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Abstract

The scope of conventional housing policies charfiged affordable housing provision, quality of homesnewal,
to contemporary problems of economic, social amdrenmental urban deprivation - as a challenge waider
regeneration process. This paper assesses theiticared experience of a new EU city, in order takate the
challenges and responses of interrelated urban megation and housing policies - as part of a susdbie
development towards the EU harmonisation - pro@esstanbul. Identification of the major drivingries in the
transitional period will establish and explain thrajectory of the housing and regeneration polibyfts (e.g. the
role of social housing provision in regeneratiomdainstitutional change in chosen cities.

In this context, this paper focuses on housing arn regeneration policies in Istanbul, which igarmed in
turn by an analysis of Budapest's experience atleitel, with particular reference to the contekflarkey’'s EU
harmonization drive.
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| ntroduction

This paper provides an analysis and explanationthef relationship between emerging urban
regeneration and housing process. The analysisfasmed by a comparison between Istanbul and
Budapest at city level. The paper also draws orctmeepts and urban policy analysis of the chosen
cities. Comparative analysis of Istanbul and Budadeveloped the discussions about potential fr th
development and integration of effective housind arban regeneration policies in Istanbul as a gfart
wider process of planning for sustainable urbaretiggment. The paper analyses the transitional gerio
of Eastern European housing and regeneration eéxperiby examining Budapest at city level in order
to understand what might be happing in Istanbut tive next few years.

The theoretical and methodological underpinninghe$ paper is the institutional approach. Therefore
the research will utilize an institutional framewdor the analysis of the relationship between arba
development pressures, driving forces and emergeihaeban regeneration. Drawing on some aspects
of the normative theory of planning, institutior@bnning theory will enable this paper to examine
urban regeneration and housing policies and conabpt the discussions. The theory and methodology
of policy analysis, cross-national comparative plag will further shape the discussions about the
emerging housing and urban regeneration policy.
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Urban development pressures, which are emerginmétropolitan cities, are caused by structural
changes in local, regional and national econondibese pressures interact with the changing nafure o
urban governance. These economic and politicalitond shape housing provision, management and
urban regeneration strategies. The conflicting detador both development and regeneration in cities
emphasize the need for maintaining and regenerdtiegcities through sustainable policies that
integrate housing investments into wider regenemgdrogrammes. A re-examination of relationships
between urban regeneration, housing provision aedeldpment forces may help to reduce the
emergence of unsustainable urban development dpdihereate satisfactory economic, social and
environmental balance in cities in transition. Thedance based on human needs and contemporary
regeneration policies should be part of a widecess of planning for sustainable urban development.

The growing importance of urban regeneration pedicas a response to social and economic urban
decline caused by changing structures of the laitges has become an important issue for sustanabl

urban planning and wider urban regeneration dehdttiean regeneration became one of the central
components of development policies for large citégleveloped countries and emerged as a major
social, economic and environmental force shapirg ftiiure of modern cities. The emergence and

promotion of sustainable urban regeneration issua part of the European Spatial Development

Perspective (ESDP).

EU Per spective

This section aims to review urban development patsge of the EU with reference accession of the
new EU countries. The acceleration towards EU haipation represents socio-economic and
environmental implications as well as the spati@nges in new member states. The changes usually
coincide with top-down centralised authorities grentralised and democratic institutions and libera
market oriented economies, industrialisation anddiestrialisation, urbanisation and suburbanisation
economic, social and spatial restructuring withimstérn European Transitional context. In the new
member states some of the transitional socio-ecamanmd environmental issues are neglected. This
paper analyses the urban development issues gavbynpolitical, planning and housing systems and
their accountability with urban development framekvprovided by the EU. In order to analyse the
transitional period

Socio-economic changes and their manifestatiorspatial level demonstrated by emergence of new
housing and regeneration policies are assessedznkam (2006) identifies the transitional issues
existing in the new EU member states as growingasaad spatial polarisation, structural change and
industrial development, agricultural divergencesuiificient transport infrastructure, natural hegéa
conservation and the brain drain of the qualifiadolur force. Davoudi (2006) identified three key
challenges for spatial planning in the EU accesstates as: great regional disparities both withi
states as well as between them due to their diffestarting points and development after the Soviet
regime, relationship between economic growth andirenmental protection as a major field of
strategic spatial planning and finally the naturel dhe quality of emerging regional governance.
Altrock et al (2006) refers to the work of S. Fraok a ‘short history of European politics’ who
summarises the changing nature of the EU policighinwthe last two decades as; the focus on
environment in 1980s, the focus on the cohesioitipsl during 1990s and promotion of competitive
cities and regions since the 2000s.

ENHR 2010, 4-7 July, ISTANBUL 22" International Housing Research Conference



?
I

’E \
IMII’

N

[T

URBAN DYNAMICS & HOUSING CHANGE - Crossing into the 2" Decade of the 3" Millennium

The socio-economic, political and environmentalllelmges require balanced spatial development for
stronger and prosperous communities in consistétit Brussels’ desire to preserve the identity of
Europe. Spatial planning integrates national, regi@nd local levels for strategic and operatiambin
development. European Spatial Development PerspeSPD) which was approved in 1999 became
important policy document for the spatial developtmeonsequently the special issues such as urban
regeneration and housing.

ESPD is a common and multi-level frame of refereftzethe development of space in EU. ESDP is

- = developed by European commission in collaboratiith the EU member states. European commission

aimed to prepare a framework for all European tumstins which involve in spatial planning and
development of the space. ESDP is not legally bigpdiowever, aims to guide EU states towards
balanced and sustainable development. ESDP aim®indorce the co-operation of the member
countries in the development of the urban space. EEDP aims to promote balance development
through controlled urbanisation. Polycentric depetent is one of the emphases of the EU for spatial
development. This approach was criticised as argoedncourage migration from rural areas to
metropolitans causing increasing population, inadég) infrastructure, employment opportunities etc.
ESDP also provides the justification and framewimkthe comprehensive regional programmes like
INTERREG which aims balanced regional developmditte relevant literature argue that ESDP
legitimise the role of the public sector in guidisatial development with its underlying socialtardl

and environmental ambitions which market forces t@noverlook Altrock et al (2006).

The examination of ESPD objectives, policies arelghidance principles enabled this paper to review
trajectory of urban spatial policies within EU ctrigs. The city — level experience of Budapestohhi
became full member in 2004, will inform the disdoss about the evolution process towards
sustainable urban development.

Sustainable Development

The understanding of sustainable urban developneentext and EU strategies for sustainable
development, the reflection of the sustainabilitin@iples on spatial development, terms of the ESDP
can be contextualised within the vision of progregsch integrates immediate, short and long term
strategies for local and global needs.

ESDP and EU sustainability approach encourage wimpgasynergies towards more integrated action to
policy making. The theme of social, economic andirenmental balance explains the logic behind
European Union’s institutional spatial policy arssiats to describe EU’s regional role in the emacge

of Europe-wide spatial development policy. Europdaimon sets out comprehensive strategies to tackle
the challenges of sustainability issues. EU stiategmphasise the changing economic trends, engergin
social inequality and disadvantages and the coiatrads in environmental issues. EU then promotes
the member states to more integrated policy ma&jpygroach towards sustainability of the continent.
EU also recognises the importance of the unifiexfasnability across the continent and encourages no
member states and the countries outside the Eurdge@an Zone. Overall, experienced EU member
countries recognise the importance of spatial dgrebnt and sustainability issues in the
neighbourhood of new member or accession countries.

Sustainable development could not be brought bydiieies only hence it must be taken up by society
as principle guidance to many choices each citrmakes every day, as well as the big political and
economic decisions that have ramifications for marys requires democratic decision making process
and social inclusion encapsulating public partitgaat local level and overall bottom-up approache
at all levels with particular reference to societlasion.

Realising this vision requires profound changeshinking, in economic and social structures, and in

consumption and production patterns. The inteigglabetween sustainability and the ESDP helps to
develop and formulate policies for sustainable aravelopment in the EU. The link between ESDP
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and sustainability is prominent. ESDP is concenneld the decision regarding the special policieshsu
as asset management, land use, urban regeneraiibmausing which has direct implications on
_~—= economic development of an area. The spatial dpu@at policies, influences the local development
— —frameworks in the member countries which is hidraaly in consistent with regional and national
development policies. The national sustainabilifytt,e member states contributes to Europe wide
regional sustainable development.

il

——— This influence of the ESDP on other sectoral asash as transport and industry will have direct
—— implications for the development of European citidsch has a knock on effect on the sustainability
—the regions and the continent. The spatial planmpngmoted at the European level is aimed to

encourage member states to consider these potizieevelop national policies in consistent with
European Commissions’ EU wide proposals. This édllan interactive process for particularly the new
EU countries to elaborate and adapt their urbareldpment policies for full integrations. ESDP and
EU sustainability approach encourage improving gyies towards more integrated action to policy
making. EU commission aims to enlarge its netwdrlprofessionals, institutions within the member
states in order to create and operate Europeamagpto tackle the challenges. The ESDP objectives
explains the logic behind European Union’s insttoél spatial policy and assists to describe EU’s
regional role in the emergence of Europe-wide apdgvelopment policy (Altrock et al, 2006).

Citiesin Transition

The overall aim of this section is to describe metiaracteristics of the transitional period at ovadi
and regional level to understand the transitionglegence of a new EU city. Transition means the
process or a period of changing from one stateoodition to another. Process or period of change
emphasise the gradual transformation strongly émited by driving forces. This section is consist of
discussions around the indicators, driving foraas$ @autcomes of transition.

Transition in economic, social and environmentat@s of the country changes the quality of the, lif
and spatial environment. The change in econommogdas the most common one, which leads rapid
transformation of the other areas and sectors.sitranal economy means changing supply and demand
patterns from planned economy to free market. @erfastern European countries going through
economic transition process during late 1990s go@d example of rapid transformation of the state.
Through their economies state experience of ecanoliieralization, economic stabilization,
restructuring and the privatization are main preesscause the change. Emerging private sector,
changing role of the state and its institutions;oemagement of free market conditions, independent
financial institutions and enterprises charactetigetransition. These reforms influences and regui
new systems of urban development policies partilulaew housing and planning policies Zoltan
(1994), Pichler-Milanovich (1994), Foldi and Wee$2006), Enyedi (1994), Tasan-Kok (2006), Turok
and Mykhenko (2007). The post-war economic histdrgentral and eastern European countries has led
to certain common trends and responses in terrtigeajlobal/local interplay of economic globalizatio
processes. At the same time, distinct path depe¢rmidoomes are evident within different sub regions
and individual countries of the former ‘socialistoc. Commonality across the region is apparetten
interaction of globalization with ongoing societahnsformation and the transfer from a ‘socialist’
central command economy to a private market econ®assa, Keivani, McGreal, 2002)

The indicators of economic transition can be iHatgd with large/small scale privatisation, govece
and enterprise restriction, price liberalisatialade and foreign exchange system, competition ygolic
banking reform and interest rate liberalisatiorgusities markets and non-bank financial institusion
infrastructure reform. Havrylyshyn and Wolf (199@gscribe transition as liberalizing economic
activity, prices and market operations, along wehllocation resources, developing indirect, market
oriented instruments for macroeconomic stabilizati@achieving effective enterprise management and
economic efficiency and establishing an institugiloand legal framework to secure property rights, t
rule of law, and transparent market-entry regutegio
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Sailer-Fliege (1999, pp:7) states that ‘The denmi$esocialism ushered in a radical process of

—= transformation in the economies, politics and d@geof all post-socialist states’ Liberalizatiofi o
—— private sector changed the relations with the pubéctor early 1990s. The collapse of communist

e —

regime decentralizes the state powers in planfiraditional national and regional urban development
approach moved towards smaller scales, which givepowers to local actors. The communist regimes
were relying on heavy industrialization as an &fit means of economic development. The demise of

—— centrally empowered institutions had changed theripes in the allocation of the state funds. The

S —

spatial decay (as a consequence of uncertain tranisiy state policies) was seen as one of the cammo
characteristics of urban development in Centratdtdsuropean (CEE) countries.

The demands of private national / internationabmcthecame one of the crucial elements of urban
restructuring. Post-communist urban developmentoeas influenced by government-directed reforms
of political and economic system, internationalatand globalisation, public policies favouring
unregulated market development, economic struguinnterms of deindustrialisation and growth of
producer services, and increasing social diffeation (Sykora, L. 1999). Although the interventioh
free market economy was rapid, the institutionabngde happened gradually and this caused
uncertainties in the generation of economic, soaia environmental policies. The government’'s
approach to increasing inequalities, urban decalytha gap between poor and reach was on ad hoc
basis decisions. As one of the new institutionalaragements, local government’s powers and
responsibilities increased. The priority of econordevelopment particularly the stimulation of free
market and promotion of foreign enterprises causgaanned development of urban structure i.e. the
abandonment of massive industrial areas, increasimghasis on the tertiary sector.

Keivani, Parsa and McGreal (2002) suggested thatbeu of factors helped to shape the Central
European countries since the end of 1980s. Thededm political transformation, economic change,
restitution, privatisation, price liberalisationdadecentralisation of local government. They argined

in this context local government administrative gsldnning structures have been ill prepared for
meeting the locational requirements of internationaestment capital in a co-ordinated and effextiv
manner. Thereby, leading to institutional constsamn efficient development activity on the onedan
and an organic form of urban development primatéyermined through the private market mechanism
of international demand for, and supply of, comnarand retail space on the other. As a result of
privatisation and diminishing state support for émincome groups in particular reference to changin
social housing policies, social inequalities andregation arose. The location preferences of tgrtia
sector and expectation of high-standard office speatalysed the gentrification. Urban patterns
changed with the emergence of suburban agglomaratidower income groups in high rise new
developments and high quality suburban villagesvealthy new residents.

The lack of integrated national, regional and lopalicies, comprehensive long term action plans,
disputes about implementation priorities and palaidy lack of new planning legislation created aba

in spatial urban planning policies. This was woeskhy the authority dilemmas between local regional
and central institutions. The importance of strietgdanning emerged after a long transition pewdd
ad hoc planning policies. Local municipalities, aihihad lacked vision for future developments,
integrated the spatial urban development requirésnemd adjustments of the European Union. Public
participation emerged as a crucial element of urbemelopment in parallel to developed western
housing and regeneration policies.
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Budapest

Post-communist urban development characteristiag weevailing in Budapest from the removal of
communist institutions to the membership of Europdaion in 2004. The ‘socialist city’ concept was
common to communist countries, which were iderdifiy centrally planned spatial structures. The
history of urban development in Budapest is relaedhe reigns of different central authorities.
Budapest sought for its urban interest wheneveritiervention of central authorities weakened.

Towards the end of i9century, while the biggest western capitals werglengoing modern

- development, Budapest did not have necessary és@éot prepare urban development plans. The city

was built with similar ideas of the other Europeaties during 1900’s “The commission of public
works’ Hungarian governments planning authority evegiven control over urban development,
implementation, and investment of regulations bytrag government. The city was divided into zones
and the factories were pushed out to the suburtibdplans. The attention was given to historig cit
centre with an idea of increasing the attractiven&ge planning and housing polices representee lar
returns from the building of new houses, which edusonflicting ideas of a city to live. As a resoit
speculative decisions lower income families foumgirtselves at the outer zones.

The policy of building for privately owned houseslarger plots of outer zones pushed the poor éurth
to the peripheral areas of the city. This createriworking-class suburbs at the beginning of 1920's
while the building in the inner city relatively sked down. The planning authorities had almost no
control on the development of the city and the iapahanges. After World War | some efforts were
made to prevent speculative development of the Ty plot sizes were reduced and new types f flat
were built for lower income groups which could stdp them migrating outwards from the city. The
planning mechanisms of interwar period could n@nge the policies of previous period. While in the
majority of large western cities it was the weathiniddle and upper middle classes who moved to the
suburbs, in Budapest the upper middle classesreghined in the inner districts of the city orvad

to green zones of Buda (Enyedi and Szirma, 199@nrBunist planning after World War 1l promised
more integrated social zones throughout the coubteyv residential and employment functions were
proposed. Budapest. During the 1940's modern upganning ideas such as green belts tried to be
integrated to the physical planning. There was ataphasis to the social issues such as the inogeasi
gap between different social status groups andlibgilmore social housing. During 1950’s under the
communist government urban development was cergchiind economic development was the priority
of the planning mechanism in order to compete wittstern countries. The manifestation of this
ideology on Budapest was construction of socialsihiuestate blocks to accommodate the workers as
the industrial development was accelerated. Locknming disregarded and the powers of
municipalities significantly decreased (Gaspar &idyhoffer, 1991 Zoltan, 1994; Gyorgy, 1994;
Enyedi & Szirma, 1992; Gaspar and Birghoffer, 1991)

During 1960’s central government was still makig tecisions on behalf of the local authorities.
Planning policies were no longer representing ffferént groups of inhabitants, housing development
was the state’s tool to its ideological and ecomointerests. The central government was quick to
repress any other ideology apart from communisnis Was a significant contrast to socialism which
aimed to create better life standards than anyradtielogy promised before. In 1970’s the central
government switch its focus to economic developneétihe towns. This benefited Budapest as the city
had greater share of resources which were usutiliged in the development of housing estates
complemented by other public functions such asiteispschools etc.

1980’s urban development plans continued the enmplbasstate housing programmes which extended
the residential areas of the city. In the 1980s spontaneous urban development processes emerged as
alternatives to social mass housing programmesr(EltBaross 1993 pp: 192). It was criticised tinet t
planning system was highly dependent on economjectibes and had no consideration to social
demands. Because of the economic decline the udeaelopment funds mainly allocated to the
development of railways, highways, roads, airpoftsigh growth has progressed outwards from the
inner districts and lied astride the outermostaftthe built-up area of Budapest and the innetmos
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settlements of the zone of agglomeration (Compt884). Hungarian economy increasingly opened to

——=the market-led development particularly after 188@Quick economic development brought larger
——— growth rates in the transitional economies of CGériEastern European capitals. Cash privatizatiah an

e —

foreign direct investment were the main elementsheftransition in the 1990s. Building of housing
estates slowed down and the industrial growth édhin Budapest. New plans introduced decentralized

== development of the city and the emphasis was shifierehabilitation of intense inner city areaseTh

—— privatization of urban land, property led developise new era of relations between the state aral loc
—— governments, local integration changed the interastl realigned the planning process in Budapest.

= Financial deregulation created a better-organizes tfor international financial operations and adea

financial tools for investors. Thus, more than ralfthe foreign direct investment came to Budapest.
Privatization of housing and changes in bankingtesys had a significant influence on the
internationalisation of commercial property devehgmt in Budapest.

Foldi and Weesep (2007) analysed the tangible tsffet economic and cultural globalisation at the
neighbourhood level. They argued that all the reiginhoods had been affected by post
industrialisation and globalisation where at mettitgan level, functional changes was in favour of
investors who needed more office space. They atbkshed the scarcity of the foreign investors in
housing sector as the existing housing regime veadast enough to enable entrepreneurs get short-
term returns. They argued that the investors neadsédcure economic context to be able to sustain
growth on the long run. Hegedugs and Tosics, (198d3ents the findings of their research on some
new ideas to connect privatisation in a positivey wathe renewal of the housing stock in Budapest.
They argued that the privatisation lead to poléiosaand increased the chances for rehabilitatiay o

in the best part of the stock while making it imgpbe in the worst areas. They stated that theli@sni

in the lower quality part of the stock felt conwtcthat they had no choice but to buy, even worse
outcomes are possible, leading to the rapid detgiom of privatised houses because low-income
families will not be able to finance even the lowesel of improvement. They argued that whether th
privatisation should in itself be avoided as atetyg for the restructuring of the state rental lsto€hey
concluded that it was not privatisation which wasponsible for the negative developments and the
outcomes but it was the practice which distributes financial gains of privatisation in the most
unequal way (Hegedus & Tosics, 1994 pp:51). From Mleginning of 1990’s Budapest's local
governments were in favour of international propetévelopers and as they did not have enough
resources for large scale developments they madifie existing urban development plans in order to
attract foreign investment. The planning system tle¢ international companies to develop the
designated areas and their surroundings, which dvbave return to both parties. Quick economic
development brought lower unemployment rates indpedt than the national average.

During 2000s rapid restructuring of Budapest brayagipulation decline, suburbanization and inner cit
deprivation. The municipality of Budapest supporseane district urban renewal programmes within
the context of EU sustainable spatial developniEmése were complex area based programmes, which
replaced the physical development plans in distridrban renewal programmes funded by Budapest
municipality through the utilization of EU structifunds. Organizational structure, strategy & @cti
plans and the efficiency in the use of funds wetdeved in some of the renewal programmes.

Foldi and Weesep (2007) established that althougst wf the foreign investment was funnelled into
the larger inner housing projects in the inner oityhe Budapest. They pointed out that high-steshda
apartments were sold off the high-income resident$oreign buyers and argued that the investors
concentrated on the projects and gave no attetdida immediate surroundings. In addition theyeda
that local governments contributed very little hege renewal projects which have no social dimensio
and exacerbate the social ad physical segregatitreicity. The existing global investment was hard
put into residential projects; instead these watended for high income groups. In 2005 pilot areas
were designated for an area based urban regemenatagrammes in Budapest. The regeneration
programmes are primarily public-private sectorded mainly designed to improve housing conditions,
economic potential of the areas. Social cohesiappart for local enterprises, reducing long term
unemployment rates, expansion of local public greeeas were among the objectives of the
regeneration programmes under the influence oEthg@uidance and criteria for relevant funds.
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Hungarian cities usually had mainstream urban rehg@rogrammes but in Budapest now there are
integrated regeneration approaches. The resealhdzafpest Metropolitan Research Institute idemtifie
that EU structural funds is not enough for the negation projects. The research estimated that the
continuing deterioration, cosmetic interventionsniification might be the possible consequences of
inadequate funds. The research also concludedtegrated urban regeneration was not easy in post-
socialist countries due to inefficient administoatiprocesses, lack of experience in governance and
partnership approach, weak NGO’s and inadequaticpsdctor funds. The work of BMRI suggested
that further research on similar EU programmesIzest practices to enhance the knowledge has to be

- carried out, political financial and technical sogphave to be strengthened and the national pslici

towards integrated urban regeneration and housgngldpment solutions have to be developed.
(Tosics, 2008)

| stanbul

Rapid urbanization started from the beginning ob0® led to technical, social and infrastructural
problems in Turkey. The social housing conceptrehtl exist in Turkey and the tenure structure was
mainly consisting of owner occupation and rentaldiog. The housing stock became insufficient and
this prompted illegal housing which became an distaddd form of housing occupation. During 1960's
urban planning paradigm was highly physical andtergsianning approach shaped the Turkish cities
(Gedikli, 2010).There was no housing policy to faomsequences of rapid migration from rural areas
across the country. Istanbul received majority led immigrants whose labour was exploited for
accelerated industrialisation as part of popul@icges. The state intervention for housing coutd go
beyond subsidizing commercial developers who latkedexpertise and only build with the expectation
of high returns. Thus, there was no concept forudmg for all’ instead new building stock
accommodated higher-income residents.

As in the rest of Europe, the 1980s marked a righé influence of neo-liberalism, and the economy
became part of a global network. Producer servisgsh as accountancy, advertising, insurance, real
estate, banking and finance were developed. An ritapb development of the 1980's was the
introduction of Greater Municipality Act. The adtablished two-tier municipal structure. The finahc
supports to the local authorities were increaseainf2007) argued that since 1980s, there has been
increasing fragmentation of responsibilities inamtarea. She suggested that the changing governance
structure in Istanbul, as in many other citiesshaped by the interaction of economic and institati
factors, which are mediated through political, ardt and other contextual forces. The impact of
internal and external forces caused huge econonaicsauctural changes during the last two decades.
The neo-liberal economies and undeniable pressofeglobalization in Istanbul transformed the
production patterns, job types and social clasEdseccity. The economic base of the city changethf
manufacturing sector to service and finance sediokmeci and Berkoz, 1994). This influenced
Istanbul’s settlement pattern as well as housingld@ment polices. As consequences of the economic
factors, migration and rapid urbanization, illegalising became important dilemma in Istanbul. dleg
housing became more organised and home ownershlipnegeased through individual or mafia style
sales and rentals of the properties. Majority @f ittegal housing were converted into four-fiversto
buildings.Globalisation and liberalising markets and the agexport production also influenced urban
development models. Private sector led propertyeldgwment due to lack of public housing hence
increasing profit margins prevailed among Turkigies. Significant development of 1980'was the
increase in the mass house production either tr@oyernment’'s mass house production company
TOKI (Ataov and Osmay, 2007). Municipalities whichve squatter housing areas within their districts
initiated urban regeneration projects to improwelife standards and the image of their district.
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The establishment of Mass Housing Authority (MHAQswan important milestone in terms of the urban
development context in an EU accession country. Mis#s established to meet the housing needs of
the low income groups. MHA is a public organisatfmwever it acts as funder and land provider and
enabler for the implementation of the housing pediat local level. The main objectives of MHA were
identified by Yuksel and Polat (2009) as follows:

» To provide housing for low and middle income grouphout homes,

* To develop alternatives for opening new residerdig@as with infrastructure following the
cleaning of squatter settlements

* To provide financial support for housing constronti

* To pool public funds for urbanisation and housedpation

* To obtain new sources and mobilise them for hougurgoses

Yuksel and Gokmen (2009) summarised MHA’s housingdpction models as social housing fund
raising projects, land provision and productiortities, disaster housing, urban transformationguts;
housing production on MHA's lands for low and mieldhcome groups, agriculture villages. During
1980’s the legislation encouraged more mass hoysioduction particularly on illegal housing areas.
Some of the legislation was enacted to revitalieekict historic cores of the city. Local authcgi
were encouraged to participate in housing prodagbimjects by increased funds. It was an important
milestone that the government allowed and encodradense construction activities on the periptserie
of the cities and on rural land. Commercialisatofrillegal housing stock approach accounted for the
concrete jungles which proved to be death trad989 earthquake. The legislation consists of amnest
laws legitimised illegal housing, development pession on vacant land, conversion to multi storey
apartments purely by market forces. In additioasthamnesty laws provided rental income opportunity
from illegal housing to its owners or in most oethases to local mafia or developers who has the
ownership of the squatter properties. These aatelgrthe transformation of illegal housing stock to
apartment accommodation for low income groups (8gifiy 2007).

It would be important to note that the evolutioniltdgal housing during 1980s was depicted as the
evolution of regeneration by Turkish academics.ifportant point is the process described above is
purely physical renewal thus it would be inappragito name it as urban regeneration. Moreover, it
was the market forces, individual developers @ugdll interventions that proceed with aforementioned
development process rather than regeneration thr@igategic plans by organised partnerships.
Combination of the development forces and the laetiye frameworks created developing planning
culture. European planning policies could not bapaed due to rapid urbanization while master plans
were inadequate for the expansion and renewaleotstanbul. There was no separate housing policy
with clear objectives and procedures. Ergun (2@&¥cribed the expansion of the residential areas to
the periphery and the emergence of gentrificatioocgss as a consequence of the changes in the
political and economic world order as well as ie thevelopment of foreign commercial relations of
Turkey.

In Turkey rehabilitation of illegal housing areawlabuilding stocks were initiated through rehailin
plans which are usually called improvement plarsetbpment plans or upgrade plans etc in relevant
Turkish literature. Gentrification is perceived ase of the methods of urban transformation /
regeneration. Turkish practice in fact proves tthisough revitalisation of historic cores usually
replacing the existing communities for the econowndbility of the area. Although economic viabylit

is one of the aims of regeneration projects, raanif existing communities and assuring that they

the main beneficiaries is one of the important debaf sustainable regeneration practice in the EU
countries. Gentrification has been one of the noettatable issues in Turkish regeneration projects
currently drawn some international attention dueisplacement of poor in some cases ethic minority
communities such as in Sulukule (Islam, 2005; UZ001; Ataov and Osmay, 2007; Goughh and
Gundogdu (2008), Kuyucu and Unsal (2010)
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Urban regeneration was legalised in 2000s. In 200&ish parliament enacted law no. 5336 that
authorised municipalities to designate areas tdadment urban regeneration projects. These projects
were commonly referred as urban transformationggtsj which municipalities directly targeted slum

and illegal housing areas. Public participation stasted to be debated more efficiently four yesirsr

“=— Habitat Il conference in Istanbul. Strategic plamnivas another important concept embraced at the
*52 beginning of 2000s under the influence of EU caacid The EU harmonisation process has been one
——— of the most important developments since the baggnof 2000s as it reinforced the debates around

—— participation and strategic planning. Sustainalb&n regeneration which includes public participati

and democratic institutionalism was emphasisedairalfel to global movements. The transformation
and the challenges in Istanbul can be summariséd reference to EU harmonisation polices as
follows:

» Economic and social polarisation

* Multi centred, expanding city structures

* The need for the renewal of building in historioces

* The need for reinforcement and replacement of hgkhbuildings due to Earthquake threat.

* The need for metropolitan and local regeneratidities and the institutional restructuring and
modernisation

EU harmonisation, custom union agreements, priatidis shaped the economic policies in Turkey.
Globalisation and privatising is believed to in@edhe gap between poor and rich particularly @ bi
cities. In 2003, the lowest income group was 6% re&g the high-income group was 48.3% of the
whole population (Turkish Statistics Institute 2R0Bhis suggests the wide gap between poor and rich
in Turkish cities. Istanbul has been receiving bgjgshare of the migration since 1950s. State
intervention in housing construction and commerbm@lising increased to its peak in the aftermath of
the 1999 Earthquake. Gundogdu and Gough (2008)drthat governing political party saw urban
restructuring and housing building essential périntegrating Turkey more strongly into European
Union and global economy. They argued that thatribed for earthquake resistant housing was to
legitimise a new discourse of urban regeneratiafepts. These projects proposed to demolish around
85.000 illegal housing dwellings and relocate mitv@n half a million residents into social housing
blocks constructed by the MHA, private developensl ghe Grater Istanbul Municipality. Kuyucu
(2007) established that the slum clearance progeterated strong resistance and the confrontations
between the residents and the municipality offci@hich resolved by police intervention. He argued
that the new legislation and the slum clearancgept® signalled a radical departure from the ptagi
populist mode of urban governance of urban devedmpnstrategies towards strict enforcement of
property rights and punitive measures for illegali$ing.

Balamir (2004) argued that building constructiorsviégher than the need. He suggests that compared
to growth of households there was a clear surptuduilding construction. Lack of services and
supervision resulted in low-quality, unauthorisetvieonments representing large pool of risks. The
increase was due to mass housing productions ¥oirfoome groups by local authority cooperatives,
public-private sector mass housing companies sachCKI. Other type of development was luxury
developments for high income groups outside ofcibe The historic building at the historic coraxda
other centres were still utilised for mixed useswhver, the turn of the century saw entrepreneurs
renovating the historic buildings for sale or rérgarposes. This immediately increased the property
prices and caused displacement of the low-incoroepy from these areas.
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Globalisation, emergence of the new sectors, imgmoransport links created multi central
metropolitans with increasing importance of localtoas in local decision making processes.
Participation of local actors were also stimulated sustainability principles of the EU. In Turkey
participation of the local actors and institutiorsirategic plans were also supported by relevant
legislative framework. For example participation odmmunity council became obligatory after
Municipality Law N: 5393 which was enacted in 20@&hin the local agenda 21 context.

Rapid globalisation continued during 2000s whicfiuenced the production trajectories that created
larger regional, international and global marketd ancreased the economic pressures on metropolitan
centres like Istanbul where majority of the natigmaduction occurred or derived. Institutional nbe
became necessary in Turkey to keep up with the aaomnchanges and globalising investments.
Privatisation as one of the consequence of theatikaiion accelerated during 2000s. Easier flow of
foreign direct investment due to better transpéirtancial links and technological improvements
manifested as international organisations and nmrkdstanbul.

During 2000s due to socio-economic reasons, ladlegéneration and housing polices and legislative
framework Turkish cities particularly Istanbul exipeced piecemeal inconsistent urban regeneration
projects. This resulted in unbalanced developmetiteocities and widen the gap between poor ard ric
thus the social segregation across the city. Tlatiadpforms of the city evolved around the main
production models for example fordist production dalo created its surrounding residential
neighbourhoods whereas retail and small businessagregated inner city areas. (Dokmeci and
Berkoz, 1994) During 2000s commercial constructioms opened to international markets and
improved their capabilities of construction. Imnbs of the residential redevelopment Ataov and Gsma
(2007) identified 3 types of renewal during 2000s

» Clearance of illegal and high risk buildings sicthamong main motorways at the peripheries
of the cities. This type of renewal was conductgdidral authorities and it was the most
widespread type during 1990s

* Renovation and upgrading of 1960s-1970s buildiogksby low or middle income landlords

» Development of luxury gated housing for high incoresidents on vacant or forest land by
commercial developers

* Renovation and reuse of dilapidated historic bogdby high income residents or entrepreneurs.
This type is commonly named as gentrification hosvehis paper does not categorise the type
as gentrification and argues that the gentrificaifothe process rather than the aim of this type.
In other words not every renovation is intendedisplace existing low-income communities or
gentrification is not one of the methods of widegeneration process however it can be one of
the outcomes.

During 2000s in line with the drivers of globalisat, financial and media centres were emerged in
Istanbul such as Ikitelli and Maslak areas. The s was tourism led transformation in historidga
of the city and there are some tourism led regeioaraitiated in historic peninsula and centrahisbul

as well as the large housing developments on panigh of the city. After the end of 1990’s with the
slowing down of cities growth, globalization eantlage threat, demand for modernization and EU
candidacy appeared to be main drivers shaping iths epatial planning strategies. The European
Union dimension of the planning process and itordigcal and conceptual applications brought new
urban development approach after December 2004 wWhekey met the Copenhagen criteria. The
promotion of economic development and social inolugogether with the emphasis on spatial and
environmental issues as a core of EU spatial dpwedmt perspective required adopting a
comprehensive approach to Turkish urban planning housing polices which has not been
successfully achieved yet before the end of thadkc
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Conclusions

European Union sets out comprehensive strategiesckte the challenges of sustainability issues. EU
strategies emphasize the changing economic tremasrging social inequality and disadvantages and
the contradictions in environmental issues. EU thesmotes the member states to more integrated
policy making approach towards sustainability of¢ @ontinent. The reflection of the sustainability
principles on spatial development terms of the peam Union (ESDP) can be contextualised with the
vision of progress which integrates immediate, shod long term strategies for local and globaldsee
The new regeneration legislation was seen as acparfar all these problems but the analyses also
confirmed that the new legislation was a failurg,itahas no elements of public participation. The
dilemma lies at the urgency of the replacementedérorated building stock vulnerable to Earthquake
threat. Despite Turkey’s declining profile and soifor EU membership adaption of comprehensive
legislative frameworks and reforming of housing gidnning policies could contribute towards to
creation of sustainable urban development in Istanthe analyses enabled brief comparisons of the
urban development policy and practice between lsthand Budapest while determining effectiveness
and weaknesses of housing and regeneration pratessosen cities with reference to EU spatial
development. The policy analyses confirmed thatdpdtial policies guide the national and regional
planning policies in the EU countries.

In Budapest planning policies bring together varief issues such as transportation, economic
development, urban regeneration etc. Local autheritave their priorities which enables policy nrake
to formulate their urban development strategiese Tatk of integrated national, regional and local
policies, comprehensive long-term action plans,putiss about implementation priorities and
particularly lack of new planning and housing léien created unsustainable urban development in
Budapest. This was worsened by the authority dilambetween local regional and central institutions.
The importance of strategic planning emerged atieng transition period of ad hoc planning pobcie
(Tsenkova, 2007). Local municipalities, which hadked vision for future developments, integrated th
spatial urban development requirements and adjustnté the European Union. The spatial outcomes
of these global, national and metropolitan driverexe varied in the different parts of the city. The
location preferences of tertiary sector and expiectaof high-standard office space catalysed the
gentrification. Urban patterns changed with the rgymece of suburban agglomeration of lower income
groups in high-rise new developments and high gualiburban villages for wealthy new residents
(Turok & Mykhenko, 2007). In Budapest urban regatien and housing construction strategies only
aimed to increase physical quality to achieve eowoowell-being and vibrant mixed economy
excluding social objectives. The dilemma was whetllee objectives of implementation as
consequences of the fragmented policy and strategexe benefiting the local communities. It was
established that strategic planning and regenergiaicies are less participatory in comparison to
western European counterparts where partnershipagp to develop and implement programmes is
one of the main objectives of planning authorities.
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The piecemeal projects had very similar charadiesito what is currently happening in Istanbulesé
g projects lacked public participation and did nobdsit local communities. In Budapest, the thirdteec
-——is increasingly taking part in regeneration pahgss. In both cities market forces usually affdcte

W; internationalisation and private property developtnehich leads to property- led regeneration pitsjec

;;widening the gap between the poor and rich. Bustapmunicipality had a greater autonomy in

_— preparation of many regeneration projects wherestiwal dimension of partnerships was increased

—— after the EU membership. Embracement of strategi@ldpment in Hungarian planning opened the

= way to partnership approach in defining the visidbregeneration projects.

|
il

— Urban regeneration is highly political in Istanidiere an individual member of parliament has a powe
to steer, delay or stop the process. Conflictingnaleds of different interest groups are not voiged i
partnerships. The institutional reforms are neagsga adjust the planning and housing system into
more strategic planning in order to cope with thmat&l consequences of rapid economy and
globalisation. Institutional change in Turkey falle the uneven trends of urban development created b
the policies favouring private development. Newanmrbregeneration legislation favours property led
urban development. The absence of institutionactires, lack of experience to coordinate and gover
the actors and agencies results in failure of unmamagement. The urban governance is politically
centralised and the lack of politically and econwatly diverse actors in urban governance undermines
participatory urban development hence the formuatf comprehensive regeneration and housing
policies.

Mobilisation of the urban actors and wider parthgrs in strategic planning is necessary for consens
building hence the emergence bottom up, particigaapproach in urban regeneration and housing is
necessary. The institutional capacity to formulisitger partnerships and collaborate during the datis
making process perceived to increase the effeasgf implementation. Regeneration and housing
polices as well as implementation should be locatemwider sustainable urban development policies.
The analysis of political approach and metropolitdan strategies proved that Istanbul is geared
towards entrepreneurial urban development. Pladeagaplace-branding are the strategies to sell the
city in line with the EU’s competitive cities comte However the institutions have no vision to tes

this will not be possible through sole housingdeselopment polices. Regeneration and housingypolic
and implementation should integrate best value agmgir which emphasises partnerships, community
consultation and service improvement to preventasasegregation in the city. Regeneration and
housing strategies should be positioned to addses&l economic and environmental dynamics of
urban and regional change through locally artiedastrategies. There is an urgent need for holistic
policy approach and vision for sustainable housind regeneration policies.
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