Building Permits in the Four Quarters 

(Source: Author) 

 

With respect to the condition of the building permits within the four quarters, it 

is possible to see that the buildings having the status of illegal and gecekondu comprise 

most of the total buildings with a share of approximately 66%.  There exist few 

buildings having licenses within tha area. 

 

 

 

 

 



82 
 

 
 

Figure 5.39. Number of Building Storeys in the Four Quarters 

(Source: Author) 

 

Buildings within the four quarters are mostly 1 and 2 storey buildings with a 

share of total apprroximately 90 %. This resembles that they were built up just for basic 

housing needs of their residents not for land rent or profit. Below are some photos of the 

buildings taken from the four quarters. 

 

Narlı and Çatalkaya quarters Atatürk and 2. İnönü quarters 

  

  

Figure 5.40. Buildings which characterize the four quarters 

(Source: Author) 
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Figure 5.41. Size of Parcel Area in the Four Quarters 

(Source: Author) 

 

Within the four quarters, as the property ownership pattern resembles a variety 

of properties, so the sizes of parcels also resembles a variety. Although there also exist 

large properties, half of the total of the parsels are have a size between 100-150 m2 and 

151-200 m2.   

 

 

 

Figure 5.42. Size of Building Area in the Four Quarters 

(Source: Author) 
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With respect to the ground floor area of the buildings within the four quarters, 

the analyses show that almost 80% of the total buildings are 0-50 m2 and 51-100 m2 

sized. They are small and built up just for basic needs.   

 

 
 

Figure 5.43. The Roads in the Four Quarters 

(Source: Author) 

 

Within the four quarters, there exist 3 types of roads and the stairs. Thre roads 

are in accordance with the topographic structure of the four quarters. The roads as well 

as the stairs are all modest resembling the general physical characters of the settlements. 

 

Narlı and Çatalkaya quarters Atatürk and 2. İnönü quarters 

  

 
Figure 5.44. The roads and stairs within the four quarters 

(Source: Author) 
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As seen from the above photos, the four quarters have sloppy topography which 

caused many stairs within the open spaces as well as the nearby the roads.  

 

  

 
Figure 5.45. A view of the western part of 

Narlıdere from gecekondus 
(Source: Author) 

 
Figure 5.46. A view of the South-

eastern part of Narlıdere from 
gecekondus (Source: Author) 
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Figure 5.47. Spatial Distribution of Land Values (by year 2010) 

(Source: Metropolitan Municipality of İzmir) 

 

 
 

 
                                                               Legend 
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As seen in the two figures given above, in year 2010, land values in Narlıdere 

rose when we go away from the four gecekondu quarters. They were at their minimums 

in the four gecekondu quarters in that year.   

Below is a set of Narlıdere photos presented in Strategic Plan (2015-2019) of 

Narlıdere Municipality among which the intention of the mode of planned intervention 

on urban space is represented. It resembles the local government’s imagination for the 

future of the gecekondus.   

 

 
 
 

 
Figure 5.48. A statement of intention of Narlıdere Municipality on the form of the     

development/transformation of the gecekondus 

(Source: The Strategic Plan of Narlıdere Municipality for 2015-2019 period) 
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5.9. An Evaluation of the Approved Urban   

       Development/Transformation Plans (UDPs) of the Four     

       Gecekondu Quarters (the ‘Risky Area’) & the Question on  

       the Right to the City 

 

The master and development plans for Narlı and Çatalkaya were prepared by 

Narlıdere Municipality and were approved by the Ministry on 07.10.2021. The public 

display of the plans were during 11.10.2021 and 09.11.2021. The master and 

development plans for Atatürk and 2. İnönü quarters were also prepared by Narlıdere 

Municipality and were approved by the Ministry on 23.09.2021. The public display of 

these plans were during 28.09.2021 and 27.10.2021. The types of plans for each group 

of gecekondu quarters were named as ‘plan change’.  

 

5.9.1. The Approved Master and Development Plans 

 

The UDPs for the Risky Area of Narlı, Çatalkaya and Atatürk, 2. İnönü Quarters 

consist of approved master plans of 1/5000 scaled and the imeplementation plans of 

1/1000 scaled. Each plan has an approved planning report including the financial model 

of the UDPs and the explanations of the planning decisions. All these documents were 

prepared and approved with respect to the 6306 numbered act and related regulations. 

Narlı and Çatalkaya has a seperate UDP from that of Atatürk and 2. İnönü as they do 

not have adjacent locations but of the parts of the same Risky Area. The following parts 

of this section will deal with describing these UDPs while highlighting some plan 

figures, maps and decriptive quantitative tables which are placed in the reports of UDPs.   

 

5.9.1.1. Master and Development Plans for Narlı and Çatalkaya  

   Quarters 

 

The planning area comprises 15,7 hectares land and both the master and the 

development plans are demarcated by the same boundaries. The boundaries of the plans 

match with that of the Risky Area. The planned land uses within are: Residential 

Development Area – Commercial+Residential Area – Municipality Service Area – 
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Military Area – Primary School Area – Family Health Center – Mosque – Social 

Facility Area – Parks and Green Areas – Recreation Area – Graveyard – Technical 

Infrastructure Area – Car Parking Area – Transformer Area – Roads. The construction 

coefficient for residential and commercial+residential areas is 1,70 and the permitted 

number of storeys is ground floor + 5 floors. Below are also given the plans, tables and 

figures derived from the planning report of the UDP for Atatürk and 2. İnönü quarters.   

 

 
 

Figure 5.49. Master Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya Risky Area (1/5000 scaled) 

(Source: The Report of Master Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya Risky Area 2021, 70.) 

 
Table 5.1. Land Use of Master Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya Quarters 

(Source: The Report of Master Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya Risky Area 2021, 68.) 
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Table 5.2. Summary Table for existing situation in Narlı and Çatalkaya Quarters 

(Source: The Report of Implementation (Development) Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya 

Risky Area 2021, 4.) 

 

 
 
 

 
 

Figure 5.50. Implementation (Development) Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya Risky Area 
(1/1000 scaled) 

(Source: The Report of Implementation (Development) Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya 
Risky Area 2021, 69.) 
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Figure 5.51. Construction Coefficients within implementation plans of housing estates 

nearby the Narlı and Çatalkaya Quarters 

(Source: The Report of Implementation (Development) Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya 

Risky Area 2021, 3.) 

 

 
 

Figure 5.52. Synthesis Diagram of the Implementation (Development) Plan for Narlı 
and Çatalkaya Risky Area 

(Source: The Report of Implementation (Development) Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya 
Risky Area 2021, 52.) 
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Table 5.3. Summary Table of the Financial Model of the UDP of Narlı and Çatalkaya 
Risky Area. 

(Source: The Report of Implementation (Development) Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya 
Risky Area 2021, 61.) 
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Table 5.4. Summary table of the Implementation (Development) Plan for Narlı and 
Çatalkaya Risky Area. 

(Source: The Report of Implementation (Development) Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya 
Risky Area 2021, 70.) 
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5.9.1.2. Master and Development Plans for Atatürk and 2. İnönü  

   Quarters 

 

The planning area comprises 28,4 hectares land and both the master and the 

development plans are demarcated by the same boundaries. The boundaries of the plans 

match with that of the Risky Area. The planned land uses within are: Residential 

Development Area – Commercial+Residential Area – Commercial Area - Municipality 

Service Area – Military Area – Preschool Area - Primary School Area – Secondary 

School Area - Health Facility Area – Mosque – Social Facility Area – Parks and Green 

Areas – Square - Recreation Area – Area to be Afforested - Technical Infrastructure 

Area – Car Parking Area – Transformer Area – Roads. The construction coefficient for 

residential and commercial+residential areas is 1,70 and the permitted number of 

storeys is ground floor + 5 floors. 

Below are also given the plans, explanatory tables and figures derived from the 

planning report of the UDP for Atatürk and 2. İnönü quarters. The images and the 

explanatory tables of the plans for each group of gecekondu quarters are agthered from 

the approved official planning reports of the UDPs. 

 

 
 

Figure 5.53. Master Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya Risky Area (1/5000 scaled) 

(Source: The Report of Master Plan for Atatürk and 2. İnönü Risky Area 2021, 70) 
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Table 5.5. Land Use of Master Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya Quarters 
(Source: The Report of Master Plan for Atatürk and 2. İnönü Risky Area 2021, 68.) 

 

 
 

 

Table 5.6. Summary Table for existing situation in Narlı and Çatalkaya Quarters 
(Source: The Report of Implementation (Development) Plan for Atatürk and 2. İnönü 

Risky Area 2021, 4.) 
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Figure 5.54. Implementation (Development) Plan for Atatürk and 2. İnönü Risky Area 
(1/1000 scaled) 

(Source: The Report of Implementation (Development) Plan for Atatürk and 2. İnönü 
Risky Area 2021, 69.) 

 

 
 

Figure 5.55. Construction Coefficients within implementation plans of housing estates 
nearby the Atatürk and 2. İnönü Quarters 

(Source: The Report of Implementation (Development) Plan for Atatürk and 2. İnönü 
Risky Area 2021, 3.) 
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Figure 5.56. Synthesis Diagram of the Implementation (Development) Plan for Atatürk 
and 2. İnönü Risky Area 

(Source: The Report of Implementation (Development) Plan for Atatürk and 2. İnönü 
Risky Area 2021, 52.) 

 

Table 5.7. Summary Table of the Financial Model of the UDP of Atatürk and 2. İnönü 
Risky Area. 

(Source: The Report of Implementation (Development) Plan for Atatürk and 2. İnönü 
Risky Area 2021, 61.) 
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Table 5.8. Summary table of the Implementation (Development) Plan for Atatürk and 2. 
İnönü Risky Area. 

(Source: The Report of Implementation (Development) Plan for Atatürk and 2. İnönü 
Risky Area 2021, 70.) 
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5.9.2. A Critique of the Development Plans of the Four Gecekondu  

          Quarters in Narlıdere 

 

In this section, a critique of the UDPs of the four gecekondu quarters of 

Narlıdere is provided based on the selected dimensions and implications listed in Table 

4.4. of of Chapter IV. The list may go further in any other study on the UDPs. But for 

the purposes of the thesis, here it is considered as proper as it resembles the outcomes of 

the data gathered, interviews made and processes monitored throughout the the case 

study of the thesis.  

Location of UDPs’ areas: The locations of the UDPs are located within the city 

of İzmir, Narlıdere district. As being one of the central districts of İzmir, Narlıdere is at 

the beginning of the western axis of İzmir and is quite accessible to all sides of İzmir. 

The district has the four Gecekondu quarters which are subject to UDPs. And these four 

gecekondu quarters are surrounded by the housing sites of Narlıdere at the southern 

parts of the district.  

Declared reasons for the transformation/development by the 

government(s): Physical decay of the built environment, insufficient facility areas, 

existing illegal development, social problems are among the most declared reasons of 

transformation/development by the governments. The need for the slum/gecekondu 

clearance is the most emphasized reason of Narlıdere Municipality for the four quarters.   

Plan/Project type: The UDPs of the four gecekondu quarters are partial, 

comprising only the declared Risky Area(s). Both the master plans and the 

implementation plans do not cover a comprehensive unity within the district. They are 

short term targeted while having no future projections.  

Development/Transformation type: The UDPs propose a kind of destruction 

of the whole land uses as well as the physical fabric, so the gecekondu quarters are 

subjected to redevelopment.  

Socio-spatial Strategy: The strategy proposed by the UDPs is a kind of 

gentrification due to the replacement of an old neighborhood with a new one, with new 

land uses and possibly with almost all new residents.  

Kind of intervention on the existing socio-spatial structure: The UDPs bring 

about a type of demolution of the existing physical structure and propose the 

segregation of the existing social fabric caused by the proposed new land uses and new 
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physical pattern. 

Affected social class: As the existing residents are from the working class and 

the ‘others’ of the society, they will all be affected by the UDPs. Some of them will not 

be able to afford the payments of the new residences, some of them will be displaced 

and all of them will loose their existing neighborhood lives either physically or socially. 

Transformation of land uses: The number of existing land uses are proposed to 

be increased and land use typology are diversified. Both the quantity and the quality of 

the land uses are changed by the UDPs and hence, none of the land uses remain in their 

existing place. Existing residential areas are transformed to commercial + residential 

areas as planning decisions. 

Transformation of public space and place: Although there do not exist 

planned public spaces within the quarters, the UDPs do away with the places where the 

residents of the quarters use as their public spaces. 

Type of planned and projected housing: Construction coefficient value is 

determined as 1.70 for all the residential land uses as well as commercial+residential 

areas. And number of maximum storeys is base + floors, again for all the residential 

land uses. These planning decisions will produce 6 storey apartment buildings which are 

close to each other located within the parcel area produced by the UDPs. The 

construction quality will depend on the financing model of the UDPS which will 

probably be revised during the implementation of the plans as they do not resemble 

current prices because of high inflation of Turkey. The decision on the commercial + 

residential areas will produce a mix of uses providing different type of buildings than 

that of just residential areas which are non-commercial.     

Planned population and building density: Planned construction coefficient 

value is 1.70 and this quantity is higher than the ones of the surrounding housing estates 

within the southern region of Narlıdere. So, the bulding as well as the population 

density will be high.   

Gainer of the construction profit: Private construction firm(s) will gain profit 

from the newly built up land. 

Payment of the newly built up land - financing of construction: The UDPs 

bring about indebtment of the existing residents in relation to the ‘established’ property 

rights of the residents and to the type of new buildings proposed by the UDPs. 

Affordability of the newly produced housing by the existing residents:  Most 

of the residents will not be able to afford the costs of the new buildings and that the 
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model offered by the UDPs brings about the debt making of the residents. 

Production of and gainers of the land rent: There will be a land rent provided 

by the UDPs and their implementations, and this will also effect the surrounding built 

up environment of the quarters with respect to property and land values. So, the final 

residents of the newly built up land and the residents of the surrounding area will gain 

the land rent. 

Legal Framework: The approved UDPs are by legal terms based on the 6306 

numbered the Law of Transformation of Areas under the Disaster Risks by which the 

four gecekondu quarters were declared as the risky areas in year 2013.  

The Authority: Narlıdere Municipality admitted to the Ministry for its four 

gecekondu quarters to be declared as the risky areas in year 2013. Afterwards the 

declaration, Narlıdere Municipality admitted to the Ministry as to be the competent 

authority for plan making and the municipality was declared as the legal authority on 

the four gecekondu quarters in 2013.   

Project Coalition Type: There has been a coalition between the ministry of the 

central government with local government in the management of the production 

processes of the UDPs. As the type of implementations of the UDPs are not clear 

recently, so it is impossible to see what kind of coalitions will be established during the 

contruction processes and the redistribution processes of the rebuilt land.  

Clearness in the execution of the processes: Although Narlıdere Municipality 

organized several public meetings throughout the processes, the execution of these 

processes, to say, what is being done and for whom, what will be done and for whom 

were never clear. Even after the UDPs were approved, there were no clear explanations 

of the UDPs to the public.  

Principle of transparency: None of the stages thoughout the planning 

processes were transparent. Neither the residents of the four gecekondu quarters nor the 

representative people could reach the knowledge on the processes. Rather, gathering the 

knowledge or the data of the planning processes always had a blurry condition for the 

public. 

Level of public participation to planning processes: There had never been a 

participatory approach to plan making or decision making thoughout the processes. 

Sometimes Narlıdere Municipality considered the mukhtars of the four gecekondu 

quarters as the only representatives. None of the ordinary people were considered as 

competent to participate within the planning processes.  
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Duration of the planning process and of the constructions: It has been ten 

years since the four gecekondu quarters were declared as Risky Area. And yet, the 

UDPs have not become absolute as there are ongoing judicial processes with respect to 

the cases against the ministry for the UDPs. On the other hand, as the financial model 

placed within the UDPs has become obsolete due to high inflation in Turkey within the 

previous two years, and hence the construction costs have been enormously increased.    

Emergence/existence of urban social movements: Mostly (local and nation-

wide movements) The residents were in touch with the Union of Neighborhoods 

throughout the urban transformation/development processes and also the relationship 

continued throughout the evaluation processes of the UDPs and the Union offered 

voluntary legal consultancy for the residents. Furthermore there had been neighborhood 

associations which has always been sensitive to the urban development/transformation 

processes acting on the four quarters. These associations were both organizing and 

representing the community. Before the approval of the UDPs, the representatives of the 

four quarters always requested for a civil and spacialized meeting to bring about a 

discussion on what will be done to the four quarters, on what must the residents do and 

on what the authorities apparently plan to do to their quarters. But this could not realize. 

But after the approval of the UDPs, by channeling the Union of Neighborhoods, they 

organized meetings and forums on the criticizing of th UDPs and on preparing for the 

objections and cases. 

Reactions against and Responses to UDPs: Before the authority brought about 

the approved UDPs, the residents of the four quarters had done much by the help of 

their representatives. They organized meetings, protests against the authority in their 

right to get information on the UDPs for which they were never informed; they found 

professionals and experts such as urban planners, lawyers just to gain knowledge on 

what will they face in the closing future and what they must do. Not wholly but 

considerable number of residents were organized after the approval of the UDPs. 

Especially when it was time for the public display of the approved UDPs, the people of 

then whole community of the four quarters showed their ractions and responses to the 

UDPs by providing 590 objections to the pending development plans of Atatürk and 2. 

İnönü quarters; and 655 objections to the pending development plans of Narlı and 

Çatalkaya quarters. And as the authorities did not provide answers to these objections, 

the reaction and response was to bring about cases against the authority where the 

judicial processes still go on with respect to the cases.  
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Here, it is possible to make a parenthesis and go back to previous years where 

several interviews were made eith the residents of the four quarters. Below is given a 

selection of ‘voices from the four quarters’ which were gathered from the listed 

interviews in the methology section of the thesis in Chapter 1: 

  “If transformation is inevitable, we say yes to a transformation in which 

each of us can live, but which is not inferior in quality to the buildings 

surrounding the area, which does not isolate us and does not separate us from 

other residential areas.” (a resident of the Narlı quarter, 12.02.2017) 

 “Give me the authority, I will give you the flat!” said the Mayor (a 

resident of the Narlı quarter, 12.02.2017). 

 “With the company it established, the municipality will first agree with 

the contractors, then give a lower share to the local residents, and take the 

difference on its own” (a resident of the Narlı quarter, 12.02.2017). 

 “It might not have brought us into the urban transformation. There are 

luxury residences built all around after the zoning rights granted. These are sold 

at prices close to 1 trillion per flat. We are aware of the value here. If he had 

given us the rights he gave to these residential areas instead of declaring them a 

Risky Area, we would transform this place” (a resident of the Narlı quarter, 

12.02.2017). 

 “…the project should not come into effect until we say it's ok. This is the 

opinion of the neighborhood in general” (a resident of the Narlı quarter, 

12.02.2017). 

 “There is no unity of the people!” (a resident of 2. İnönü quarter, 

12.02.2017). 

 “You will get money from Urban Transformation! You will work in the 

constructions that will occur here, and you will trade the materials needed in the 

constructions. The cooperative prevents this!” said the mayor Abdül Batur (a 

resident of 2. İnönü quarter, 12.02.2017). 

 “We say yes to transformation. We want a better environment, we want 

to be a partner in the value to be produced. We want to be informed about the 

process. We know that the construction in our region is unqualified” (a resident 

of 2. İnönü quarter, 12.02.2017). 

 “I do not believe that urban transformation will proceed in a healthy and 

evenly way here…” (a resident of 2. İnönü quarter, 12.02.2017). 
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The winners and the losers: By the approval of the UDPs, the state (the local 

authority and the central authority) got what it attempted to do. On the other hand, the 

residents of the four quarters still try to get (by cases against the Ministry) their shares 

from what will be produced by means of UDPs as both land and value. But it is clear 

that that all of the residents will be debited and therefore some will be dispossessed 

beause that they would probably in capabale of paying for the debts. Especially the 

tenants who has low income are the losers as they are in any other geography where 

neoliberal urban restructuring is on the run.  

 

5.9.3. The Objections (during the Public Display period of the UDPs)  

          and the Cases against the Ministry for the UDPs  

 

According to the data gathered from İzmir Branch of Ministry of Environment and 

Urbanism (5th of July, 2022), there existed 590 objections to the pending development 

plans of Atatürk and 2. İnönü quarters; and 655 objections to the pending development 

plans of Narlı and Çatalkaya quarters. After the public display period of the 

development plans ended, the governments did not provide answers to the petitions of 

the objections. This situation, legally, brought about the owners of the objections the 

right to bring suits against the government (the Ministry) with respect to the 

development plans. Henceforth, there existed 3 cases for the development plans of Narlı 

and Çatalkaya quarters and also 3 cases for the development plans of Ataürk and 2. 

İnönü quarters.   

 

5.9.3.1. A Sample of the Objections against the UDPs 

 

According to the Ministry officers, almost all of the objections of the residents 

of the quarters were prepared in the same context and content. Therefore, for the 

purposes of the case study, selected claims and reasons of the mostly provided 

objections are listed below of which the data was obtained from the Ministry: 

1. UDP area does only comprise the whole area of the risky area but not its 

environs. The risky area’s relations with the surrounding areas are not 

established through the UDPs. The comprehensiveness of the master and 
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development/implementation plans are demolished via the incrementalness of 

the approved UDPs. 

2. The implementation processes, organizational model, the duration of the 

urban transformation and the rights of the residents are all left uncertain via the 

UDPs.  

3. The approved planning reports of the UDPs do not include the detailed 

analytical data which must be done according to the related regulations. 

4. The duration of the implementation, the processes of the 

implementations, the transfer of rights and the protection of rights of the existing 

residents are all left uncertain within the UDPs. And where the residents will be 

moved during the constructions are also uncertain as it is not mentioned within 

the UDP reports. 

5. The public participation is not provided and the also some of the formal 

institutional opinions were taken into consideration throughout the UDP making 

processes. Although it was possible to provide alternative models by taking into 

consideration of the residents’ opinions, this was lacking.  

6. Although there existed financing tables within the UDPs, the rights of 

the residents are not protected via the financing. 

7. The planning decisions of the UDPs bring about high building density 

and population density and this is in conflict of our rights of living in a healthy 

and secured space. And the increase in the density require more quantity in the 

facilities’ areas, which is also a lacking fact within the UDPs. 

8. The UDPs are lacking the urban design projects which are prerequisite of 

the UDPs with respect to the regulations.   

 

5.9.3.2. The Cases against the Authorities with respect to the UDPs  

 

An interview with a representative of the quarters has been made on June 21st, 

2022 after the approval of the development/transformation plans. In the interview, the 

representative stated that as the residents they have been living in the quarters for nearly 

50 years and that during this time many times the governments stated that their 

dwellings, their properties would be officially legal and that the implementations of the 

UDP study would consider them as the owner with respect to their property rights. And 
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he argued that this was never realized; the current master and implemantation 

(development) plans of the Risky Araea were lacking considerable official 

requirements. He put forth 8 crucial points summarizing the main claims of the lawsuit 

which they brought aginst the government for the development/transformation plans:   

“1. Various details regarding the project to be implemented are included in the 

plan report. First of all, there are contradictions regarding the implementation 

process of the project, the organizational model and the financing. 

2. As it is understood from the table prepared in the plan report, we will mostly 

be offered residences with a gross area of 60-70 m2 buildings. The houses in 

question are not suitable for our family life, social habits, needs and expectations 

of using a house. It is our demand for houses where we can live in peace with 

our family. 

3. In the plan report, the progress payment areas that we can obtain in the project 

have been calculated. During this calculation, while entities  belonging to us 

were evaluated, the value of the building and land was calculated arbitrarily. Our 

values are shown low. In the same report, the construction cost to be made was 

calculated arbitrarily high, exceeding all official figures. The projected sales 

price, on the other hand, has been kept below the regional market values. In this 

way, our progress payments are limited by showing the values we have and the 

income to be obtained as low (up to 50%) and the costs are shown as high. We 

are left with houses where we cannot continue our family life in return for the 

progress payment. 

4. We demand that all these progress payment calculations be made by 

independent committees, which will include us or the representatives we will 

assign, together with the municipality. After these calculations, we want our 

neighbors to be provided with the opportunity to buy livable flats for the houses 

they own and will live in, and the difference between the progress payment is 

reflected in the calculations and the cost of progress. 

5. We request priority transfer based on its provisions; to our neighbors who 

have rights in the area according to the laws numbered 2981-4706-775, whose 

lands have been transferred to the municipality to these right holders, but whose 

transfer transactions have not been made by the municipality, to our neighbors 

who have applied for zoning peace with a building registration document, to our 

neighbors who have rights in the area before the transformation and the relevant 
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legislation. Because the progress payments of our neighbors in this situation are 

calculated as if there are no rights witnessed by the laws. 

6. Article 7 of the General Provisions in the Plan Notes of the Implementation 

Development Plan states that “…. Before the implementation of Article 18, the 

transfer transactions of the immovables, which are subject to private ownership, 

will be made on behalf of the municipality.” As far as we understand from this 

provision, it is foreseen that the implementation will be done by the district 

municipality. However, the district municipality currently does not have the 

organizational capacity or institutional capacity to implement an implementation 

of this scale abandoning this uniform practice. We want the settlers to be given 

the right to choose whether to organize it ourselves or to be done by the 

administration, as stipulated by the law, and to make facilitating provisions for 

our neighbors who want to carry out the transformation themselves in an 

organized way. 

7. We request that the military zone, which is not actually used for military 

purposes in the area and was not needed for military use, to be included in the 

project area, taking into account the facilitating provisions of the Law No. 6306. 

8. Finally, we assume equal responsibility in all processes from project 

production to design, from cost calculation to borrowing, and we expect that all 

stages will be operated with our participation and the approval of the majority 

stipulated in the law, and that we will follow the process through committees to 

be directly elected by the right holders and whose authorities and responsibilities 

have been determined.” (June 21st, 2022; English translation by the author) 

Also Chamber of City Planners brought suits against the government for each 

UDPs of the four gecekondu quarters. The Chamber’s claims within the suit are 

summarized (and translated to English by the author) as follows:   

1. The use of the definition of “plan change” in the plans that are the subject of 

the lawsuit is clearly contrary to the principles of urban planning, planning 

principles and public interest. 

2. In the 1/5000 scaled Master Plan Amendment and 1/1000 scaled 

Implementation Development Plan, the population increase was envisaged in a 

way that would be contrary to the provisions of the upper scale 1/25000 scale 

Structural Plan. 
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3. “Educational Facilities Area”, “Social and Cultural Facilities Area”, 

“Technical Infrastructure” and “Parks and Green Areas” do not meet the 

standards in the Regulation to a large extent. 

4. It is understood that an urban design project has not yet been prepared in the 

plans that are the subject of the case, and this situation is contrary to the 

provision of the regulation. 

5. Public participation was not ensured at any stage of the planning process. 

6. According to the model included in the plan explanation report, citizens who 

are resident or non-resident and citizens who reside without title deed and who 

are described as “occupants” in the report are determined as beneficiaries. 

Although entitlements are defined at different levels, one of the basic elements 

of the model is the different levels of indebtedness for all three groups. It is 

understood from the table on page 61 of the report that the financial realization 

of the model is also a 25% profit share. However, there is a contradiction 

between the assumptions on which the model study is based and the unit prices 

of m². These contradictions indicate that the financial basis established for the 

operation of the model is not realistic or that there will be a transfer of rent from 

the right holders in the region to the “entrepreneurs”. 

While describing entitlement and debiting in the model, it is stated that the flats 

with the closest cost among the different flat types determined on the basis of the 

valuation made for these three categories will be debited and distributed. 

Appraisal; “Root Parcel Fee + Independent Unit Fee” for those who have both 

title deed and independent units in the area, “Root Parcel Fee” for those who 

only have title deed in the area, and “Independent Unit Fee” for those who have 

only independent units (Occupants) in the area. On page 36 of the plan 

explanation report, "it is seen that some of the parcels did not leave during the 

implementation, the majority of the parcels were found to be abandoned at “21% 

- 30%” and “40% and above”, the zoning application was contrary to the 

principle of equality and this In order to make a more equitable zoning 

application, it was stated that root parcel areas were determined for each of the 

parcels, and the basis for taking the root parcel as a basis in the appraisal process 

in the model was expressed. However, on page 55 of the plan explanation report, 

there are statements that “the unit m2 sales prices of cadastral parcels in the 

immediate vicinity of the planning area covering Narlı-Çatalkaya 
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Neighborhoods have been researched and it has been determined that this value 

corresponds to 1,500 TL for cadastral parcels”. There is no detailed explanation 

of how the said value was determined. On the other hand, in the table on page 61 

of the plan explanation report, which includes cost, income and profit 

calculations, it is stated that the unit m² cost of construction is 4,000 TL/m² and 

the unit sales unit price is 12,000 TL/m², and it is not detailed on which work 

these prices are based on. Contradictions in the calculations reveal that either the 

assumed unit construction cost, unit sales cost values or cadastral parcel unit 

sales values are unrealistic. In this state, if this model is put into practice, either 

serious loss of rights will occur or the model will not be implemented due to 

unrealistic unit construction and unit sales values. 

7. It is clearly seen that there is no participatory, transparent planning process in 

the plans that are the subject of the lawsuit, and the aforementioned plans are 

clearly contrary to the provision of the Regulations in terms of the absence of 

any urban design project. 
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CHAPTER VI 
 

 

CONCLUSION 
 

 

It is the relationship between neoliberal urbanization processes and urban 

restructuring(s) that the thesis seeked for. Urban development (transformation) plans, 

projects and processes are which we critically elaborated on where the actually existing 

neoliberalism is materialized. And our object of inquiry was Narlıdere gecekondu and 

slum characterized settlements of the city of İzmir where the ‘Risky Area’ status was 

declared in year 2013 with respect to the 6306 numbered act. 

The urban development processes have not been finished and are continuing in 

Narlıdere’s four quarters, namely Narlı, Çatalkaya, Atatürk and 2. İnönü. But the thesis 

quits the explorations and elaborations with respect to its own time table. Therefore, it 

will be proper here to state that the outcomes of the case study will not represent a 

completed or finished process but will try to bring about a critical analysis and 

elaboration of a formation of a histiorical geographical part of the neoliberal 

restructuring processes that will provide a basis for future work on Narlıdere’s four 

quarters where actually existing neoliberalism does exist. 

One of the main tasks that local governments and central government must 

fulfill is to take into account the rights and needs of gecekondu dwellers, as well as all 

segments of the population without discrimination. And the right to housing, the right to 

the city, the right to participating in decision making processes are among these rights 

and needs of the residents.  

The interviews made during the thesis study and the monitoring of the 

restructuring  processes in Narlıdere have shown that although Narlıdere Municipality 

has been the authority on the risky area, until the approval of the UDPs there had been 

no concrete proposal on urban development put forward by the municipality on urban 

transformation which was shared with the totality of the residents of the four quarters. 

The residents, the community has always felt disturbed throughout the processes. For 

instance, there occurred a protest action which was held by the residents and Narlıdere 

Municipality was occupied where the residents requested for their rights.  
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6.1. Concluding Remarks and Statements 

 

The thesis proposes a critical spatial approach to analyze the political, economic, 

and social aspects of the urban development plans and projects (UDPs) within the 

context of neoliberal restructuring in Turkey. It aims to contribute theoretically and 

methodologically to critical urban studies and spatial planning, focusing on UDPs as a 

primary neoliberal urban strategy. 

The city today, particularly in the context of 21st-century capitalism, is a multi-

layered and multi-scalar entity that embodies capitalism while also providing its 

transformation. The urban space is a commodity integral to the entire political, 

economic, and social processes. The thesis problem revolves around how to contribute 

theoretically to understanding this concrete political-economic-social process in 

Turkey’s neoliberal space restructuring. 

The thesis is divided into six chapters, each addressing different aspects of the 

issue. The first chapter introduces the topic, while the following chapters inquires into 

critical theory of space, neoliberal urban restructurings, the urban process in Turkey, a 

case study on İzmir, and finally, a summary with concluding remarks and suggestions 

for future studies. 

The thesis argues that a critical spatial standpoint and perspective is needed to 

understand neoliberal urban restructuring processes in the 21st-century capitalist city. 

Despite substantial research on cities and their spaces, there remains a lack of critical 

understanding of the ‘urban process,’ and of the actors and networks underlying these 

processes. The study seeks to fill this gap by providing a critique of capitalism and its 

inherent uneven development, neoliberal political and economic restructuring, and 

neoliberal urban policy from a political-economic perspective. The thesis focuses on the 

neoliberal plans and projects produced by the state and capital as mechanisms to 

overcome capitalist crises. It views urban space as both a product of and subject to 

social production processes. It also addresses the right to the city, urban social 

movements, and issues of socio-spatial polarization, segregation, exclusion, 

gentrification, dispossession, and involuntary displacement. 

The thesis problem is to contribute to a critical urban theory that can explain and 

transform the socio-spatial processes in urban spaces, especially in light of the global 

expansion of 21st-century capitalism. It aims at providing konwledge to be useful for an 
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emancipatory praxis.  

The methodology employed in the thesis is methodological pluralism, utilizing a 

variety of qualitative and quantitative research techniques to critically analyze the socio-

spatial processes of neoliberal urban restructuring. It uses a scalar approach to examine 

different geographic scales forming a totality of geographic scales. Three main sub-

levels of inquiry are identified: the macro socio-spatial approach, an approach to 

understand neoliberal processes of urbanization and restructuring, and a political-

economic approach that covers the restructuring of social conditions. 

The thesis, in some respect towards the critique of capitalism and its state, is 

about the determinative role of the state and the contruction and real estate sector in the 

neoliberal urban development/transformation projects (UDPs) in Turkey. It argues that 

these projects are driven by the logic of profit and land rent, and that they exclude the 

participation and the rights of the poor and marginalized inhabitants. It also claims that 

the UDPs are influenced by powerful interest groups and that they change the social, 

political and cultural landscape of the cities against the poor and the dispossessed. For 

instance, we see that the displacement of low-income residents when wealthier people 

move into a neighborhood, causing property values and costs of living to rise within the 

region. 

The thesis includes a case study on İzmir, specifically the district of Narlıdere, to 

explore the historical geography of the capitalist neoliberal restructuring processes in 

Turkey by means of a case study. It discusses the role of the state, governments, the 

private sector, and the community itself in these processes, as well as the winners and 

losers of these processes. It seeks to critically elaborate on issues such as gentrification, 

dispossession, displacement, segregation, and polarization in the spaces of UDPs, 

instrumentalized as a mechanism of neoliberal urban restructuring processes in 

Narlıdere. 

There is no doubt that the thesis learned much from Critical Urban Theory. 

Mainly associated with radical urban scholars such as Lefebvre, Harvey, Castells, and 

Brenner as it focuses on the critiques of the established disciplinary divisions and the 

dominant, market-oriented forms of urban knowledge; here it is proper to state that 

critical urban theory provides a critical spatial standpoint on the critique of the people 

and formation of the urban. Critical urban theory has the ability to establish the link 

between challenging  the perspectives and theories which are conceiving current state of 

cities as an expression of transhistorical laws, and the emphasis on the politically and 
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ideologically mediated nature of urban space, seeing it as a contested site of social 

power rather than the biological reductionism of the approaches of Chicago School. 

This is crucial as the thesis is seeking for the emancipatory praxis as a grand social 

responsibility in the field of urban planning. 

In this context, it is obvious that critical urban theory exposes the forms of 

power, exclusion, injustice, and inequality underpinning capitalist social formations, 

while also putting forth the potentials for creating alternatives to capitalism as a social 

system and to capitalist practices at various scales. 

Gecekondus of Turkey had and still has an important place both in urban socio-

spatial formation and also in physical urban fabric of the metropolises of Turkey. As 

they are home to the working class of the factories as well as the marginal sector, or the 

construction sector; they are home to the builders and workers of the city of İzmir which 

take an important place in the division of labor. Gecekondus can be seen as the answers 

to the question on housing of the urban poor, of the the working class immigrants. 

Especially the earlier materializations are the one and two storey built houses having no 

access to basic infrastructure and services which are built just for basic needs. 

Surrounded by the land rent imposed by the luxury residents of Narlıdere, and by the 

pressure of ‘development’; it is possible to say that the question that the Narlıdere’s four 

quarters are facing with differs from that of the earlier gecekondus of Turkey, or of 

İzmir.     

As a concluding statement of the thesis, it is possible to state that; first we need a 

critique of our understanding of the world, its social system and formation; then a 

critique of what we are supposed to live within this social economic system; and then 

we need a practical action against what we criticize; and then, again to reestablish our 

understanding of the world we live in by taking the things we learned from our practice 

into consideration. 

 

6.2. Suggestions for Further Research 

 

It is important to state that it would be proper to examine the debates of critical 

urban theory and explore as a major agenda how the “Right to the City” concept can be 

applied to contemporary urban issues. It will be of use to investigate how it has been 

interpreted and enacted in different contexts, and what lessons can be learned for critical 
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urban theory and practice. 

Since Lefebvre, the “Right to the City” movement or the action has been 

considered by both the scholars and the acitivists as a position to resist against 

neoliberal urbanism, or more directly against neoliberal urban formations of the 21st 

century capitalism. In this context; gentrification, involuntary displacement are 

considered as the implications of neoliberal urban restructuring. And it invokes the 

fundamental struggle on the right to affordable housing, environmental justice and the 

defense of public space. Furthet study can mainly concentrate on the transformation of 

public space as well as the urban social movements’ actions against the governments 

not to loose the public spaces and places by means of the UDPs. 

On the other hand, as seen in the case study the residents of the four quarters 

brought about hundreds of objections –nearly a thousand, for total of the 4 quarters- 

during public display period of the approved plans and brought suits against the 

planning authority afterwards the rejection of their objections which are not concluded 

yet. This ongoing processes may be alaborated on with future work on the four quarters 

in Narlıdere. 

As the urban development/transformation processes in Narlıdere’s four quarters 

continues, so studies on the same subject can be capable of monitoring and elaborating 

on the implementation processes. As the thesis quited doing so with respect to its own 

time limitations, but further study can go critically and deeply towards bringing about 

the ongoing consequences of the UDPs in the near future. For sure, the results of the 

judicial processes of the cases will be determinative through the existence of and 

implementation of the UDP processes. Even elaborating on the judicial processes ot the 

cases beginning with the public display periods of the UDPs, and dealing with the 

objections as a subject of study, may also provide a further critical look on the UDP 

processes in Narlıdere. 

On the other hand, the thesis could not analyyse the social, demographic, 

economic structure and formation of the four quarters in deeply detail because of its 

own limitations. But further study may deal with these issues in a more comprehensive 

and detailed manner. The thesis tried to bring about and point out the social formation 

of the four quarters through the interviews, literature and in site observations.  

In the near past, Türkün (ed., 2014) and Özdemir et al (2005) worked on the two 

major studies as important reference studies on the gecekondus of İstanbul and İzmir. 

Studies on Ankara has not been included within the thesis, but gecekondus of Ankara 



115 
 

(for instance, Dikmen Valley) have been visited and observed by the author. Further 

study may bring about the historical geograpgical processes especially with respect to 

the studies of Özdemir et al’s work on the gecekondus of İzmir. How the authorities see 

these areas, what the current condition and social formation are within these areas may 

be of concern of the future work.  
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Implementation (Development) Plan for Narlı and Çatalkaya Risky Area, 2021) 

2. 6306 sayılı Afet Riski Altındaki Alanların Dönüştürülmesi Hakkında Kanunun 2. 

Maddesi Uyarınca 22.05.2013 tarih ve 2013/4831 sayılı Bakanlar Kurulu Kararı ile 

“Riskli Alan” olarak belirlenen İzmir İli, Narlıdere İlçesi, Atatürk ve İkinci İnönü 

Mahallelerini Kapsayan Alana İlişkin 1/1000 ölçekli Uygulama İmar Planı 

Değişikliği Plan Açıklama ve Araştırma Raporu (2021). (The Report of Master Plan 

for Atatürk and 2. İnönü Risky Area, 2021) 

3. 6306 sayılı Afet Riski Altındaki Alanların Dönüştürülmesi Hakkında Kanunun 2. 

Maddesi Uyarınca 22.05.2013 tarih ve 2013/4831 sayılı Bakanlar Kurulu Kararı ile 

“Riskli Alan” olarak belirlenen İzmir İli, Narlıdere İlçesi, Narlı ve Çatalkaya 

Mahallelerini Kapsayan Alana İlişkin 1/5000 ölçekli Nazım İmar Planı Değişikliği 

Plan Açıklama ve Araştırma Raporu (2021). (The Report of Master Plan for Narlı 

and Çatalkaya Risky Area, 2021) 

4. 6306 sayılı Afet Riski Altındaki Alanların Dönüştürülmesi Hakkında Kanunun 2. 

Maddesi Uyarınca 22.05.2013 tarih ve 2013/4831 sayılı Bakanlar Kurulu Kararı ile 

“Riskli Alan” olarak belirlenen İzmir İli, Narlıdere İlçesi, Atatürk ve İkinci İnönü 

Mahallelerini Kapsayan Alana İlişkin 1/5000 ölçekli Nazım İmar Planı Değişikliği 

Plan Açıklama ve Araştırma Raporu (2021). (The Report of Implementation 

(Development) Plan for Atatürk and 2. İnönü Risky Area, 2021) 
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APPENDIX A 
 

 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF NARLIDERE ‘RISKY AREA’ BY 

THE DECISION OF COUNCIL OF MINISTERS  

(JUNE 25TH, 2013) 
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APPENDIX B 
 

 

SELECTED NEWS ON NARLIDERE RISKY AREA 
(FILTERED FROM INTERNET SOURCES AND 

NEWSPAPERS) 

 

https://www.evrensel.net/haber/445485/narliderede-yapilan-kentsel-donusum-
toplantisina-muhataplar-cagrilmadi 

 



134 
 

https://www.evrensel.net/haber/446101/narliderede-kentsel-donusum-icin-ilk-halk-
bulusmasi 
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https://www.evrensel.net/haber/462002/narlidere-mahalleler-birligi-rantci-degil-halkci-
donusum-istiyoruz 
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https://www.evrensel.net/haber/450674/narliderede-kentsel-donusume-karsi-dava-karari 
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https://www.evrensel.net/haber/445078/izmir-narliderede-askiya-cikan-kentsel-
donusum-projesine-mahalleli-itiraz-etti 
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https://www.evrensel.net/haber/446838/narliderede-kentsel-donusume-itiraz-edildi 
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https://www.evrensel.net/haber/453338/narlidere-halki-kentsel-donusum-planlarina-
dava-acti-isgalci-degil-hak-sahibiyiz 
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https://www.evrensel.net/haber/452348/narliderede-kentsel-donusum-projesine-karsi-
dava-acildi 
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APPENDIX C 
 

 

OFFICIAL PUBLIC DISPLAY RECORD OF THE URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT/TRANSFORMATION PLANS AT THE 

MINISTRY, İZMIR BRANCH 
 

 
Narlıdere İlçesi Atatürk ve II. İnönü Mahallelerinde Nazım İmar Planı Değişikliğİ     
 
 28 Eylül 2021 

 
https://izmir.csb.gov.tr/narlidere-ilcesi-ataturk-ve-ii.-inonu-mahallelerinde-nazim-imar-
plani-degisikligi-duyuru-420232 
 
DUYURU:2021/48 

T.C. 

İZMİR VALİLİĞİ 

ÇEVRE VE ŞEHİRCİLİK İL MÜDÜRLÜĞÜ 

İLAN METNİ 

İzmir İli, Narlıdere İlçesi sınırları dahilinde, 6306 sayılı Kanun kapsamında 2013/4831 sayılı 

Bakanlar Kurulu kararına istinaden "Riskli Alan" ilan edilen alana ilişkin olarak Narlıdere Belediye 

Başkanlığınca hazırlanan Atatürk ve II. İnönü Mahallelerindeki 28,4 hektar alana ilişkin Gelişme 

Konut Alanı (E:1.70, Yençok:Z+5 kat), Ticaret+Konut Alanı (E:1.70, Yençok:Z+5 kat), Ticaret Alanı 

(E:0.80, Yençok:Z+1 kat), Belediye Hizmet Alanı (E:0.80, Yençok:Z+3 kat), Anaokul Alanı (E:0.50, 

Yençok:Z+1 kat), Ortaokul Alanı (E:0.80, Yençok:Z+3 kat), İlkokul Alanı (E:0.80, Yençok:Z+3 kat), 

Sağlık Tesis Alanı (E:0.80 Yençok: Z+4 Kat), Cami Alanı (E:0.50), Sosyal Tesis Alanı (E:0.80, 

Yençok:Z+1 kat), Teknik Altyapı Alanı (E:0.80, Yençok:Z+1kat), Park ve Yeşil Alan, Meydan, 

Ağaçlandırılacak Alan, Otopark Alanı, Trafo Alanı kullanımlarını ve yol bağlantılarını içeren 1/5000 

ölçekli Nazım İmar Planı Değişikliği ve 1/1000 ölçekli Uygulama İmar Planı ile Değişikliği teklifi, 

6306 sayılı Afet Riski Altındaki Alanların Dönüştürülmesi Hakkında Kanun ile 3194 sayılı İmar 

Kanununun 9. Maddesi ve 1 numaralı Cumhurbaşkanlığı Kararnamesinin ilgili hükümleri uyarınca 

Bakanlığımızca onaylanmıştır. 

Bakanlığımızın (Mekânsal Planlama Genel Müdürlüğü) 23.09.2021 tarihli ve E-41890033-303.01-

1779994 sayılı yazısı ile Onaylı NİP-35746832 PİN numaralı 1/5000 ölçekli Nazım İmar Planı 

Değişikliği ile UİP-35495977 PİN numaralı 1/1000 ölçekli Uygulama İmar Planı ile Değişikliği 
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paftaları ve plan açıklama raporları Valiliğimize intikal ettiği tarihten itibaren Valiliğimizce (Çevre 

ve Şehircilik İl Müdürlüğü) tespit edilen ilan yerlerinde ve internet sayfamızda 30 gün süreyle eş 

zamanlı olarak ilan edilmesi ve eş zamanlı olarak ilgili muhtarlığa/muhtarlıklara planların askıya 

çıktığı yeri belirterek muhtarlık binasında bir ay bilgilendirme ilanı yapılmasının sağlanması 

gerektiği belirtilmektedir. 

Bu kapsamda; İzmir İli, Narlıdere İlçesi sınırları dahilinde, 6306 sayılı Kanun kapsamında 

2013/4831 sayılı Bakanlar Kurulu kararına istinaden "Riskli Alan" ilan edilen alana ilişkin olarak 

Narlıdere Belediye Başkanlığınca hazırlanan Atatürk ve II. İnönü Mahallelerindeki 28,4 hektar alana 

ilişkin 6306 sayılı Afet Riski Altındaki Alanların Dönüştürülmesi Hakkında Kanun ile 3194 sayılı 

İmar Kanununun 9. Maddesi ve 1 numaralı Cumhurbaşkanlığı Kararnamesinin ilgili hükümleri 

uyarınca Bakanlığımızca onaylanan 1/5000 ölçekli Nazım İmar Planı Değişikliği ve 1/1000 ölçekli 

Uygulama İmar Planı ile Değişikliğine ait plan paftaları ve açıklama raporları 28.09.2021-

27.10.2021 tarihleri arasında Valiliğimiz (Çevre ve Şehircilik İl Müdürlüğü), Anadolu Caddesi 

No:41/5 Bayraklı/İZMİR adresinde, Ana Hizmet Binası giriş kat ve dijital ilan panosunda ve internet 

sayfasında 1 ay (30 gün) süreyle eş zamanlı olarak ilan edilmektedir. 

 
 
Narlıdere İlçesi Narlı ve Çatalkaya Mahallelerindeki 6306 sayılı Afet Riski 
Altındaki Alanların Dönüştürülmesi Hakkındaki Nazım İmar Planı Değişikliği 
 
 11 Ekim 2021 

 
https://izmir.csb.gov.tr/narlidere-ilcesi-narli-ve-catalkaya-mahallelerindeki-6306-sayili-
afet-riski-altindaki-alanlarin-donusturulmesi-hakkindaki-nazim-imar-plani-degisikligi-
duyuru-420456 
 
DUYURU:2021/52 

T.C. 

İZMİR VALİLİĞİ 

ÇEVRE VE ŞEHİRCİLİK İL MÜDÜRLÜĞÜ 

İLAN METNİ 

İzmir İli, Narlıdere İlçesi sınırları dahilinde, 6306 sayılı Kanun kapsamında 2013/4831 sayılı 

Bakanlar Kurulu kararına istinaden "Riskli Alan" ilan edilen alana ilişkin olarak Narlıdere Belediye 

Başkanlığınca hazırlanan Narlı ve Çatalkaya Mahallelerindeki 15,7 hektar alana ilişkin Gelişme 

Konut Alanı (E:1.70, Yençok:Z+5 kat), Ticaret+Konut Alanı (E:1.70, Yençok:Z+5 kat), Belediye 

Hizmet Alanı (E:0.80, Yençok:Z+3 kat), Askeri Alan (E:0.15, Yençok:Z+5 kat), İlkokul Alanı 

(E:0.80, Yençok:Z+3 kat), Aile Sağlığı Merkezi (E:0.80 Yençok: Z+1 Kat), Cami Alanı (E:0.50), 

Sosyal Tesis Alanı (E:0.80, Yençok:Z+1 kat), Park ve Yeşil Alan, Rekreasyon Alanı, Mezarlık Alanı, 

Teknik Altyapı Alanı (E:0.80 Yençok:Z+1kat),  Otopark Alanı, Trafo Alanı kullanımlarını ve yol 
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bağlantılarını içeren 1/5000 ölçekli Nazım İmar Planı Değişikliği ve 1/1000 ölçekli Uygulama İmar 

Planı Değişikliği teklifi, 6306 sayılı Afet Riski Altındaki Alanların Dönüştürülmesi Hakkında 

Kanun ile 3194 sayılı İmar Kanununun 9. Maddesi ve 1 numaralı Cumhurbaşkanlığı Kararnamesinin 

ilgili hükümleri uyarınca Bakanlığımızca onaylanmıştır. 

Bakanlığımızın (Mekansal Planlama Genel Müdürlüğü) 07.10.2021 tarihli ve E-41890033-

303.01(035.352832098.35825932.03)-1924263 sayılı yazısı ile Onaylı NİP- 35431614 PİN numaralı 

1/5000 ölçekli Nazım İmar Planı Değişikliği ile UİP-35825932 PİN numaralı 1/1000 ölçekli 

Uygulama İmar Planı Değişikliği paftaları ve plan açıklama raporları, Valiliğimize intikal ettiği 

tarihten itibaren Valiliğimizce (Çevre ve Şehircilik İl Müdürlüğü) tespit edilen ilan yerlerinde ve 

internet sayfamızda 30 gün süreyle eş zamanlı olarak ilan edilmesi ve eş zamanlı olarak ilgili 

muhtarlığa/muhtarlıklara planların askıya çıktığı yeri belirterek muhtarlık binasında bir ay 

bilgilendirme ilanı yapılmasının sağlanması gerektiği belirtilmektedir. 

Bu kapsamda; İzmir İli, Narlıdere İlçesi sınırları dahilinde, 6306 sayılı Kanun kapsamında 

2013/4831 sayılı Bakanlar Kurulu kararına istinaden "Riskli Alan" ilan edilen alana ilişkin olarak 

Narlıdere Belediye Başkanlığınca hazırlanan Narlı ve Çatalkaya Mahallelerindeki 15,7 hektar alana 

ilişkin 6306 sayılı Afet Riski Altındaki Alanların Dönüştürülmesi Hakkında Kanun ile 3194 sayılı 

İmar Kanununun 9. Maddesi ve 1 numaralı Cumhurbaşkanlığı Kararnamesinin ilgili hükümleri 

uyarınca Bakanlığımızca onaylanan 1/5000 ölçekli Nazım İmar Planı Değişikliği ve 1/1000 ölçekli 

Uygulama İmar Planı Değişikliğine ait plan paftaları ve açıklama raporları 11.10.2021-09.11.2021 

tarihleri arasında Valiliğimiz (Çevre ve Şehircilik İl Müdürlüğü), Anadolu Caddesi No:41/5 

Bayraklı/İZMİR adresinde, Ana Hizmet Binası giriş kat ve dijital ilan panosunda ve internet 

sayfasında 1 ay (30 gün) süreyle eş zamanlı olarak ilan edilmektedir. 
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