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Abstract

The gentrification process has been examined by sociologists, urban planners,
geographers and many other professionals since the 1970s. However, despite a great
deal of research into the concept, process, and other dimensions of gentrification,
there are few studies which consider the importance of the perspective and
experiences of residents and users.

This paper focuses on the gentrification process and its impact on the non-
gentrifier residents of the Akaretler neighborhood of Besiktas, an area which
was transformed following a major restoration project 10 years ago. In-depth
interviews were conducted with long-term residents and business owners to
investigate how they evaluate the changes in their neighborhood as well as the
positive and negative impacts of gentrification on their lives. According to the
findings, while the majority of respondents acknowledged the physical success
of the restoration project, some of them also pointed out the negative economic,
social, and cultural outcomes it has raised over the past 10 years. The outstanding
negative issues are social integration difficulties, the lack of affordable properties,
changes to property functions, and cultural contrast.
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1. Introduction

Many scholars have studied the gen-
trification concept in depth; however,
this issue is still considered to be a hot
topic because of the power wielded by
the construction sector. Especially in
the last decade, the gentrification has
become a global approach extending
its context from the central core to
suburbs, and also slums (Cocola-Gant,
2019); moreover, the fundamental mo-
tivations behind this development are
the financialization of housing market
(August & Walks, 2018), the increasing
power of economic actors in the ur-
banization process (Slater, 2017), the
remarkable ascendance of neoliberal
economic policies (Smith, 2001), and
the increasing role of global gentrifi-
ers such as construction companies
and states (Rofe, 2003). Therefore; it is
clear that the role of financial capital
came into prominence after 2000, not
only by encouraging home ownership
through home loans but also through
the rise of corporate proprietors and
platform capitalism (Aalbers, 2019)
and this concept has been accepted
as a global strategy for reaching max-
imum land value, and it has occurred
in varied types in different parts of cit-
ies (Lees et al., 2016). Although it ex-
tended its scope and transformed to a
method containing the reproduction
of capital in urban space, the unchang-
ing consequence of this process is the
displacement of existing residents will-
ingly or unwillingly (Lees et al., 2015).

While some researchers have at-
tempted to identify gentrification in
their perspectives (Hammet, 1984;
Smith & Williams, 1986; Ley, 1992;
Kempen & Weesep, 1994; Bondi, 1999;
Kennedy & Leonard, 2001; Atkinson,
2003; Bostic & Martin, 2003, Coco-
la-Gant, 2018), others have examined
the main reasons, actors, and driving
forces behind the concept (Whea-
ton,1977; Kern, 1981; Lees, 1996; Ley,
1986; 1996; Aalbers, 2019 ). In addition
to the investigations into the concepts,
processes, and dimensions of gentrifi-
cation, many scholars have also con-
centrated on its physical, social, eco-
nomic, functional, and cultural effects
on the existing environment (Sampaio,
2002; Billig & Churchman, 2003; Mus-
terd & Ostendorf, 2005; Cameron &

Coaffee, 2005). However, it must be
stated that when evaluating gentrifi-
cation only a few of them have consid-
ered the importance of the perspective
and experiences of residents (Freeman,
2004; Slater, 2006; Murdie&Teixeria,
2011).

This study is intended to increase
the understanding of the impact of
gentrification on both residents and
business owners living in the areas
surrounding Akaretler, the historical
row houses located within Besiktas, a
major population center of Istanbul. In
particular, it investigates the effects of
the transformation that occurred as a
result of the restoration of these houses
10 years ago.

The rest of this paper is divided into
3 sections; a conceptual background
of the study that summarizes the con-
cept of gentrification, examples of gen-
trification in Istanbul and a literature
review of the positive and negative
impacts of gentrification on neighbor-
hoods is given in the second section.
The third section contains information
regarding the case area of Akaretler
that includes a short history of the dis-
trict, the project, methodology and the
findings of the research. The final sec-
tion is devoted to conclusions.

2. Gentrification and Istanbul

Although there are numerous ex-
planations for the notion of gentrifi-
cation, it can be basically described as
investing to encourage high-income
white collar settlement in historic and
precious sites in urban cores, and the
clearing of these valuable sites of their
current low-income residents and us-
ers (Smith & Williams, 1986; Ley, 1992;
Kennedy & Leonard, 2001; Atkinson,
2003).

After Glass’ (1964) explanation of
gentrification, Smith (1986) expand-
ed the meaning of the concept and
introduced a new type of gentrifica-
tion which became known as “sec-
ond-wave”. Although there are dif-
ferences between these two types of
gentrification, such as their causes, ac-
tors, processes, and scale, (Hackworth
& Smith, 2001), the fundamental and
unchanging phenomenon for both is
the willing or unwilling displacement
of existing residents or users (Smith,
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1979). After 2000, researchers started
to focus on a third-wave of gentrifi-
cation derived from a partnership be-
tween the state and the private sector
(Hackworth & Smith, 2001; Davidson
and Lees, 2005; Cameron & Coaffee,
2005; Uitermark, Duyvendak & Klein-
hans, 2007; Hackworth, 2007).

This third wave gentrification has
some distinctive characteristics like
the partnership between companies
and states, effective anti-gentrification
strategies, and the expansion of gentri-
fication to the peripheries (Cameron &
Coaftee, 2005; Uitermark, Duyvendak
& Kleinhans, 2007; Hackworth, 2007).
Lees (2003) identified seven different
types of gentrification which are classi-
cal, statebased, capital-based, commer-
cial also known as retail gentrification
(Hubbard, 2016), mix-use, re-gentrifi-
cation that was renamed as super-gen-
trification (Davidson and Lees, 2010),
and new-built gentrification. In this
scope, many scholars have worked on
these types and extended their content;
moreover, they also identified new
types of gentrification (Cocola-Gant,
2019). These are rural gentrification
derived from the increasing attrac-
tion of the natural environment for
high-middle class occupants (Phillips,
2005), studentification including the
development of special regions for stu-
dents only (Smith & Holt, 2007), and
tourism gentrification based on the
transformation of residential areas to
attractive zones for visitors (Gotham,
2005; Cocola-Gant, 2018). In addition,
these different gentrification types can
lead to the occurrence of each other in
time, and the mutual relationship be-
tween tourism and commercial gen-
trification can be given as an example
(Gotham, 2005). While the changing
commercial activities increase the in-
terest of visitors for the area, being a
touristic destination changes the com-
mercial pattern in depth, and it causes
the existence of new functions appeal-
ing to visitor’s expectations more (Co-
cola-Gant, 2015).

Although there are several types of
gentrification based on different mo-
tivations, they can be collected un-
der two main approaches which are
defined according to the aims of the
implementation and the power of the

19

main actors (McKinnish, Randall &
Kirk, 2010). In brief, these approaches
are; gentrification as an urban trans-
formation policy and gentrification as
a negative consequence of urban trans-
formation (Hyra, 2016).

In Turkey, the gentrification issue
gained importance after the 1980s,
largely due to the effects of globaliza-
tion (Islam, 2009). The first wave of
gentrification happened organically in
Bosphorus neighborhoods during the
1980s, and the first group of new po-
tential residents; artists, writers, poets,
and musicians started to arrive, thereby
changing both the land values and the
local lifestyle. However, that period is
characterized by the harmony that was
achieved between new and existing in-
habitants and few displacement issues
were observed (Islam, 2009). While
the gentrification process continued
in Bosphorus neighborhoods, second
wave gentrification started to occur in
the historical areas of the city core at
the end of the 1990s (Polat, 2016). His-
torical apartments with views of the
Bosporus, easy accessibility, and access
to cultural and entertainment activities
appeared after the pedestrianization of
Istiklal street made Beyoglu, Cihangir,
Galata and Asmalimescit more attrac-
tive for new social groups (Polat, 2016).
Ergiin (2004, also in 2006) concentrat-
ed on the first and second wave gentri-
fication process in Istanbul neighbor-
hoods and produced a detailed map
of gentrified zones. After a transitional
period, third wave gentrification began
with the ratification of law no. 5366. In
Istanbul, the Tarlabasi, and Sulukule
projects are considered to be the first
examples of gentrification as part of an
urban transformation policy (Islam,
2009). The same period saw many oth-
er projects around the city, including
the transformation of Fener and Balat,
the development of Galataport, and the
Haydarpasa Port Project (Figure 1).

In addition to research that includes
the general prospects surrounding the
gentrification issue in Turkey, there
have been several more recent stud-
ies which have evaluated and focused
on the consequences of gentrification
in-depth through the experiences and
thoughts of residents and users (Tunc-
er & Islam, 2017; Uysal & Sakarya,
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Figure 1. Gentrification waves in Istanbul.

2018; Uzgoren & Tiirkiin, 2018).

The restoration project for the
Akaretler row houses was started in
1988 and completed in 2008. It is the
largest restoration project undertaken
in Istanbul, and can be accepted as a
critical case of third wave commercial
and mixed-use gentrification. Follow-
ing this project, the local neighbor-
hood underwent a rapid and signifi-
cant transformation.

2.1. Effects of gentrification

The main concept of gentrification
can be identified as providing phys-
ical, economic, and especially social
revitalization, while also including the
conservation of the assessable compo-
nents of a given area, such as its his-
torical buildings. However, this policy
has been shown to have deep effects on
the existing urban pattern (Sampaio,
2007). When Appleyard (1981) de-
fined gentrification, he emphasized the
combination of economic recovery and
physical conservation, and stated that
this combination is a “solution”. Ties-
dell, Oc, and Heath (2008) accepted
Appleyard’s definition, and supported
the claim that gentrification is a neces-
sity for the conformance of the urban
place to a changing economic system.
In addition, they also highlighted the

social outcomes and displacement is-
sues as being undesirable elements of
the process. Whether it is a solution
or necessity, the gentrification process
definitely has both positive and nega-
tive influences on existing urban struc-
tures (Billig & Churchman, 2003).

One of the basic consequences of
gentrification is the segregation that
occurs in both the physical and social
environments (Chirstafore & Legui-
zamon, 2018). In the physical context,
gentrified zones of cities are comprised
of “prestige” elements such as high-
quality conditions and facilities, en-
tertainment services, and accessible
transportation options that are intend-
ed to segregate them (Sampaio, 2002).
These zones also arouse the interest of
the public sector and the municipal
authority, causing them to make up-
grades to the urban infrastructure (Bil-
lig & Churchman, 2003). In this way,
gentrification improves the quality of
an areas physical structure, reverses
physical decay, and restores/upgrades
individual buildings (Kennedy &
Leonard, 2001; Musterd & Ostendorf,
2005; Inzulza-Contardo, 2011).

In the social context, Clay (1981)
claimed that the gentrification pro-
cess develops a neighborhood’s pro-
file and contributes to a more positive
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image. Musterd and Ostendorf (2005)
described the importance of physi-
cal restructuring to solve social dif-
ficulties; on the other hand, they also
highlighted the displacement issue as
an adverse result of gentrification. The
social balance that can be identified
as a state of harmony between people
with different social status is a vital di-
mension for a healthy neighborhood,
and this harmony supports the occur-
rence of a local identity; however, the
organization of interactions between
citizens and the integration of new-
comers should occur naturally and not
be forced (Vance, 1966; Frankenberg,
1994). Thus, gentrification process as
an external intervention breaks this
balance and causes both displacement
and segregation (Sampaio, 2002; Bo-
terman & Gent, 2014; Parekh, 2014;
Shaw & Hagesman, 2015; Billingham,
2017). In addition, the existence of
newcomers that are highly educated
and from high-income groups leads
to social pressure on local people, and
it is this pressure that complicates the
processes of integration and adaptation
(Robinson, 1995; Fabula et al., 2017).

Table 1. Positive and negative effects of gentrification.

The Effects of

Gentrification on

Positive

Negative

Physical Conditions

Economic Conditions

Social Conditions

Cultural Conditions

Physical conservation (Appleyard, 1981),
Providing "prestige" factors for citizens
(Sampaio, 2012), High interest of private
sector and municipal authority (Billig &
Churchman, 2003), The Decrease in physical
decay and improvement of housing
situations (Kennedy & Leonard, 2001;
Musterd & Ostendorf, 2005; Inzulza-Contardo,
2011), The Increase in activity opportunities
through the new functions (Freeman, 2005;

Emst & Doucet, 2014)

Physical segregation between neighborhoods in
terms of quality (Sampaio, 2002; Chirstafore &
Leguizamon, 2018 ), Functions that are not open

for all (Billig & Churchman, 2003).

ic recovery (Appleyard, 1981),
Supporting to reach the highest potential
value of the property (Smith, 1979;

1996), The Increase in demand for a place
and the increase in land values (Billig &
Churchman, 2003; Bardaka et al, 2018)
Developing a neighborhood profile and
Providing positive image (Clay, 1981), The
Decrease in social difficulties (Musterd &

Ostendorf, 2005)

The Increase of existing cultural capital (Ley,
2003; Mccarthy & Wang, 2015), Free social
atmosphere and bohemian lifestyle (Caulfield,

1994)

[« ification and of culture,
art, and place (Cameron & Coaffee, 2005; Meltzer
& Ghorbani, 2017), The Decrease in the
affordability due to the high market value of

buildings (Billig & Churchman, 2003)

Displacement of marginal groups (Tiesdell et al,
2008; Shaw & Hagesman, 2015; Billingham,
2017), the social integration difficulties between
existing users and newcomers (Vance, 1966;
Frankenberg, 1994), Social segregation
(Sampaio, 2002; Boterman & Gent, 2014
Chirstafore & Leguizamon, 2018), The social
pressure on local people (Robinson, 1995; Fabula
etal., 2017), Lack of neighborhood soul (Billig &
Churchman, 2003)

New cultural capital threats local identity, values,
traditions and characteristics (Tiesdell, Oc, &

Heath, 2008)
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Gentrification intervention can also
change the functional characteristics
of the neighborhood and contribute
to the activity opportunities of citizens
(Freeman, 2005; Musterd & Osten-
dorf, 2005; Ernst & Doucet, 2014). On
the contrary sometimes these activity
opportunities which aim to attract fu-
ture gentrifiers, especially in the case
of commercial gentrification (Coco-
la-Gant, 2015), causes displacement
of the local shops or businesses even
before the residents and at some point
this change in the habitual environ-
ment of the long term residents might
lead to the loss of sense of belonging.
For this reason new opportunities
should be planned in detail as they play
a crucial role in sustaining the balance
between social groups and also support
the soul of the neighborhood (Billig &
Churchman, 2003; Keels et al., 2013).

From the cultural perspective, Be-
auregard (1986) classified cultural
needs and aesthetic values as the fun-
damental demand forces behind the
gentrification process. In addition, Ley
(1996) highlighted the significance of
the relationship between the move-
ment of urban artists and gentrifica-
tion in the city core, and asserted that
artists are the pioneers of gentrification
(Lazarevié et al., 2016). The creation of
a free social atmosphere and bohemian
lifestyle invites more artists and helps
to sustain the gentrification process
in a self-perpetuating system (Caul-
field, 1994). Ley (2003) claimed that
the existence of the creative class that
contains people work in art-based jobs
or science-related industries (Florida,
2002), contributes to both the cultur-
al and economic capital of an existing
neighborhood (Mccarthy & Wang,
2015). However, this new creative class
threatens the local cultural identity
because as the existing community is
displaced by the newcomers, they take
their local values, traditions, and char-
acteristic behaviors away with them
(Tiesdell, Oc, & Heath, 2008).

In addition to the social and cultural
aspects of gentrification, the economy
is always one of its major driving forc-
es, and this is reflected in its potential
not only to increase property values
(Smith, 1979; 1996), but also to max-
imize the value of living in urban core.

Residents” experiences of a gentrified neighborhood in Istanbul: The case of Akaretler row houses
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Smith (1979) argues that the process
of gentrification is more related to the
occurrence of capital than the return
of people to the central core of cities;
moreover, he also stated the contribu-
tion of gentrification to reach the high-
est value of the property. Therefore;
gentrification is considered to provide
a reliable path to economic recov-
ery because the physical investment
attracts high-income groups and in-
creases demand; thus, the market val-
ue of the buildings and land increases
(Billig & Churchman, 2003; Bardaka
et al, 2018). The rise of investment and
demand from high-income groups
also attract private sector developers,
thereby increasing the number of proj-
ects in the surrounding areas (Smith,
2001; Bishaw, 2014). In addition, and
as mentioned above, gentrification at-
tracts the cultural class and this class
develops cultural capital. This circular
situation causes the commodification
of culture and the consumption of art;
and whether the commodification is
positive or not, it makes an economic
contribution and increases econom-
ic capital (Cameron & Coaffee, 2005;
Meltzer & Ghorbani, 2017) but also
consequently causes a social transfor-
mation in the area. As a conclusion,
the most commonly mentioned posi-
tive and negative effects of gentrifica-
tion in the literature are summarized
in (Table 1), and these effects can only
be restricted by concentrated efforts at
conservation (Sampaio, 2007). Howev-
er, Bandarin (1979) claimed that there
is no way to provide physical, econom-
ic, and social conservation simultane-
ously. Cities can be affected positively
only by systematic organization, an in-
crease in the participation capacity of
citizens, and detailed planning (Banda-
rin, 1979).

3. Case study: Akaretler row houses
restoration project

3.1. Location, history and physical
characteristics

Akaretler is a group of row houses at
what is now the intersection of the Sair
Nedim and Siileyman Seba streets in
the Besiktas district of Istanbul (Figure
2). This is one of the most characterful
districts within the city due to its cen-
tral location, historical heritage, local
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Figure 2. Location of Akaretler row houses.

shops and markets, and the variety of
functions it offers. It is also a critical fo-
cal point of the European side of Istan-
bul with a significant potential for both
day and night usage, and until recently,
it has managed to preserve much of its
local atmosphere. Many different social
groups have been attracted to this area,
but a majority of its current residents
are middle-class families and universi-
ty students.

The Akaretler row houses are con-
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Figure 3. Pervititch map (Source:http://www.tas-istanbul.com/

portfolio/portfolio-4/page/22/).

ITU A|Z « Vol 16 No 3 « November 2019 « M. Ronael, G. D. Orug



Figure 4. Akaretler row houses type 1.

LR

Figure 5. Akaretler row houses type 2.

sidered to be the first mass housing
project of the Ottoman Empire and are
accepted as Istanbul’s most continuous
and monumental example of attached
houses (Ozsoydan, 2007; Batur, Yiicel,
& Fersan, 1979).

The architect of the Akaretler proj-
ect was Sarkis Bey Balyan, and it was
undertaken on the orders of Sultan
Abdiilaziz in January 1875. The hous-
es were originally intended for the
guards and workers of Dolmabahge
Palace to use as lodgings, but some
were rented separately by people from
middle and low income groups. (Kogu,
1993). During the Republican period,
the ownership of the row houses was
transferred to the General Directorate
of Foundations, and their usage was
allocated for public institutions and or-
ganizations. In addition to their origi-
nal purpose, the row houses have been
used as an officers’ residence, a district
post office, a police station, the Mimar
Sinan University campus, a primary
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school, a center of the CHP political
party, and Turkey’s first mental health
hospital (Batur, Yiicel, & Fersan, 1979).

In total, the row house group con-
sists of 66 parcels and 133 residential
units (Figure 3). The parcel sizes are
generally similar, and the plots are di-
vided by vertical lines. There are two
main building typologies and only
minor variations were applied during
their original design (Figure 4-5) (Ak-
bayar, 1998).

3.2. Akaretler row houses restoration
project

By the beginning of the 1980s,
Akaretler had been confronted by nu-
merous physical and social problems.
As a possible solution, the ministry of
culture and tourism planned the res-
toration of the row houses (Milliyet
Newspaper, 1980). To further this aim,
the existing tenants were evicted by the
municipality and the speed of this pro-
cess caused a great deal of bad feeling
(Egilmez, 1982).

In 1982, law no. 2634 was ratified.
This law was intended to encourage
tourism, and was the first step of a new
renovation project. According to this
law, the private sector could invest in
public properties under the auspic-
es of the regulations covering public
land allocation for tourism. In order
to initiate the Akaretler Row Hous-
es Restoration Project, Net Holding
signed a build-operate-and-transfer
contract with the General Directorate
of Foundations on October 15, 1987.
This contract stipulated that they fol-
low the rules set out by the Ministry of
Tourism. At the end of the build and
operation period, which was defined
as 49 years, the company was required
to transfer the buildings to the General
Directorate of Foundations.

Net Holding developed a proposal
which included the Atatiirk Museum,
offices, an apart hotel, a hotel, stores,
and parking functions that all fell with-
in the scope of the Akaretler Develop-
ment Project. According to the propos-
al, the project was to be carried out in
three stages, but construction did not
start until 1996 because of economic
and political problems. The long peri-
od of inactivity between 1988 and 1996
was regularly in the news and was a

Residents” experiences of a gentrified neighborhood in Istanbul: The case of Akaretler row houses



24

Net Holding signed a

to rent flats to foreing contract with the General
tourist. Directorate of Foundations. completed.

Row Houses used Row Houses were

by public workers
1980

as a boarding

Akaretler Row Houses
were constructed by
Sarkis Bey Baylan.

The law no 2634 about  Renovation and building
tourism encouragement ~ survey proposals were
accepted with the decision no 614.

Figure 6. Development process of Akaretler.

subject of great debate. Sabah Newspa-
per had a headline which stated, “His-
tory is dying” for Akaretler in 1994.
According to the news article that fol-
lowed, the area had suffered physical
and social depression since it fell into
disuse (Sabah Newspaper, 1994). How-
ever, after a construction license was
granted in 1996, the image of Akaretler
changed in the print media, as illus-
trated by subsequent headlines such as:
“Heavenly Project for Akaretler” and
“Akaretler is Shining” (Radikal News-
paper, 1996; Sabah Newspaper, 1998).

The construction of the first and sec-
ond stages and the carpark unit were
completed between 1996 and 2002. In
2003, Garanti Bank Life Tourism Com-
merce Inc. purchased the shares of the
Akaretler Project, and in 2005, Bilgili
Holding took control. Between 1987
and 2008, the project changed 13 times
because of changes that were made to
its requirements (Figure 6) (Stirmegoz,
2010). The new developer intended to
transform the area into a luxury-shop-
ping district and so the project includ-
ed a hotel, 55 residence units, and 34
shops when it was completed in 2008
(Figure 7). In 2009, the Akaretler Row
Houses Restoration Project won the
first place in the ULI Global Awards
of Excellence which included 39 proj-
ects from 17 countries. The award was
mentioned in magazines and newspa-
pers and was used as an important ad-
vertising tool.

Despite all the advertisements and
developments, the row houses did not
attract as much attention as expected.
Therefore, the land use policy of the
development company underwent a
radical change and the area entered a
transformation period to convert it
into an art and design district. Empty

d transfer The construction of B, C,and D sections  The project were
BJK Plaza was

Asection of project G section of project  The project were

was completed

All sections of
New Crative

of project were
Hub Concept

trasferred to Garanti Bank  project were

completed. Life Tourism Commerce Inc. completed.

2010

The project came in first in
trasferred to Bilgil ULI Global Awards of
Holding Excellence

was completed

shops were rented to art galleries and
design studios, and many cafes, restau-
rants, and bars were opened. However,
after this process, and like the previous
stores, some of these restaurants and
art galleries shut down and the units
were again left empty. During this pe-
riod, Akaretler was reintroduced as an
investment opportunity that stood in
contrast to more instantly profitable
properties (Severdz, 2017). Current-
ly, the units previously used by shops
and boutiques have become branded
restaurants, cafes, bars, and art galler-
ies and still there are empty buildings
that remain for rent. The area hosts, ex-
cept from the new residents of the row
houses, mostly upper middle and up-
per income residents and daily visitors
from Istanbul.

3.3. Effects of Akaretler row houses
project

In this study, both the negative and
positive impacts of the project on the
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. Es LEY ASEREET

N T,

A Section

ITU A|Z « Vol 16 No 3 « November 2019 « M. Ronael, G. D. Orug

E Section

/M//

Figure 7. The latest proposal for Akaretler (Source: Bilgili Holding).

Bilgili Holding
Proposal
Legend
Building
Garden
[ Road

Pedestrian
Road

F Section



neighborhood is evaluated according
to the perspective of local residents.
To understand how both non-gen-
trifier residents and business own-
ers, who might also be the subject of
displacement in the future, interpre-
tate the impact of gentrification on
their neighborhood, semi structured
in-depth interviews were conducted
with 28 local people. The in-depth in-
terviewing method allows a primary
connection to the knowledge source
without the need for mediation and
creates a comfortable atmosphere in
which the participants are more likely
to reveal genuine feelings and opinions
(Showkat & Parveen, 2017). While 22
of the respondents were local residents
or business owners, there were also
2 academic urban planners, 2 urban
planning authorities from the Begiktas
municipality, and 2 real estate agents.
All of the interviewees were over 35
years old and were aware of the past
and present situations of the Akaret-
ler row houses and their surroundings.
The educational level of the research
group ranged from high school gradu-
ates to holders of bachelor degrees and
Ph.Ds. The majority of the respondents
(60%) are self-employed with work-
places located in the surrounding areas
of Akaretler. Information was obtained
in the summer and fall 2018 and each
interview lasted between 20-30 min-

utes.

In this study, the effects of the
Akaretler Row Houses Restoration
Project have been evaluated according
to their physical, economic, functional,
cultural, and social aspects.
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3.3.1. Physical effects

The interviews made with the local
people shows that the majority support
the changes in the physical conditions
arising from the restoration project. All
the respondents have lived in the dis-
trict for more than 30 years, and when
they compare the before and after situ-
ation of the row houses, they find the
restoration to have been successful
and are pleased with the new physi-
cal environment. In addition, they as-
serted that their own properties have
been positively affected by the project
in terms of better above ground facil-
ities and also improvements to under-
ground infrastructure such as the wa-
ter supply and sewage systems.

“The physical atmosphere is definitely
more impressive than the former condi-
tion.” (Male, 65, Tradesmen)

“The row houses were changed from
unwanted wrecks to impressive elegant
buildings due to the project. Today, when
I walk on the street, I feel like I am in a
movie scene.” (Female, 45, Resident)

“Today, the whole environment is to-
tally unusual and immaculate. Also, the
Sair Nedim and Siileyman Saba streets
developed with the project and this state
has increased the attractiveness and val-
ue of our properties.” (Male, 48, Trades-
men)

In addition to the local users, aca-
demicians and authorities in the local
municipality claimed that the improve-
ment and renovation of the physical
pattern can be accepted as the most
successful part of project (Figure 8).
For these historically and architectur-
ally valuable buildings, the conserva-

Figure 8. Akaretler row houses before and after restoration (Source: Bilgili Holding).
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tion and development approaches were
combined appropriately.

“The whole physical structure, both
above ground and underground, was
renovated. This new environment has
attracted users and investors, especially
big brands, and has increased the live-
liness and motion in the site” (Female,
Urban Planner for Besiktas Municipal-
ity)

“The balance between the conser-
vation and development approaches is
very successful and the restoration pro-
posals are highly suited to the historical
pattern.” (Female, 45, Resident, Urban
Planner-Academician)

Consequently, as Kennedy and
Leonard (2001) pointed out, a high
quality physical environment that pro-
vides prestige for newcomers is one of
the authentic outcomes of the gentri-
fication process. In addition, accord-
ing to the interviews and observations
in this study, it can be stated that the
Akaretler Row Houses Restoration
Project improved the quality of the
physical structures while protecting
their historical and architectural value.
Although Sampaio (2002) emphasized
the physical segregation between the
inside and outside of a revitalization
project, the physical segregation of
Akaretler had always existed due to its
architectural value.

3.3.2. Economic effects

Together with the increase of com-
mercial activities such as services and
tourism in the project area, it can be ar-
gued that an economic revival and im-
proved employment rates were created
in the neighborhood. After the revital-
ization project, Akaretler became a new
focal point like the Taksim and Nisan-
tas1 neighborhoods. However, it could
not become as economically developed
as hoped, and the concept was changed
from that of a luxury shopping district
to that of a creative hub. Nevertheless,
the imposition of high rents continued
to decrease the demand for the build-
ings, and so the real estate policies un-
derwent a further revision.

“After a few years from the completion
of the project, the demand for the row
houses started to decrease due to their
high rent and sale prices; moreover, even
the people from high-income groups did

Table 2. Land unit prices (in $) of Akaretler

based on revenue administration.

Years Siileyman Saba Street Sair Nedim Street

2002 | 206.60 158.92
2006 | 564.67 434.63
2010 | 994.96 663.30

2014 | 2280.69 1596.48

Table 3. Unit prices of Akaretler based on

revenue administration.
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not prefer these buildings. Many brands
started to close their shops and these
were transformed into restaurants, cof-
fee shops, and bars. However, the real es-
tate firm of the project kept their prices
pegged for a long time.” (Yesiltas, Real
Estate Agent)

‘.. the big brands began to close their
branches because of the high rents...
Then, they planned to invite art stu-
dios and revised their project visions
from finance to art; however, the prices
were not affordable, especially for artists
and small studios.” (Usluca, Real Estate
Agent)

In addition to the financial situation
of the project itself, its economic effect
can also be observed in the property
values of its immediate surroundings.
According to data from the reports of
the Revenue Administration (Table 2),
the dollar unit prices of land increased
between 2002 and 2014 along the Sair
Nedim and Siileyman Seba streets (Ta-
ble 3). Especially after the completion
of the project in 2010, this progress has
continued to accelerate.

On the other hand, the project drew
the attention of the investors to the
neighborhood and a new large-scale
housing project was planned and com-
pleted during the same period.

“When the restoration project was
completed, the demand for its surround-
ings developed rapidly. Some large-scale
housing projects like Magka Residence
were constructed. Due to the restoration
project and large-scale housing estates,
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the square meter unit prices of buildings
were at least doubled” (Yesiltas, Real
Estate Agent)

“It can be clearly said that the res-
toration project increased the econom-
ic power of the district. It also affected
property values positively and became a
driving power behind the making of new
large-scale investments.” (Female, Ur-
ban Planner for Besiktas Municipality)

“The restoration project increased the
rents and prices in its surroundings. In
particular, students started to complain
about high rents because property own-
ers point to the project as a precedent.
This situation is the basis of the gentri-
fication concept.” (Female, 77, Resident,
Urban Planner-Academician)

Physical improvements increase
the market demand for an area and
increase the highest potential value of
the properties within it (Smith, 1979;
1996; Billig & Churchman, 2003). This
effect also spreads beyond the project
borders and produces similar results in
its surroundings (Smith, 2001). In the
case of the restoration of the Akaretler
row houses, the economic value and
activity caused by the project cannot
be ignored. The increased land values,
unit prices, and employment level, and
the overall economic revival in the area
can be accepted as positive economic
outcomes of the project especially from
the point of landowners. On the other
hand, serious financial issues arising
from the real estate policies surround-
ing the project and affecting the ten-
ants, some of whom have been living in
the area for a long time, must be count-
ed as a major negative consequence.
This tendency might lead a residential
gentrification in the surrounding area
in the long run.

3.3.3. Functional effects

According to Batur (1979), and as
previously mentioned, the Akaretler
row houses have had many different
functions. The majority of local us-
ers remembered these functions and
they emphasized their public nature.
They claimed that the row houses were
more open to public use before the
restoration, but today their commer-
cial functions as cafes, bars, and hotels
that appeal to mostly middle and up-
per-income residents and visitors from
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different parts of Istanbul limit user di-
versity due to the financial constraints
of the local people.

“The community center where we
spent our free time was very important
for us. There was a coffeehouse in the
center where people used to met each
other and discuss daily issues. Also, there
were some sport activities like table ten-
nis for young people to spend their time.”
(Male, 54, Tradesmen)

“There were different functions like a
grocery store, shoemaker, ironmonger,
and other shops in the row houses. We
used them a lot, especially the commu-
nity center” (Male, 65, Resident)

“The row houses were open to us, it
was free, today we have to pay money
to do something in there.” (Female, 40,
Resident)

“When the project opened to the pub-
lic in 2008, we were shocked because
of the big brands, expensive shops, and
restaurants. We knew that the resto-
ration would change many things; how-
ever, we did not expect such radical
changes.” (Male, 50, Tradesmen)

After the completion of the project,
in order to attract the desired social
profile the type of functions totally
changed (Figure 9), so the local identi-
ty. Today, some of the row houses have
residential functions, but the majority
are used by service industries such as
rented office spaces, art studios, restau-
rants, bars, cafes, and a hotel. Although
local users complain about this change,
academicians and authorities support
this transformation and the new func-
tions. They emphasize the importance
of the row houses and claim that they
should be used for more suitable pur-
poses.

“The project is in harmony with the
touristic aspect of Besiktas. There are
several different facilities and most of
them attract users from different areas.
The area also has strong connections
with the Nisantasi, Taksim and Bos-
porus neighborhoods. In short, it is a
very vivacious place in Besiktas and the
project has allowed this to be possible.”
(Female, Urban Planner for Besiktas
Municipality)

“The functional pattern of area total-
ly changed with the project. There is a
strong relationship between these new
functions and the surrounding areas.

Residents” experiences of a gentrified neighborhood in Istanbul: The case of Akaretler row houses
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The project has an integrated spatial
scenario in terms of its functional sys-
tems.” (Female, 45, Resident, Urban
Planner-Academician)

In brief, it can be said that the proj-
ect has played an important role in
promoting new functions and support-
ing mixed use. The functional change,
occurred in Akaretler, spread and con-
tinued along Siileyman Saba and $air
Nedim Streets. The number of coffee
shops, restaurants, hotels, art galleries,
and specific retail activities like organic
food market started to increase in these
streets. While this commercial trans-
formation contributes to the demand-
ed urban space quality by the new-
comers, the same urban space causes a
decrease in the life quality of especially
low income residents. Despite the dif-
ficulties and concerns regarding public
access, these new functions have cre-
ated a new focal point in Begiktag and
increased interest in the area and its
close surroundings. They play a critical
role in sustaining the balance between
local users and newcomers, and as new
functions are planned, both the needs
of existing users and the expectations
of outsiders should be evaluated to
provide a sustainable social environ-
ment (Billig & Churchman, 2003; Free-
man, 2005).

3.3.4. Cultural effects

In terms of the cultural environ-
ment, the first visible result is the
Ataturk museum which is open to the
public on weekdays. In addition, the
exhibition halls, design studios, and art
galleries which were converted from
retail stores after 2010 along with the
transformation of the district into a
venue to hold street festivals, celebra-
tions, and shows changed the cultural
pattern of the area. The new activities
which offer various consumption al-

Figure 9. Functional change of row houses (Source: Bilgili Holding).

ternatives and support the trendy life
style, made Akaretler more attractive
to especially high-income groups and
daily tourists. The interviewed acade-
micians evaluated these developments
as a contribution to the existing cultur-
al capital of the Besiktas district and to
the row houses:

“Besiktas has always had cultural
potential; therefore, the project does not
affect the area’s cultural perspective too
much. It just increased the type of users,
such as tourists, and supported a greater
variety” (Female, 45, Resident, Urban
Planner-Academician)

“Cultural events increase the attrac-
tion of the row houses... The row houses
have become a popular place with the
help of event advertisements in mag-
azines” (Female, 77, Resident, Urban
Planner-Academician)

However, the majority of local users
asserted that events and festivals do not
match their expectations, and believe
that they should include more local
values or traditions. In addition, they
emphasized that there is not a sincere
atmosphere that would prompt them
to communicate with the newcomers,
especially tourists. Therefore, they gen-
erally do not attend these organized
events.

“I have never been to the Ataturk
Museum, I do not even know if it is free
or not. A few days ago, there was an ex-
hibition but I do not know what exactly
it was. I saw the posters when I walked
by on the street” (Male, 54, Tradesmen)

“The user profile totally changed after
the restoration project. Especially due to
the existence of the W Hotel, the number
of foreign tourists has increased. Also,
people from high-income groups have
started to come to Akaretler. But, I have
no communication with them.” (Male,
44, Resident)

“Many events have taken place there,
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but I never attend. I have no time or
money for them, I have to work.” (Male,
42, Tradesmen)

‘At New Year, they arranged a cele-
bration party in the street. However, this
celebration led to traffic problems and
noise pollution. We complained to the
authorities, but we did not get a result”
(Male, 55, Resident)

“How can I go to a shopping festi-
val? Everything is too expensive for
me. I prefer the neighborhood bazaar.
There should be more local and cheaper
events.” (Female, 40, Resident)

The restoration project transformed
the row houses to a place for cultural
events which in turn raised their popu-
larity. However, while these attractions
invite the desired new user profile, they
exclude local residents due to their
economic and social constraints. In re-
sponse, these residents demand cheap-
er activities that contain both local and
traditional values.

3.3.5. Social effects

As mentioned above, there are some
positive physical, economic, function-
al, and cultural effects of the Akaretler
Row Houses Restoration Project. How-
ever, the social outcomes of the project
have proved to be the most wide-rang-
ing. All of the other effects of the proj-
ect have a direct connection with the
social environment, and they have lead
to some problematic changes and con-
flicts.

The first issue to result from the
project was the forced displacement of
the existing tenants, and this is a key
memory for many of the participants
in this study.

“Before the beginning of the construc-
tion, I think in the 1980s, my relatives
and other people were removed and
transferred to other public housing in
Besiktas. People from the municipality
told them that the row houses will be
used for tourism. Because of their jobs,
my relatives were not affected too bad-
ly; however, some of their neighbors had
some difficulties due to this sudden evic-
tion.” (Female, 48, Resident)

“Many stores in Akaretler closed be-
fore the beginning of the construction.
Many people had to leave their homes.”
(Male, 50, Resident)

“‘My grandparents lived in the row
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houses. They did not think that they
would be evicted by the government be-
cause of the project. However, they sud-
denly had to find a new house to move
to, and this process was very distressing.
There were many families like us...” (Fe-
male, 45, Resident, Urban Planner-Ac-
ademician)

The second issue is the economic
disparity between users. Although the
project has provided a recovery in the
neighborhood economy, local people
could afford and use these row hous-
es before the restoration. Today, they
only appeal to incoming highincome
groups, and the high rents mean that
they are not affordable for local resi-
dents. This condition is exemplified by
the huge gap between the unit prices of
Akaretler and those outside of the proj-
ect area.

“Rents were more affordable before
the restoration process. Now, the situ-
ation is the total opposite. Rents start
from 100008, and so living in Akaretler
is like a dream. Akaretler means money
for us. If you don’t have money to spend
there, you cannot use anything from
there.” (Male, 55, Tradesmen)

“I spent my childhood in the row
houses, and when I compare the past
and present situation, I accept the pos-
itive physical effects of the restoration
that have increased the aesthetic value
of the environment. However, none of
the new functions appeal to us. At least
the name of the hotel could be Turkish.
I miss the neighborhood soul, the hon-
est grocery owner, and the entertaining
times in the coffee house” (Male, 57,
Resident)

“When the construction started,
read a news item that was like an adver-
tisement for the project. The headline of
the news was “Cooking onions or garlic
and eating kebabs is forbidden!” Just this
news gives an idea about the user profile
of the project.” (Male, 48, Resident)

The last issue was derived from the
functional and physical effects of the
project. Although the quality of the
physical environment has increased
and the projects have provided a new
type of mixed-use functions, these
opportunities appeal only to the pre-
determined high and middle-high in-
come user groups. Local residents do
not prefer the new facilities due to their
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high prices and they use the Akaretler
row houses as a shortcut. In the past,
the row houses had local shops and
public facilities and were more open
to public use. People could spend their
time without spending money, espe-
cially in the community center.

“The row houses were more open to
public use and there were more proper
facilities and spaces for us. We could use
the school, community center, and oth-
er commercial facilities like the grocery
store. Now, the row houses appeal to a
specific social profile, especially high-in-
come groups.” (Male, 54, Resident)

“None of these restaurants and up-
per-class shops appeal to us. I hope they
will not spread to other parts of the Sair
Nedim and Siileyman Saba streets.”
(Male, 42, Tradesmen)

“We can only use the streets of the
Akaretler to walk through, they are the
only free things in there.” (Female, 47,
Resident)

“The multi-story parking garage
could be very beneficial for us because
of the parking problem in Besiktas; how-
ever, the prices are so high. I have only
used it once and I cannot afford regular
use.” (Male, 55, Resident)

“The new functions and new users do
not affect my jobs positively. I never get a
job from the people living there. If there
is an electrical problem, they will not
hire me to fix it.” (Male, 65, Tradesmen)

Although academicians and au-
thorities in the municipality support
the opinions of the local residents and
identify this project as an example of
gentrification, they also claim that it
is successful because it increases the
quality of the physical and social en-
vironment, promotes a better vision
of Besiktas, and also protects the de-
served architectural and historical sig-
nificance of the row houses.

“I think that the restoration project
is a successful example of gentrifica-
tion. The social environment changed
positively after the project... The other
functions have also changed the domi-
nant user profile that is, generally, white
collar workers. From the state officials of
foundations to high-income white collar
workers, that means gentrification.” (Fe-
male, 77, Resident, Urban Planner-Ac-
ademician)

“The project invited a new social pro-

file that includes white collar workers,
artists, and international tourists....
Also, with the restoration, the property
prices in Siileyman Saba and Sair Ned-
im streets increased rapidly. I can say
clearly that the project initiated the cur-
rent gentrification process in Akaretler,
and that the social consequences of the
project should be observed and studies
should be done in the future.” (Female,
Urban Planner for Besiktas Municipal-
ity)

Consequently, as seen in Table 4,
Akaretler Row Houses Restoration
Project has affected the economic,
physical, functional, social and cultural
environment both positively and nega-
tively. According to existing residents,
these changes have had a negative in-
fluence especially on the social envi-
ronment. Some positive effects such
as the economic contribution of the
project do not affect local residents and
business owners directly; therefore,
there is an argument to be made that
the majority of the positive effects are
valid only within the site, and do not
apply to its surroundings.

As Shaw & Hagemans (2015) stated,
the displacement issue is an adverse
result of gentrification. In addition, as
the existing community is displaced

Table 4. Positive and negative effects of Akaretler project.

The Effects of
Akaretler Project Positive
on
Physical | High physical quality
Conditions | Development of underground facilities project in terms of quality

Thread of

Negative

The spread of functional transformation

inthe

| Physical segregation between inside and outside of the

Aesthetic Atmosphere
Strong balance between conservation
and development
Functional | High quality service functions
Conditions | (restaurants, bars, hotel, offices)

Supporting mixed use

ic recovery / ing new

Conditions | focal point and financial policies
New employment opportunities
Reaching to the highest value of
property/land

Increase in the interest of private sector
Increase in the demand for surroundings

Social Conditions | Positive social profile Di

Transformation of local shops

of old users

Decrease in the publicness of functions

Decrease in the affordability in close surroundings

Increase in the social capital

Existence of creative class

Cultural | Increase in the cultural capital

Conditions | Transmutation to the attraction center for

Social integration difficulties

events

Increase in the interest of creative class

ITU A|Z « Vol 16 No 3 « November 2019 « M. Ronael, G. D. Orug

lics of Begsiktas neig

Change in the neighborhood identity causes

iing area

Decrease in the demand for the project due to high prices

Economic disparity between existing users and newcomers

Lack of balance between new functions and existing users

Lack of the connection to the local values, traditions, and



by newcomers, they leave with their
local values, traditions, and character-
istic behaviors (Tiesdell, Oc, & Heath,
2008). On the other hand, external
interventions often break the natural
harmony between social status and
complicate the integration process
(Robinson, 1995). In this context, the
interviews and observations show that
while the public accessibility of the row
houses decreased, the privatization of
the public spaces increased. Those re-
sponsible for the project have not been
able to provide integration between the
social groups, and this has lead to seg-
regation.

4. General evaluation and result

Gentrification is a physical, econom-
ic, social and cultural phenomenon,
and commonly involves an invasion
“by more affluent users” (Hackworth,
2002) of a previous group’s area and the
replacement or displacement of many
of the original occupants (Kempen &
Weesep, 1994; Bondi, 1999; Bostic &
Martin, 2003). From the first wave to
the third wave of the process, gentrifi-
cation has been transformed from an
unexpected result of the transforma-
tion process to a deliberately applied re-
development policy tool (Hyra, 2016).

In Istanbul, with the third wave, the
role of private firms and public-private
partnership increased and gentrifica-
tion became a legitimate redevelop-
ment policy (Ceker and Belge, 2015).
In this sense the Akaretler Row Houses
Restoration Project can be accepted as
an example of third wave gentrifica-
tion because of the roles of both the
state and private sectors. However,
even though it started with the aim of
conserving the existing pattern and the
revitalization of physical conditions, it
has lead to the gentrification of the area
and has brought some negative social
consequences.

In terms of the physical impact;
Akaratler Row Houses Project provid-
ed tangible positive results such as a
higher environmental quality, the de-
velopment of amenities, and a better
aesthetic atmosphere. In addition, the
success of the project in terms of sus-
taining a balance between preservation
and development is highlighted. How-
ever, local residents remarked on the
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physical disparities between the proj-
ect and the surrounding area, which is
in-line with the claims of Chirstafore &
Leguizamon (2018).

In functional terms, high-quality
mixed-use functions decreased the
public access to the site, despite the
fact that new proposals should be open
to all groups (Billig & Churchman,
2003). The changes in the physical and
functional environment increased the
demand for both the site itself and its
surrounding area and so increased
the value of land and buildings. Even
though the Akaretler Row Houses Res-
toration Project has provided econom-
ic recovery, after the project the area
transformed into a new focal point like
Taksim, Ortakoy, and Nisantasi and
gained a new identity which is far from
its previous local identity. In addition,
local residents pointed out the lack of
affordability and the high prices of the
row houses. New economic conditions
bring new social profiles (Musterd and
Ostendorf, 2005) and these new social
groups, namely; white-collar workers,
apply social pressure to existing users,
leading to social segregation (Boter-
man & Gent, 2014; Parekh, 2014). Al-
though the responding academicians
highlighted the existence of a positive
social profile in Akaretler, local re-
spondents dwelled on the economic
disparity between the groups, a lack
of social balance, and integration dif-
ficulties. And also, some respondents
still remember the eviction of their
relatives from the row houses with a
degree of bitterness. The social inte-
gration problems have also affected the
cultural consequences of the project.
In Akaretler, according to the acade-
micians and the municipal authority,
the new profile supports the cultural
value of the area, and the project has
transformed the row houses into an at-
tractive venue for cultural events. On
the other hand, the local respondents
indicated that they do not attend these
events, as they do not appeal to them
either socially or economically. In such
cases, the perceived lack of respect for
the local identity makes social integra-
tion more difficult, even impossible as
indicated by Tiesdell and his colleagues
(2008).

Even though the Akaretler Row

Residents” experiences of a gentrified neighborhood in Istanbul: The case of Akaretler row houses



32

Houses Restoration Project can be stat-
ed as being successful physically, today
the district appeals only to the pre-de-
termined high-income groups it was
intended to attract, rather than offer-
ing its services to all, and it would not
be incorrect to predict that this process
will spread to most of its surrounding
areas as already happened along the
Stileyman Seba and $air Nedim Streets.
With an expansion of the effects of gen-
trification, the negative impacts on the
neighborhood can only increase and
even these effects might lead to new
forms of gentrification in the district.
Urban transformation should be a
process that protects residents’ rights
and place memory, and which also en-
sures their participation. It is the local
authority that can and should prevent
capital-oriented transformation, the
privatization of public spaces, the dis-
placement of local people during this
process, and the destruction of local
culture. As a result, there is a need for
clearer urban policies regarding the
protection of social and cultural pat-
terns while attempting to conserve or
repurpose architecturally valuable ex-
amples of the physical structure.

References

Akbayar, N. (1998). Diinden Bugiine
Besiktas. Istanbul: Besiktas Belediyesi.

Akaretlerdeki Vakif Evleri Turistlere
Kiralanacak. (1980, June 11). Milliyet.
Retrieved from http://gazetearsivi.
milliyet.com.tr/Arsiv/1980/06/11

Akaretler Parliyor. (1998, July 21).
Sabah. Retrieved from https://emlak-
kulisi.com/1998-yilinda-akaretler-sir-
aevleri-kiralanmaya-baslamis/374707

Appleyard, D. (1981). The conser-
vation of European cities. Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press.

Aalbers, M. B. (2019). Introduction
To The Forum: From Third To Fifth-
Wave Gentrification. Tijds. voor econ.
en Soc. Geog., 110, 1-11. doi:10.1111/
tesg.12332

August, M., & Walks, A. (2018).
Gentrification, suburban decline, and
the financialization of multi-family
rental housing: The case of Toronto.
Geoforum, 89, 124136. doi:10.1016/j.
geoforum.2017.04.011

Atkinson, R. (2003). Introduction:
Misunderstood Savior or Vengeful

Wrecker? The Many Meanings and
Problems of Gentrification. Urban
Studies, 40(12), 2343-2350.

Bandarin, F (1979). The Bolonha
Experience: Planning and Historic
Renovation in a Communist City. In
The conservation of European Cities,
178-202. London: The MIT Press.

Bardaka, E., Delgado, M. S., Florax,
R. J. (2018). Causal identification of
transit induced gentrification and
spatial spillover effects: The case of the
Denver light rail. Journal of Transport
Geography, 71, 15-31. doi:10.1016/j.

jtrangeo.2018.06.025

Batur, A. (1960). Akaretler. In
Istanbul  Ansiklopedisi, 149-150.
Istanbul.

Batur, A., Yiicel, A., Fersan, N. (1979).
[stanbulda Ondokuzuncu Yiizyil Sira
Evleri “Koruma ve Yeniden Kullanim
Bir Monografik Arastirma” O.D.T.U.
Mimarhk  Fakiiltesi ~ Dergisi,5(2).
Retrieved from http://jfa.arch.metu.
edu.tr/archive/02585316/1979/cilt05/
sayi_2/185-205.pdf

Beauregard, R. (1986). The chaos
and complexity of gentrification.
In Gentrification of the City, 35-55.
Winchester: Allen & Unwin.

Besiktaga Cennet Projce. (1996,
December 28). Radikal. Retrieved
from  https://emlakkulisi.com/1996-
yilinda-akaretler-sira-evler-projesiyle-
sira-evlerkurtulacakmis/369302

Billig, M., Churchman, A.
(2003). Planned gentrification as
a means of urban regeneration. In
Culture, Environmental Action, and
Sustainability, ~ 171-184.  Hogrefe
Publishing.

Billingham, C. M. (2017). Waiting
for Bobos: Displacement and Impeded
Gentrification in a Midwestern City.
City & Community, 16(2), 145-168.
doi:10.1111/cico0.12235

Bishaw, A. (2014). Changes in areas
with concentrated poverty: 2000 to
2010. American Community Survey
Reports ACS, 27. Washington, D.C: U.S
Census Bureau.

Bondi, L. (1999). Gender, Class,
and Gentrification: Enriching the
Debate. Environment and Planning
D: Society and Space,17(3). Retrieved
from http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/
abs/10.1068/d170261

Bostic, R. W.,, Martin, R. W. (2003).

ITU A|Z « Vol 16 No 3 « November 2019 « M. Ronael, G. D. Orug



Black Home-owners as a Gentrifying
Force? Neighborhood Dynamics in the
Context of Minority Home-ownership.
Urban Studies, 40(12), 2427-2449.

Boterman, W. R.,, & Gent, W. P.
(2014). Housing Liberalisation and
Gentrification: The Social Effects of
Tenure Conversions in Amsterdam.
Tijdschrift  Voor  Economische En
Sociale Geografie, 105(2), 140-160.
doi:10.1111/tesg.12050

Cameron, S., Coaffee, J. (2005).
Art, Gentrification and Regeneration
— from artist as pioneer to Public arts.
European Journal of Housing Studies, 5
(1), 39-58.

Caulfield, J. (1994). City Form and
Everyday Life: Torontos Gentrification
and Critical Social Practice. Toronto:
University of Toronto Press.

Geker, A.,Belge,R.(2015).Istanbulda
kentsel doniisiim kapsaminda
gerceklesen bir olgu: Soylulagtirma.
Tiirk  Cografya  Dergisi,65, 77-86.
Retrieved from www.dergipark.gov.tr/
download/article-file/199033.

Christafore, D., Leguizamon, S.
(2018). Neighbourhood inequality
spillover effects of gentrification.
Papers in Regional Science. doi:10.1111/
pirs.12405

Clay, P. L. (1981). Neighborhood
renewal:  Middle-class  resettlement
and Incument upgrading in American
neighborhood. Lexington, = Ma.:
Lexington Books.

Cocola-Gant, A. (2015). Tourism
and commercial gentrification. Paper
presented at RC21 International
Conference on “TheIdeal City: Between
myth and reality. Representations,
policies, contradictions and challenges
for tomorrow’s urban life” Italy. 27-
29 August. Retrieved from https://
www.rc2l.org/en/wp-content/
uploads/2014/12/E4 Cécola-Gant.pdf

Cocola-Gant, A. (2019).
Gentrification and  displacement:
Urban inequality in cities of late
capitalism. In T. Schwanen & R.
Van Kempen (Eds.), Handbook
of Urban Geography. Cheltenham
and Northamtpon: Edward Elgar
Publishing.

Cocola-Gant, A. (2018). Tourism
gentrification. In L. Lees & M. Phillips
(Eds.), Handbook of Gentrification
Studies  (pp.281-293).  Cheltenham

33

and Northamtpon:
Publishing.

Davidson, M., Lees, L. (2005). New-
build ‘gentrification’ and London’s
riverside renaissance. Environment and
Planning A, 37, 1165 - 1190.

Davidson, M., & Lees, L. (2009).
New-build gentrification: Its histories,
trajectories, and critical geographies.
Population, Space and Place, 16(5),
394-411. doi:10.1002/psp.584

Egilmez, Y. (1982, February 11).
Vakiflar 80 Liralik Kiracilar I¢in 30 Bin
Liralik Kiracilar1 Cikariyor. Terciiman.
Retrieved from https://emlakkulisi.
com/1982-yilindavakiflar-akaretle-
rdeki-70-tarihi-evin-tahliye-edilmesi-
ni-istemis/341205

Ergiin, N. (2004). Gentrification in
Istanbul. Cities, 21(5), 391-403.

Ergiin, N. (2006). Gentrification
Kuramlarinin Istanbulda Uygulanabil-
irligi. In Istanbulda Soylulastirma Eski
Kentin Yeni Sahipleri. Istanbul.

Ernst, O., & Doucet, B. (2014). A
Window on the (Changing) Neigh-
bourhood: The Role of Pubs in the
Contested Spaces of Gentrification.
Tijdschrift Voor Economische En So-
ciale  Geografie, 105(2), 189-205.
doi:10.1111/tesg.12071

Fabula, S., Boros, L., Kovacs, Z.,
Horviéth, D., & Pal, V. (2017). Studen-
tification, diversity and social cohesion
in post-socialist Budapest. Hungarian
Geographical Bulletin, 66(2), 157-173.
doi:10.15201/hungeobull.66.2.5

Florida, R. (2002).  The Rise of the
Creative Class: And How It’s Transform-
ing Work, Leisure, Community, and Ev-
eryday Life. S.1.: Basic Books.

Frankenberg, R. (1994). Communi-
ties in Britain: Social life in town and
country. Hampshire: Gregg Revivals.

Freeman, L. (2004). There goes the
‘hood: The meaning of gentrification to
longterm residents. Paper presented at
the annual meeting of the American
Sociological Association. San Francis-
co. 14 August. Retrieved from http://
citation.allacademic.com//meta/p_
mla_apa_research_citation/1/0/8/8/4/
pages108849/p108849-11.php

Freeman, L. (2005). Displacement
or Succession? Residential Mobility in
Gentrifying Neighborhoods. Urban Af-
fairs Review, 40(4), 463-491.

Glass, R. (1964). Introduction: As-

Edward Elgar

Residents” experiences of a gentrified neighborhood in Istanbul: The case of Akaretler row houses



34

pects of Change in: Centre for Urban
Studies. In London: Aspects of Change.
London: MacGibbon and Kee.

Gotham, K. E (2005). Tourism
Gentrification: The Case of New Or-
leans Vieux Carre (French Quarter).
Urban Studies, 42(7), 1099-1121.
doi:10.1080/00420980500120881

Hackworth, J., Smith, N. (2001).
The changing state of gentrification.
Tijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale
Geografie, 92(4), 464-77.

Hackworth, J. (2002). Post-recession
gentrification in New York City. Urban
Affairs Review, 37, 815-843.

Hackworth, J. (2007). The neoliberal
city: governance, ideology and develop-
ment in American urbanism. New York:
Cornell University Press.

Hubbard, P. (2016). The Battle for the
High Street: Retail Gentrification, Class
and Disgust. London: Springer.

Hyra, D. (2016). Commentary:
Causes and Consequences of Gen-
trification and the Future of Equita-
ble Development Policy. Cityscape:
A Journal of Policy Development and
Research,18(3), 171-179. Retrieved
from https://www.american.edu/spa9/
metropolicy/upload/Hyra-2016-City-
scape-Proofs.pdf.

Inzulza-Contardo, J. (2011). ‘Latino
Gentrification’?: Focusing on Phys-
ical and Socioeconomic Patterns of
Change in Latin American Inner Cit-
ies. Urban Studies, 49(10), 2085-2107.
doi:10.1177/0042098011423425

Islam, T. (2006). Merkezin Disinda
[stanbulda Soylulastirma (D. Behar
and T. Islam Ed.) In Istanbulda Soylu-
lastirma Eski Kentin Yeni Sahipleri. Is-
tanbul.

Islam, T. (2009). Devlet Eksen-
li Soylulasma ve Yerel Halk: Neslisah
Ve Hatice Sultan Mahalleleri (Sulu-
kule) Ornegi (Unpublished master’s
thesis). Yildiz Teknik Universite-
si, Istanbul. doi:http://dspace.yildiz.
edu.tr: 8080/xmlui/bitstream/han-
dle/20.500.11871/1004/0042291.pdf?
sequence=1

Keels, M., Burdick-Will, J., Keene, S.
(2013). The Effects of Gentrification on

Neighborhood  Public  Schools.
City & Community, 12(3), 238-259.
doi:10.1111/cico.12027

Kempen, R. V., Weesep, J. V. (1994).
Gentrification and the Urban Poor: Ur-

ban Restructuring and Housing Policy
in Utrecht. Urban Studies,31(7), 1043-
1056. doi:10.1080/00420989420080941

Kennedy, M., Leonard, P. (2001).
Dealing with Neighborhood Change:
A Primer on Gentrification and Policy
Choices. Discussion Paper Prepared for
The Brookings Institution Center on
Urban and Metropolitan Policy. Re-
trieved from https://www.brookings.
edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/
gentrification.pdf

Kern, C. R. (1981). Upper-income
renaissance in the city: its sources and
implications for the city’s future. Jour-
nal of Urban Economics, 9, 106-24.

Kocu, R. E. (1993). Akaretler. In
Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedi-
$i,149-150. Istanbul.

Lazarevi¢, E. V., Koruznjak, A. B,
Devetakovi¢, M. (2016). Culture de-
sign-led regeneration as a tool used to
regenerate deprived areas. Belgrade—
The Savamala quarter; reflections on
an unplanned cultural zone. Energy
and Buildings, 115, 3-10. doi:10.1016/j.
enbuild.2015.03.015

Lees, L. (1996). In the Pursuit
of  Difference: Representations
of  Gentrification.  Environment
and  Planning  A,28(3), 453-470.
do0i:10.1068/a280453

Lees, L. (2003). Super-gentrification:
the case of Brooklyn Heights, New York
City. Urban Studies, 40(12), 2487-510.

Lees, L., Shin, H. B., & Lopez-
Morales, E. (2015). Conclusion: Global
gentrifications. In Globalgentrifications:
Uneven development and displacement
(pp. 441-452). Bristol: Policy Press.

Lees, L., Shin, H. B, & José, L.
M. (2016). Planetary gentrification.
Cambridge: Polity Press.

Ley, D. (1986). Alternative
explanations for inner-city
gentrification: a Canadian assessment.
Annals of the Association of American
Geographers, 76(4), 521-35.

Ley, D. (1992). Gentrification
In Recession: Social Change In
Six Canadian Inner Cities, 1981-
1986. Urban Geography,13(2),
230-256. doi:https://doi.
org/10.2747/02723638.13.3.230

Ley, D. (1996). The New Middle Class
and the Remaking of the Central City.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Ley, D. (2003). Artists,

ITU A|Z « Vol 16 No 3 « November 2019 « M. Ronael, G. D. Orug



Aestheticisation and the Field of
Gentrification. Urban Studies, 40(12),
2527-2544. doi:10.1080/004209803200
0136192

Mccarthy, ], Wang, Y. (2015).
Culture, creativity and commerce:
Trajectories and tensions in the case
of Beijings 798 Art Zone. International
Planning Studies, 21(1), 115. doi:10.108
0/13563475.2015.1114446

McKinnish, T., Randall, W, Kirk, W.
(2010). Who Gentrifies Low-Income
Neighborhoods? Journal of Urban
Economics, 67 (2), 180-193. Retrieved

from http://www.nber.org/papers/
w14036

Meltzer, R., Ghorbani, P. (2017).
Does gentrification increase
employment opportunities in low-
income neighborhoods?  Regional

Scienceand Urban Economics, 66,52-73.
doi:10.1016/j.regsciurbeco.2017.06.002

Murdie, R. A. Teixerira, C. (2011).
The Impact of Gentrification on Ethnic
Neighourhoods in Toronto: A Case
Study of Little Portugal. Urban Studies,
48 (1), 61-83.

Musterd, S., Ostendorf, W. (2005).
On  physical determinism  and
displacement effects. In Restructuring
Large Housing Estates in Europe:
Restructuring and Resistance Inside the
Welfare Industry, 149-168. Policy Press.

Ozsoydan, G. (2007). Kentsel
korumaya stratejik yaklasim (Besiktas
Koyici kentsel sit alan1 ornegi) (Master’s
thesis). Mimar Sinan Gilizel Sanatlar
Universitesi, Istanbul. Retrieved from
http://ulusaltezmerkezi.com/kentsel-
korumaya-stratejikyaklasim-besiktas-
koy-ici-kentsel-sit-alani-ornegi/

Parekh, T. (2014). “They want to
live in the Tremé, but they want it for
their ways of living”™: Gentrification
and neighborhood practice in Tremé,
New Orleans. Urban Geography, 36(2),
201-220. doi:10.1080/02723638.2014.9
61359

Phillips, M. (2005). Differential
productions of rural gentrification:
lustrations from North and South
Norfolk. Geoforum, 36(4), 477-494.
doi:10.1016/j.geoforum.2004.08.001

Polat, D. K. (2016). There Is Nothing
Quite Like Tophane” A Case Study
of Gentrification in Istanbul(Rep.).
Istanbul: Istanbul Policy Center.
Retrieved from http://ipc.sabanciuniv.

35

edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/
There-is-Nothing-Quite-
likeTophane_D.K.Polat_.pdf

Robinson, T. (1995). Gentrification
and Grassroots Resistance in San
Francisco's Tenderloin. Urban Affairs
Review, 30(4), 483-513.

Rofe, M. W. (2003). “I want to be
global™: Theorising the gentrifying
class as an emergent élite global com-
munity. Urban Studies, 40(12), 2511-
2526.

Sampaio, J. C. (2002). The persistent
underutilization of Brazilian City Cen-
tres: With special reference to the cultur-
al corridor of Rio de Janeiro. New York:
S.n.

Sampaio, J. C. (2007). Gentrifica-
tion: Is It Possible To Avoid It?. City
& Time, 3(2), 3rd ser. Retrieved from
http://www.ct.ceci-br.org

Sever6z, S. (2017, December
06). Uzun sessizligin  ardindan.
Habertiirk. Retrieved from http://
www.haberturk.com/yazarlar/ser-
met-severoz/1743018-uzunsessizli-
gin-ardindan

Shaw, K. S., & Hagemans, I. W.
(2015). ‘Gentrification Without Dis-
placement and the Consequent Loss
of Place: The Effects of Class Transi-
tion on Low-income Residents of Se-
cure Housing in Gentrifying Areas.
International Journal of Urban and
Regional Research, 39(2), 323-341.
doi:10.1111/1468-2427.12164

Showkat N., Parveen, H. (2017). In-
depth Interview. e-PG Pathshala [PDF].
Retrieved from https://www.research-
gate.net/publication/319162160_In-
depth_Interview

Slater, T. (2006). The eviction of
critical perspectives from gentrifica-
tion research. International Journal of
Urban and Regional Research, 30(4),
737-757.

Slater, T. (2015). Planetary
Rent Gaps. Antipode, 49, 114-137.
doi:10.1111/anti.12185

Smith, N. (1979). Toward a The-
ory of Gentrification, A Back to the
City Movement by Capital, Not Peo-
ple. Journal of the American Planning
Association,538-548. Retrieved from
https://macaulay.cuny.edu/eportfolios/
chin15/files/2015/02/Smith-Theory-
of-_Gentrification.pdf.

Smith, N. (1986). Gentrification, the

Residents” experiences of a gentrified neighborhood in Istanbul: The case of Akaretler row houses



36

frontier, and the restructuring of ur-
ban space. In Gentrification of the City.
London: Allen & Unwin.

Smith, N. (1996). The New Urban
Frontier: Gentrification and the Re-
vanchist City. London and New York:
Routledge.

Smith, N. (2001). New globalism,
new urbanism: gentrification as global
urban strategy. Antipode, 34(3), 427-
50.

Smith, N., Williams, P. (1986). Al-
ternatives to orthodoxy: invitation to
a debate. In Gentrification of the City,
1-10. London: Allen & Unwin.

Smith, D. P,, & Holt, L. (2007). Stu-
dentification and “apprentice” gentri-
fiers within Britain’s provincial towns
and cities: Extending the meaning
of gentrification. Environmental and
Planning A, 39(1), 142-161.

Stirmegoz, K. (2010). Tarihi ¢evrel-
erin yeniden degerlendirilmesine
ara¢ olarak kentsel tasarim; Begiktas
Akaretler Siraevleri 6rnegi. (Master’s
thesis). Mimar Sinan Gtlizel Sanat-
lar Universitesi, Istanbul. Tarih Can
Cekisiyor. (1994, September 01). Sa-
bah. Retrieved from https://emlak-
kulisi.com/1994-yilinda-akaretler-ev-
leri-kaderine-terk-edilmis/366733

Tiesdell, S., Oc, T., Heath, T. (2008).
Revitalizing historic urban quarters.
Oxford: Architectural Press.

Tuncer, T., Islam, T. (2017). Studen-
tification as a new form of gentrifica-

tion: Changing neighborhood dynam-
ics in Bosna Hersek Neighborhood
(Konya). Journal of Planning, 27(3).
doi:10.14744/planlama.2017.77698

Uitermark, J., Duyvendak, J.W,
Kleinhans, R. (2007). Gentrification as
a governmental strategy: social control
and social cohesion in Hoogvliet, Rot-
terdam. Environment and Planning A,
39,125-141.

Uysal, E. (2006). Soylulastirma Ku-
ramlarinin  Istanbulda Uygulanabil-
irligi: Cihangir Ornegi. Planlama, 2,
77-92.

Uysal, A. B., Sakarya, I. (2018).
Rural gentrification in the North Ae-
gean Countryside (Turkey). Iconarp
International ]. of Architecture and
Planning, 6(1), 99-125. doi:10.15320/
iconarp.2018.40

Uzgoéren, G., Tirkiin, A. (2018).
Airbnb impact on gentrification
process: The case of Rasimpasa
Neighborhood Kadikdy. Journal of
Planning, 28(2). doi:10.14744/planla-
ma.2018.29491

Vance, ]. E. (1966). Housing the
Worker: The Employment Link-
age as a Force in Urban Structure.
Economic  Geography, 42(4), 294.
doi:10.2307/141882

Wheaton, W. (1977). Income and
urban residence: An analysis of con-
sumer demand for location. American
Economic Review, 67, 620-31.

ITU A|Z « Vol 16 No 3 « November 2019 « M. Ronael, G. D. Orug



