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ABSTRACT 

 

ENACTING CULTURAL INFRASTRUCTURE IN THE 21ST CENTURY: 

KONYA AS AN URBAN ASSEMBLAGE  

 

 

 

Top­uoĵlu, Feyza 

Doctor of Philosophy, Architecture 

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ķnci Basa 

 

 

January 2026, 324 pages 

 

 

This thesis investigates how culture is translated into spatial ordering that configures 

urban form. Cultureôs complexity remains legible in the city: through signifying 

systems and urban-architectural formation, city and culture mutually constitute lived 

urban reality. The study adopts the systematics of cultural infrastructure to 

operationalize that reciprocityðasking how cultural discourse becomes spatially 

articulated and assembled in urban space, and how architecture can translate cultural 

configurations into a governable urban order. The thesis treats culture in urban space 

as a carrier of continuity and change and adopts a meta-cultural perspective that 

moves from discursive articulation to the adaptability of urban assemblage, 

proposing a multi-scalar(macroïmesoïmicro) cultural infrastructure model and 

reframing cultural sustainability as a structural pillar for configuring urban form 

within the shifting cultural ecosystem of the 21st century. Methodologically, the 

model is implemented through multi-layered cultural mapping in Konya, covering 

the central districts of Karatay, Selçuklu, and Meram, as well as the Sille 



 

 

vi 

 

neighborhood. The mapping traces dominant, hegemonic, and subordinated layers 

by linking macro-scale cultural narratives, development axes, and mobility 

infrastructures; meso-scale districts, nodes, and corridors; and micro-scale everyday 

practices, spatial interfaces, and value systemsðread through cultural planning 

logic. The applied methodology demonstrates how Konyaôs cultural-infrastructural 

networks metabolize historical continuities into contemporary urban realities. 

Ultimately, the thesis contributes to the discipline of architecture a transferable 

analytical model and mapping methodology that makes cultural layers observable 

and comparable, and positions cultural infrastructure as a guiding metabolic system 

for urban cultural formation and sustainability in the urban realm. 

 

Keywords: Cultural Infrastructure, Urban Assemblage, Cultural Mapping, Cultural 

Sustainability, Konya. 
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ÖZ 

 

21. Y¦ZYILDA K¦LT¦REL ALTYAPIYI ĶCRA ETMEK: KENTSEL BĶR 

ASAMBLAJ OLARAK KONYA  

 

 

 

Top­uoĵlu, Feyza 

Doktora, Mimarlēk 

Tez Yºneticisi: Prof. Dr. Ķnci Basa 

 

 

Ocak 2026, 324 sayfa 

 

 

Bu tez, k¿lt¿r¿n kent i­erisinde nasēl mek©nsal bir d¿zene dºn¿ĸt¿ĵ¿n¿ ve bu 

d¿zenin kentsel formu nasēl yapēlandērdēĵēnē incelemektedir. K¿lt¿r karmaĸēk bir 

olgu olsa da kentte okunabilirliĵini korur; yapēlē ­evreye anlam kazandēran gºsterge 

sistemleri ve kentselïmimari bi­imlenme aracēlēĵēyla kent ve k¿lt¿r, yaĸanan kentsel 

ger­ekliĵi karĸēlēklē olarak ¿retir. Bu karĸēlēklē iliĸkiyi iĸlevselleĸtirmek ¿zere 

­alēĸma, k¿lt¿rel altyapē sistematiĵini benimser; k¿lt¿rel sºylemin kentsel mek©nda 

nasēl eklemlendiĵini ve bir araya geldiĵini, mimarlēĵēn ise k¿lt¿rel konfig¿rasyonlarē 

nasēl okunabilir ve yºnetilebilir bir kentsel d¿zene ­evirebildiĵini sorgulamaktadēr. 

Tez, kentsel mek©nda k¿lt¿r¿ s¿rekliliĵin ve deĵiĸimin taĸēyēcēsē olarak ele alēr; 

meta-kültürel bir perspektifle kültürel eklemlenmenin söylemsel düzleminden 

kentsel asamblajēn uyarlanabilirliĵine yºnelmektedir. Bu ­er­evede, makroïmezoï

mikro d¿zeylerde ­ok ºl­ekli ºzg¿n bir k¿lt¿rel altyapē modeli ºnerir ve k¿lt¿rel 

s¿rd¿r¿lebilirliĵi, 21. y¿zyēlēn deĵiĸken k¿lt¿rel ekosistemi i­inde kentsel formu 

yapēlandēran yapēsal bir dayanak olarak yeniden kurgular. Geliĸtirilen model, 
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Konyaôyē bir k¿lt¿r arketipi olarak ele alēr ve ­alēĸma, Karatay, Sel­uklu ve Meram 

merkez il­eleri ile Sille Mahallesiôni kapsayan ­ok katmanlē k¿lt¿rel haritalama 

yºntemiyle y¿r¿t¿lm¿ĸt¿r. Haritalama; makro ºl­ekte k¿lt¿rel anlatēlarē, geliĸim 

akslarēnē ve hareketlilik altyapēlarēnē; mezo ºl­ekte il­eleri, d¿ĵ¿mleri ve koridorlarē; 

mikro ºl­ekte ise g¿ndelik pratikleri, mek©nsal aray¿zleri ve deĵer sistemlerini 

birbirine baĵlayarak baskēn, hegemonik ve tabi kēlēnan katmanlarē izler ve bu 

katmanlarē k¿lt¿rel planlama mantēĵēyla okur. Uygulanan metodoloji, Konyaônēn 

kültürel-altyapēsal aĵlarēnēn, tarihsel s¿reklilikleri ­aĵdaĸ kentsel ger­ekliklere nasēl 

dºn¿ĸt¿rd¿ĵ¿n¿ gºstermektedir. Sonu­ olarak tez, k¿lt¿rel katmanlarē gºr¿n¿r ve 

karĸēlaĸtērēlabilir kēlan; k¿lt¿rel altyapēyē kentsel k¿lt¿rel oluĸum ve s¿rd¿r¿lebilirlik 

i­in yºnlendirici bir metabolik sistem olarak konumlandēran, aktarēlabilir bir analitik 

model ve haritalama metodolojisiyle mimarlēk disiplinine katkēda bulunmaktadēr. 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: K¿lt¿rel Altyapē, Kentsel Asamblaj, K¿lt¿rel Haritalama, 

Kültürel Sürdürülebilirlik, Konya.
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CHAPTER 1  

1 INTRODUCTION  

Culture is a phenomenon that mostly ñhappensò in urban areas. 

ð V. Montalto, 2019 

It is neither viable nor possible to lay absolute claims on cultural space. 

ð Stuart Hall, 1992 

Research on the concept of culture consistently reveals that it is one of the most 

complex and contested terms in language, both in its historical applications and in 

its contemporary uses. Indeed, culture is a complex and multifaceted construct. 

These two statements above capture the core tension of this thesis: while culture is 

predominantly urban, the spaces through which it is articulated and assembled are 

never fully stable or uncontested. This remains a problematic issue within every 

discipline, and even more so in the field of architecture, as the encounter with the 

urban context introduces further complexity in the 21st century. 

To understand the concept of culture, its vast comprehensiveness requires narrowing 

down through a cultural discourse analysis, operating within a system of statements 

that reconciles such complexity. Since it cannot be explicitly explained in a single 

operation, more concrete expressions are required to relate culture within the 

production of space. In this regard, culture can be conceptualized as a discursive 

setting that establishes the ground for a materialized infrastructure. It is, therefore, 

crucial to scrutinize the articulated mechanisms behind its spatialization and to 

dismantle its configurations in the ordering of space, thereby rendering it inherently 

cultural. The necessity of the urban arises here as the inevitable ground for this 

spatialization, because culture predominantly happens in urban areas where plural 

experiences and community ideals converge to form a lived reality. 
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Built on this, the trajectory initiates a search for the connective mechanisms through 

which discourse becomes cultural, and for what occurs when cultureðunderstood as 

a complex, multidimensional phenomenon and a problematic construct that is 

historically plural, semantically elastic, and disciplinarily undecidableðenters into 

the urban built environment. Given cultureôs tendency to remain fluid and definition-

dependent, this study argues that it must be systematized through architectural logic, 

as architectural reasoning offers one of the few disciplinary frameworks capable of 

rendering that complexity legible, tractable, and projective by treating its multiplicity 

as a generative field rather than a problem to be resolved. Within this process, the 

research posits that architecture assumes a pivotal roleðconceived not merely as the 

design of a singular building, a resultant concrete body, or a static end-product, but 

as the very medium of articulation between culture and the urban. By drawing upon 

its inherent disciplinary characteristics, architecture is proposed here as the 

operational bridge that enables this articulation, translating abstract cultural 

discourse into an apparatus within an infrastructurally regulated spatial order. 

Consequently, the urban becomes the metabolic site of this translation; it is a porous 

ground where the flux of information of culture meets structural permanence, 

establishing an infrastructural prerequisite where cultural practices and architectural 

forms merge in a way that is constantly negotiated. 

In the context of the contemporary infrastructural turn in urban development, the 

study argues that cities contain a cultural infrastructural deficit: as cultural life 

expands, the spatial and institutional conditions that sustain the circuit of cultureð

its moments of production, representation, identity, consumption, and regulationð

remain fragmented across architectural and development instruments (design, 

planning, governance) and therefore require articulation as a coherent, multi-scalar 

infrastructural system. This fragmentation undermines the continuity and 

sustainability of cultural practices and makes the citywide circulation of cultural 

activity uneven, discontinuous, and difficult to govern. The thesis, therefore, 

proposes cultural infrastructure not as a metaphor, but as a multi-scalar constructð

material, organizational, social, and regulatoryðthrough which cultural practices are 
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stabilized, distributed, and contested. Konyaðcharacterized by a rich range of 

cultural variationsðprovides a particularly conducive urban ground on which the 

proposed framework can be tested and rendered visible; in certain instances, its 

spatial patterns become legible even at the level of everyday urban observation. 

Accordingly, the study examines, through Konya, how cultural infrastructure relates 

to urban form and development axes, and how cultural sustainability can be traced 

via multi-scalar interfaces through which cultural practices are maintained. In this 

way, cultural complexity becomes legible, auditable, and operational rather than 

unsystematized and indeterminate. 

1.1 The Spatial Problematic of Culture  

Culture is hard to discipline: it exceeds definitions, crosses boundaries, and shifts 

with context. In urban space, this excess becomes methodologicalðculture is 

everywhere in discourse and everyday life, yet difficult to translate into spatial 

evidence that can be mapped, compared, and interpreted. The resulting cultural 

problematic reveals an infrastructural gap within architectural and urban thinking, 

which this study takes as its central object of inquiry: while cities are routinely 

understood and governed through measurable layers (mobility, utilities, land-use, 

ecology), the cultural dimension that organizes meaning, practice, and belonging is 

rarely systematized with comparable rigor. This gap becomes sharper once the city 

is understood as an assemblage: a heterogeneous configuration of infrastructures, 

institutions, actors, and spatial arrangements that continuously stabilizes and re-

forms. Within such an assemblage, culture is not simply located but articulated; 

crucially, urban space itself is also articulatedðproduced and stabilized through 

relations among discourse, governance, everyday practices, and material 

arrangements. 

Within architectural and urban analysis, this gap produces two recurring reductions. 

Culture is either compressed into an inventory of visible assets (institutions, events, 

heritage objects, creative venues) or mobilized as a rhetorical narrative (identity, 
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authenticity, vibrancy) without a framework that can trace how such claims become 

spatially operative. In both cases, the relational and contested nature of cultureðits 

uneven distribution, temporal volatility, overlapping publics, and scalar 

contradictionsðremains under-tracked. The core problem, therefore, is not to 

stabilize culture as a definition, but to render its urban operation legible: to develop 

a conceptual and methodological apparatus that can trace how culture is articulated 

within the urban assemblage across practices, institutional and governance 

arrangements, and material-spatial settings. To address this, the thesis turns to 

cultural infrastructure as an analytical and planning-oriented framework.  

In this thesis, cultural infrastructure is not treated as a catalog of cultural assets, 

institutions, or events. Rather, it is understood as a spatial-architectural ordering 

system that organizes how culture is articulated, accessed, regulated, and reproduced 

across the city. It also clarifies how urban planning and governance translate cultural 

claims into spatial priorities, rules, and interfaces. This foregrounds the operative 

relations between narratives, development and mobility axes, nodes and corridors, 

and everyday interfacesðwhere cultural configurations become materially legible 

and analytically traceable. 

Accordingly, this thesis positions ócultural infrastructureô as a systematic approach 

to translate the complex and unmeasurable character of culture into layered spatial 

representations without flattening its plurality. The aim is to construct a multi-scalar 

logic through which cultural processes can be traced as networks, clusters, and 

interfacesðso that culture can be engaged not only as discourse, but as a spatial 

condition that produces patterns, dependencies, and design-relevant implications. In 

this framing, cultural mapping is not a descriptive add-on but an epistemic tool: a 

means to convert cultural problematics into traceable layers that can support analysis, 

comparison, and architectural inference. 

Building on this problematic, the thesis fundamentally asks how cultureôs complex 

and unmeasurable character can be tracked in urban space. The sub-questions then 

follow as: 
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Problematization: How does culture become spatially problematic in the city, and 

what cross-scalar effects and contradictions does this produce? 

Conceptual framing: How can the city be understood as an assemblage in which 

culture and urban space are articulated? 

Translation to evidence: How can cultural discourse and lived practices be translated 

into spatial evidence for discussing and assessing cultural sustainability, without 

reducing culture to inventories or rhetoric? 

Model/definition: What is cultural infrastructure in architecture, and what are its key 

components across practices, governance, and material-spatial settings? 

Mapping logic: How can cultural mapping across macro-, meso-, and micro-scales 

trace cultural processes and generate interpretable, architecturally relevant outputs? 

1.2 Research Aim and Objectives 

In response to the research problematic outlined above, the primary aim of this thesis 

is to re-evaluate the relationship between culture and urban form by proposing 

Cultural Infrastructureðlayered upon urban infrastructureðas a systematic 

architectural approach to navigate the complexities of the contemporary city. The 

study investigates how culture and its discursiveness become spatially articulated, 

which aspects have materialized within the ordering of space, and how architecture 

can operate as a disciplinary medium that translates cultural discourse into an 

infrastructurally regulated spatial order. Rather than treating culture merely as an 

economic asset or a superficial aesthetic layer, this research positions it as an 

integrated structural system that actively configures the urban environment. 

Addressing shifting 21st-century paradigms requires moving beyond isolated 

analyses toward the formation of holistic cultural ecologies. In this perspective, 

culture is re-conceptualized as a relational systemðencompassing care, access, 

sensing, and everyday practicesðthat constitutes a dynamic cultural milieu. From 
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this standpoint, Cultural Infrastructure functions as a metabolic system that re-codes 

the cityôs physical layersðgreen, blue, and grey infrastructuresðinto a cohesive 

sociospatial network of publicness. 

To achieve this aim, the study establishes three cumulative objectives that function 

as an interconnected framework. First, grounded in cultural discourse analysis, it 

constructs a comprehensive theoretical assemblage on the spatiality of culture by 

tracing cultureôs integration into the urban realm, from cultural planning strategies 

to culture-led urban development models. Mobilizing critical conceptsðincluding 

Foucaultôs apparatus and Stuart Hallôs articulation and circuit of cultureðthe study 

clarifies how cultural meanings are stabilized, circulated, and contested through 

architectural, urban, and social practices. This theoretical grounding also positions 

the thesis against reductionist urban-cultural narratives that collapse culture into 

consumption and instead frames culture as a dynamic spatial force. Accordingly, 

cultural sustainability is defined not as a preservation endpoint but as a generative 

outcome of ongoing urban processes. In the post-Anthropocene age, cultural 

sustainability is inherently ecological, requiring a shift toward holistic cultural 

ecologies and eco-cultures. Within this context, the term culturescape is adopted as 

an inclusive working concept, referring to the multi-scalar hybrid socio-spatial and 

ecological fieldðfrom citywide structures to micro-scale interfacesðthrough which 

cultural practices are sustained, circulated, and contested in the city (elaborated in 

Chapter 3). Crucially, culturescapes are not limited to institutionally coded cultural 

typologies such as museums or galleries; they also include green spaces and 

infrastructural landscapes that actively generate publicness and support everyday 

cultural life. 

Second, the research aims to establish a systematic framework that translates culture 

from a vague reference into a place-specific, tangible, and auditable cultural 

infrastructure. Bridging theoretical discourse and methodological application, it 

constructs a hierarchical system across macro-, meso-, and micro-scales and 

formalizes the concept through a city survey that renders cultural elements 

observable and measurable. This systematic construction contextualizes the culture 
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of the first quarter of the 21st century by treating the maintenance and continuity of 

cultural practices as a condition of civic dignity, articulated here as cultural 

infrastructural citizenship. 

Finally, to validate the proposed multi-scalar assemblage model through empirical 

application, the study focuses on Konya as an urban archetype. It identifies three 

distinct cultural nodes in the city center as focal points from which to trace historical 

accumulation and specific cultural signifiers. It then maps the interactions between 

hegemonic and subordinated cultural layers across the central districts of Karatay, 

Selçuklu, and Meram, as well as the decentralized Sille neighborhood. By tracing 

these articulations, the thesis demonstrates that cultural infrastructure operates not as 

a superficial addition but as an integrated guiding principle of urban formation, 

enabling deep-rooted historical values to be re-articulated within contemporary 

realities. 

1.3 Rationale of the Study: Konya as an Urban Cultural Archetype 

The selection of Konya as the primary field of inquiry is not coincidental but strategic 

in this thesis. While most cities have buried their culture under concreteðor lost it 

completelyðKonya stands apart as a rare instance of high cultural legibility. Here, 

culture isnôt hiding; it is right on the surface, distinct and undeniable. To validate the 

proposed ócultural infrastructure modelô and achieve the research objectives, the 

study requires an urban context where culture is not merely a consumptive backdrop 

but a formative, structural agent. Konya exhibits a deep-rooted spatial order and 

determinism in its urban planning, alongside a resilient legacy of architectural 

signification. Serving as an urban cultural archetype, it represents a unique context 

where the manifestation of cultural values constitutes the cityôs identity. 

Its cultural settlement dates back to the Neolithic period (8000 BC) and has 

witnessed a myriad of civilizationsðHittites, Phrygians, Romans, Byzantines, 

Seljuks, Ottomans, and the Republicðeach leaving distinctive layered imprints on 
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the urban palimpsest.1 The city, historically known as Iconium, whose name signifies 

óholy representationô, carries a linguistic and cultural accumulation that defines its 

layered identity.2 Specifically, its status as the capital of the Anatolian Seljuk 

Empire/Sultanate of Rum (1097-1308) marked a golden age where the cityôs 

infrastructure was physically constructed through madrasahs, mosques, and 

caravanserais.3 This historical accumulation suggests that cultural infrastructure in 

Konya has long functioned as a ómetabolic system,ô shaping the cityôs urban layout 

over time. 

This structural formation was profoundly transformed by the arrival of Mevlana 

Celaleddin Rumi in 1229 and the subsequent institutionalization of the Mevlevi 

Order, which reconfigured the cityôs spatial organization.4 The Mevlana Dervish 

Lodge (Mevlevi Dargah) became a gravitational centerða spiritual nodeðcausing 

the city to expand beyond the walls of Alaeddin Hill towards a free-textured 

morphology. This created a specific urban cluster where settlements formed around 

religious infrastructures, influencing the road scheme with radial axes that persist to 

the present day.5 The tension between this deep-rooted spiritual identity and the 

secular modernization of the Republican periodðspecifically the exception made 

for Mevlanaôs order due to its humanistic valuesðcreates a unique dual existence.6 

This duality allows the thesis to examine the negotiation between hegemonic and 

 

 

1 Hasan Bahar, ñEski­aĵôda Konya,ò in ķehirlerin Sevdalēsē Ķbrahim Hakkē Konyalē Armaĵanē 

(2015), 280ï97. 
2 Konya B¿y¿kĸehir Belediyesi, Tarih ve K¿lt¿r Baĸkenti Konya (Konya: Konya B¿y¿kĸehir 

Belediyesi K¿lt¿r Yayēnlarē, 2003). 
3 Tuncer Baykara, T¿rkiye Sel­uklularē Devrinde Konya (Konya: Konya Valiliĵi Ķl K¿lt¿r 

M¿d¿rl¿ĵ¿, Arē Ofset Matbaacēlēk, 1998). 
4 Kadriye Top­u, ñKent Kimliĵi ¦zerine Bir Araĸtērma: Konya ¥rneĵi,ò Uluslararasē Ķnsan 

Bilimleri Dergisi 8, no. 2 (2011): 1048ï1072. 
5 Ahmet Alkan, ñMevlevilik ve Mevlana K¿lliyesinin Konya ķehirsel Geliĸmeleri Ķ­indeki Yeri,ò 

içinde 1. Milli Mevlana Kongresi (Tebliĵler) (Konya, 1985). 
6 Yasin Aktay ve Ali Top­uoĵlu, ñCivil society and its cultural origins in a Turkish city: Konya,ò 

Critique: Critical Middle Eastern Studies 16, no. 3 (2007): 273ï87. 
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pedagogic practices, creating ambiguous relationships between conservatism and 

tolerance within the cultural infrastructure. 

Today, Konya is not a monolithic entity but a porous urban ground where visible and 

invisible complexities interfere, creating highly individuated edifices articulated as 

poly-centers of cultural infrastructure. The city exhibits a distinct polycentric 

structureðfrom the historic spiritual core of Karatay (centered on the Mevlana 

Museum and Bedesten Bazaar area) to the modern, green infrastructure of Meram, 

and the planned industrial growth of Selçuklu. Additionally, decentralized nodes like 

Sille represent a multicultural heritage that defies homogenization. Consequently, 

Konya serves as an ideal laboratory to test the ócultural infrastructure modelô, as it is 

a city where cultural distinctiveness is permeable, mixing global branding with local 

conservatism. By analyzing this context, where infrastructure serves as a tool for 

both ócentral revitalizationô and óclose peripheral integration,ô this study scrutinizes 

how cultural adaptationsðfrom historical to contemporary compositionsðactively 

reshape the toponyms and spatial parameters of the contemporary city as a leading 

paradigm within the 21st-century cultural agenda. 

1.4 Theoretical Framework: Meta-Cultural Perspective 

The significance of the correlation between the urban and culture, taken together as 

an object of study, has often been questioned. To address this, the study integrates 

cultural paradigms into urban-architectural thinking by developing an a priori 

theoretical framework of culture and space in Chapter 2, drawing on Cultural 

Discourse Analysis as its theoretical lens.7 This framework adopts a multi-

 

 

7 The acronym CuDA is also used here to distinguish Cultural Discourse Analysis as a conceptual 

framework for communication studies from Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). For the distinction, 

see Donal Carbaugh, ñCultural Discourse Analysis: Communication Practices and Intercultural 

Encounters,ò Journal of Intercultural Communication Research 36, no. 3 (2007): 167ï82; and 

Norman Fairclough, ñCritical Discourse Analysis,ò in Discourse as Cultural Struggle, ed. Shi-xu 

(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2007), 141ï55. 
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disciplinary character, focusing on a practice-oriented understanding of spatiality. 

Cultural Discourse Analysis organizes how culture is understood as an ñintegral part 

and a product of discourse systems,ò functioning within deeply situated, historically 

transmitted, and multidimensional expressive systems.8 Beyond theoretical, 

comparative, and critical approaches, Cultural Discourse Analysis incorporates 

descriptive and interpretive analyses. It utilizes the city as an interpretive site for 

applying and developing cultural discourse in architecture, supported by a 

comprehensive literature survey. 

Culture is shaped by intertwined endogenous and exogenous forces, making it a 

productive site of comparison and inquiryðespecially in the current decade, as 

shifting paradigms reframe how the urban condition and infrastructural thinking are 

understood. Consequently, the theoretical background of the study establishes viable 

claims regarding cultural space in architecture by leveraging interdisciplinary 

positions. The trajectory of cultural discourse brings about a desired change by 

merging cultural planning as a process with cultural sustainability as an outcome. 

Through a semiotic analysis of 21st-century culture-led development, this 

framework critiques the óCreative City Modelô, arguing that the cultural and spatial 

turn is embodied within the óCultural City Model,ô where culture acts as a dominant, 

standalone pillar within sustainability frameworks. Thus, making infrastructure 

cultural becomes intelligible considering these discourses, the intent of 

infrastructure, and its influence on societal changes, revealing abstract implications 

alongside concrete ones. Moving from the theoretical construction of Chapter 2, 

grounded in multiple cultural discourses and synthesized as a deduced sum of 

spatiality, Chapter 3 establishes an original framework that integrates and classifies 

ócultural infrastructureô as a distinct category in architectural literature. 

 

 

8 Carbaugh, ñCultural Discourse Analysis,ò 168. 
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Secondly, Stuart Hallôs óArticulation Theoryô is positioned as the philosophical logic 

explaining how contingent connections are forged between cultural meanings and 

material forms.9 Expanding on this logic through John Clarkeôs classification, 

articulation operates within the cultural infrastructure via three interlinked modes: as 

a work of cultural politics that organizes ideological struggles; as a process of 

hegemony where dominant conceptions are contested; and as an embodied pedagogy 

of practice that transforms urban culture into a collective engagement. Articulation 

positions itself within both space and culture, and these two serve as the dependent 

and independent variables in the formulation of the cityôs cultural infrastructure. 

Through this study, Hallôs approach to articulation proposes an experimental ground 

where urban spaces are related to the cultural encounters of everyday practiceða 

process of trial and retrial by space within the structure of relevant regimes, upon 

which city authorization imposes itself. 

Transposing Hallôs articulation approach from cultural studies to the discipline of 

architecture reveals that there are no simple joints of urban elements or eclectic 

methods when mapping the articulations of culture. Instead, there is a basis for 

signifying parallel movements, moments, or positions/counter-positionsðwhether 

struggling or in negotiationðto theorize and think through the implementations of 

cultural space.10 It brings out the practice of establishing relationships among 

elements in the construction of nodal points whose cultural identity has been 

modified in different circumstances and time intervals. These points also have 

partially fixed meanings that allow for openness and tolerance, enabling connections 

between discourse, practices, and applications for spatial-cultural configurations.11 

 

 

9 John Clarke, ñStuart Hall and the Theory and Practice of Articulation,ò Discourse: Studies in the 

Cultural Politics of Education 36, no. 2 (2015): 275, 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01596306.2015.1013247. 
10 Stuart Hall, ñCultural Studies and Its Theoretical Legacies,ò in Stuart Hall: Critical Dialogues in 

Cultural Studies, ed. David Morley and Kuan-Hsing Chen (London: Routledge, 2005), 261ï74. 

Originally published in 1992. 
11 Kevin DeLuca, ñArticulation Theory: A Discursive Grounding for Rhetorical Practice,ò 

Philosophy & Rhetoric 32, no. 4 (1999): 334ï348, https://www.jstor.org/stable/40238046. 
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Articulation reveals the complex character of articulated unities in cultural 

infrastructural development, rather than reducing them to simple or expressive 

totalities. Hall captures this understanding by defining óarticulationô not as an 

inevitable or permanent bond, but as a contingent connection that relies on specific 

conditions to emerge. Rather than being a fixed law, this linkage requires active 

maintenance and constant renewal; otherwise, it is liable to dissolve, paving the way 

for new configurations and rearticulations.12 This configuration aligns with the 

Althusserian view, where social formations are combined in multiple modes of 

production, structured in dominance rather than simple determination.13 

Via the articulation of space and culture, an urban dynamism of place-specific 

concepts emerges, rendering them translatable from one moment to another. This 

trajectory culminates in the post-materialist cultural shift, illustrating the effects of 

21st-century culture-led urban development. The study utilizes reference points from 

Hallôs articulation theory to conduct a cultural mapping of the city. This mapping 

examines articulations across various spectrumsðperiphery-center, local-global, 

sub-totalitarian, and negotiated-stable conceptsðas well as the particular positions 

situated in between. 

There is a cohesion between the vitality of the center and the interference of the cityôs 

periphery, characterized by inclusions and blends as a ñtwofold parasitic pragmaticò 

component in Hallôs approach.14 The production of space establishes dynamic 

relations between the ócenter and peripheryô within the main district boundaries. The 

centerôs vitality and collectivities stem from historical roots and contemporary 

interferences in relation to peripheries and peripheral infrastructures. 

 

 

12 Stuart Hall, ñSignification, Representation, Ideology: Althusser and the Post-Structuralist 

Debate,ò Critical Studies in Mass Communication 2, no. 2 (1985): 91ï114. 
13 Ibid. 
14 Hassan Rouhvand, ñThinking Cultural Space: A Mapping of óArticulationô,ò PEOPLE 3, no. 3 

(2017): 717. 
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Within these dialogues, there are interdependent characteristics and a tendency to 

open and close the boundaries of cultural spaces. This serves as a consensus between 

center and periphery that urges the periphery forward through the articulation of 

fragments or selected elements of ócommon sense,ô drawing on Gramsciôs view 

within cultural studies alongside dominant conceptions. Specifically in the context 

of Konya, this reveals a development that generates multiple new centers to 

incorporate the periphery into the urban fabric, as discussed in Chapter 4. This 

dynamic anticipates the simultaneous infrastructural redevelopment and 

transformation of the existing center by recognizing that peripheral growth 

necessitates central revitalization while seeking to re-integrate them through the 

framework of urban culture and architecture. Consequently, this process centralizes 

and institutionalizes the link between urban order and culture to reinforce the city 

center connection. Thus, since many architectural forms rooted in ócommon senseô 

articulate selected elements situated in local culture, they are transformed into what 

is felt as ógood senseô through political dynamics or the emergence of new urban 

dynamics driven by population influx and changing settlement patterns. 

Following the center-periphery dynamic, the study extends its focus to the 

relationship between the ólocal and the globalôðas addressed in Section 2.5.1 (The 

Multilayered Semiotic System of Cultural Sustainability)ðwhich, according to 

Hall, oscillates between the particular and the general. Through specific markings, 

cultural mapping, as delineated in the methodology section, reveals the 

simultaneous differences and similarities of these concepts. In the 21st century, 

integrating global settings into cultural infrastructure becomes possible from within 

the local specificities of cultural situatedness. This functions as a hybridized 

óglocalô interface that extends from the center (historical and old) to the periphery 

(distant, newly planned, and contemporary) with a cultural identity blend. 

Complementing these spatial articulations, the study also investigates the 

ideological dimensions of urban culture. Some rituals of subcultures with 

ideological homogeneity of totalitarian culture create uniformity as a ñvalue-

centered culture by performing mixed dramaò when considering the culturescapes 



 

 

14 

for all urbanites.15 Those ósub and totalitarianô culture-based sites become 

ambivalent because there is an ongoing negotiation process and struggle with 

differences. Subcultural infrastructures can be disarticulated with associated 

significations and rearticulated with community negotiation. This negotiation 

creates a tendency to direct popular cultural standpoints in the cultural 

infrastructure. From cultural zoning in articulated districts, there can be 

appearances of such distinction by cultural mapping. 

óStable and temporaryô concepts refer to the dominant and recessive hierarchical 

effect on society. Hall claims there is no guarantee to forever belonging to a 

particular position of the cultural signs and structures.16 Cultureôs ambivalence and 

hybridity can shake the existing structures of hierarchy at the same time. Cultural 

subjects of architecture can be seen to balance forces of temporary and stable 

cultures that are incessantly established and contested for negotiation. The densities 

of cultural clusters in planning and mapping determine those. Hallôs articulation 

theory is adopted as a twofold approach that guides this studyôs methodology by 

articulating onto cultural discourse. This framework applies to cultural 

infrastructures that can accelerate spaces with uniformity via the pace of global 

trends and create corporate specificity to customize space with culture. Following 

this, the conceptual ground of articulation theory serves as the binding mechanism 

for other frameworks, particularly the Circuit of Culture (CoC), to provide a 

contemporary analysis of the city. 

Thirdly, Hall and du Gayôs óCircuit of Cultureô is adopted onto his 

encoding/decoding model to reveal, track, and map these articulations specifically 

within the context of infrastructure making.  While Articulation Theory guides how 

 

 

15 Hall, ñSignification, Representation, Ideology,ò 104. 
16 Stuart Hall, ñOn Postmodernism and Articulation: An Interview with Stuart Hall by Larry 

Grossberg and Others [1986],ò in Essential Essays, Volume 1: Foundations of Cultural Studies, ed. 

David Morley (Durham: Duke University Press, 2018), 222ï246. 
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culture and infrastructure relate ontologically, the CoC provides the structural 

mechanism to analyze this relationship through its distinct, interconnected moments. 

CoC serves as an enduring source of inspiration and critical discussion for 

researchers examining the production of space through the construction and 

management of cultural phenomena. This model is particularly applicable to the 

urban context, where it reveals the mechanisms of meaning-making that lead to the 

commoditization of urban culture, which is explicitly manifested in Konya. The 

framework originates from Stuart Hallôs seminal óencoding/decoding model,ô 

developed during his tenure at the British Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies 

(CCCS) and first published in 1973. Consequently, it is recognized as a 

foundational precursor to subsequent circuit models established by cultural 

theorists.17 

Thus, moving from a linear conception, a more complex structure of relations 

emerges in the notation of ómomentsô within the particular cultural process to 

construct the cultural infrastructure. The circuit emphasizes the ómomentsô of 

representation, identity, production, consumption, and regulation, along with the 

interrelated articulations of each other, to explore both historical and contemporary 

possibilities, multiple modes, and significant moments in cultural construction 

when tracing the urban development of any city.18 

In this study, its application is more than a metaphor; it is an organized recognition 

of the different urban sites in which culture mutually directs, determines, and 

generates cultural infrastructure. The óarticulationô reveals the process that makes 

up the CoC. Within the circulation adapted to the urban ground, there are 

participating articulated flows rather than neat fits of culture as points of notation 

within particular cultural processes. This creates cultural intermediaries and the 

 

 

17 Annabelle M. Leve, ñThe Circuit of Culture as a Generative Tool of Contemporary Analysis: 

Examining the Construction of an Education Commodity,ò Australian Association for Research in 

Education (2012). 
18 Ibid. 
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practice of spatial narratives that moment in the processes that construct meanings 

through the materiality of multiple discourses (Figure 1.1). 

 

Figure 1.1. The Circuit of Culture diagram adapted as a theoretical basis to 

operationalize the five moments19  

óRepresentationô is signified through shared symbols and signs to convey meaning, 

which is not necessarily verbal or textual. There are various stimuli and affiliations 

related to the specific reasons for cultural actions and planning. Even such 

representations become dominant stereotypes in continuation with their strong 

identities. The autonomous form of architecture, in different terms, has profound 

cultural impacts. The representational layer of meaning with historical importance 

renders cultural spaces durable within the contemporary loci of the public by 

concretizing identity in the form of a living, organic, and effective memory of 

members, events, beliefs, rites, or social rules that are instrumental in the local 

identification of cities. 

There is a distinctiveness between the characteristics of cultural spaces and one 

another through óidentity,ô whereby forms and functions are determined by the 

symbolic and spiritual backgrounds, so that substance and embodiment create a 

 

 

19 Created by the author, derived from the theoretical framework of CoC. 
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unity in semiotic comprehension. Identity expression through semiotic elements 

can be evident or hidden in arrangement, shape, color, materials, etc., which creates 

a ómental imageô via pre- and post-defined qualities and the survival memory of the 

city that enhances the legibility and visibility of the cityôs culturescapes. From the 

past remnants of cultural heritage searching for an identity within circuit-type 

cultural models, reestablishment can sometimes cause ñimitation, false naturalism, 

the insertion of falsely decorative elements, statues, or false works of art, urban 

equipment, or illumination that trivializes the space, elements that are inappropriate 

for the site and the particularities of the projectò due to pressures when politics 

engage in cultural policy planning.20 In 21st-century cities, it is possible to 

observeðvia the cultural turn and agendaðhow cultural identities are strategically 

mobilized within urban interventions. Specifically, certain attributes and moments 

are used discursively to construct a sense of cultural affiliation. 

óProductionô is related to the urban space where products, services, ideas, and 

experiences come together, which is the prerequisite of consumption following the 

impacts of globalization. However, in the circle, it is essential to maintain values in 

terms of spatial identity and qualitative cultural habitation of the city beyond 

cultural industry practices. This suggests that what the city produces becomes a 

cultural and ideological trend where meanings are open and flexible in the context 

of production. According to du Gay, the economic and cultural are hybrid, in that 

economic practices are considered cultural phenomena. Specific meanings, values, 

and norms are the projected outcome of the successful product of a cultural 

economy, which is crucial for conceptualizing cultural infrastructure.21 Structuring 

culture in how citizens think, feel, and practice needs to be considered effectively 

 

 

20 Ali A. Al Ghareebi, ñTowards Meaningful Spaces: Reclaiming Cultural Context to its Inhabitants 

in GCC Cities Through the Conceptual Phase of Urban Design Processò (PhD diss., Brunel 

University London, 2016), 62. 
21 Paul du Gay et al., Production of Culture/Cultures of Production (London: Sage in association 

with Open University, 1997); Stuart Hall, ed., Representation: Cultural Representations and 

Signifying Practices (London: Sage in association with Open University, 1997). 



 

 

18 

by managing cultural processes with efficacy and satisfaction regarding the 

outcomes, breaking away from a purely political economy. It has a problematic 

effect by objectifying people involved in cultural meanings and values by 

evacuating cultural dimensions. 

ñProduction is at the same time óconsumptionô, and consumption is at the same time 

production.ò22 Logically, within the act of producing, there exists the behavior of 

consumption and the subject consumer. In cities, the consumers appropriating 

culture in spatial reality are the citizens who have an active role. Consumption sets 

another process instead of ending, which extends the cities by setting off another 

cycle with other architectural elements encompassing the non-material as well as 

the material to embody multi-cultural states amidst the growing pressures of 

globalization and contemporaneity. 

The CoC considers óregulationô for cultureôs speculation on place-specificity to 

inhabit conditional spaces with a specific cultural purpose and fixed correlations in 

the context of dependent city spaces.23 In this sense, each element is reflexively 

specific to the architecture of urban tissue and existentially becomes culturally 

expressive in the system of place and placement. Relying on the regulatory visual 

status of cultural elements creates an awareness of interlinked narratives of 

relationships and perceptions of urbanites, creating a mental construct in their 

minds derived from regulatory principles of culture in the acceptance of civic 

behavior. 

Fundamentally, the CoC serves as the operational application where the theory of 

articulation encounters the reality of cultural discourse; specifically, when moments 

encounter and superimpose to be articulated into the concrete, regulated, and lived 

experience of cultural infrastructure. 

 

 

22 Karl Marx, ñPreface to a Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy,ò in The Marx-Engels 

Reader, ed. Robert C. Tucker, 2nd ed. (New York: Norton, 1978), 3ï6. 
23 Hall, ñIntroductionò (Representation), 5. 
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Concluding the theoretical framework, óAssemblage Thinkingô is introduced as an 

integrative lens that merges distinct theoretical and methodological approaches to 

conceptualize the cityôs formation as a cultural assemblage. It establishes a 

structural unity essential for analyzing cultural infrastructural development. 

Bringing assemblage into the debate on culture in architecture involves thinking 

and acting in a more critical, strategic, and integral manner, fostering a sustainable 

approach to the production of cultural infrastructure. As an approach, it shows 

parallelism with the Articulation Theory discussed previously, but differs as a 

relational processuality of composition by alerting compositional alignment and 

realignment.24 By using different temporalization and contingencies in the resultant 

formations of the space categories, this approach considers both the historical 

context and the potential possibilities of socio-material interactions, guided by 

critical imaginaries of future orientations in cosmopolitan cities.25 

In theory, assemblageðwhether accepted ñas an idea, an analytic, a descriptive 

lens, or an orientationòðconnotes indeterminacy, emergence, becoming, 

processuality, and the turbulence of resultant formations and phenomena.26 There 

is an attempt to conceptualize urban metabolism by describing the relational 

compositions through which culture can become an active force, embodied in forms 

that align with these relationalitiesðspanning near/far and social, material, and 

infrastructural dimensions. Deleuze and Guattariôs notion of assemblage, as applied 

to the agencement of culture in this study, brings together struggles, translations, 

and connections to form relational and branded compositions of cultural 

infrastructure. These compositions articulate the infrastructural and sustainable 

grammars of gathering, networking, and the legislative frameworks addressing the 

 

 

24 Colin McFarlane, ñThe City as Assemblage: Dwelling and Urban Space,ò Environment and 

Planning D: Society and Space 29, no. 4 (2011): 649ï71. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Ibid., 206. 
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problematic involvement of culture and its planning in legitimizing urban 

architecture. 

The Deleuzian philosophy of assemblage functions through co-functioning within 

a constitution of multiplicity, involving heterogeneous terms that establish relations 

and liaisons between the terms rather than pre-given properties. According to 

Deleuze and Guattari, these assemblages are capable of being territorialized 

(stabilized) and reterritorialized (destabilized) through the mutual constitution of 

individual elements: both spatial and non-spatial (social and cultural).27 When 

culture is applied to urban forms, processes, and actorsðwhich are more defined 

when assemblages in the urban order imbricate human and non-human 

componentsðit creates interactions in a mutually constitutive symbiosis that is not 

reduced to individual constitutions and parts alone. This is more comprehensible, 

as Manuel DeLanda has claimed, when forming a spatial relationality of 

assemblage thinking in the city; it is highly considerable through the agency of 

individual elements and the interactive whole, suggesting that the dynamic 

interaction between them can change over time.28 

Emerging from assemblage theory and functioning, McFarlane argues that the 

descriptive orientation to the city is shaped by the interplay of history and potential. 

Here, the concept of ódepthô refers to ñthe crucial role of urban histories in shaping 

trajectories of urban policy and economy, habits of practice, and ways of going on,ò 

while also addressing the ñintensity and excessiveness of the moment, the capacity 

of events to disrupt patterns, generate new encounters with people and objects, and 

invent new connections and ways of inhabiting everyday urban life.ò29 This helps 

to differentiate the actual and possible directions for the development of the cityôs 

cultural infrastructure in this study. The form of thinking is mediated through an 

 

 

27 Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans. 

Brian Massumi (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987). 
28 Manuel DeLanda, Assemblage Theory (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2016). 
29 McFarlane, ñThe City as Assemblage,ò 654. 
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architectural agency, urban critique, and the critical imaginary of the city, alongside 

specific culture-led policy implications that make it sensible to use assemblage 

extensively within a ñconcept, process, orientation, and imaginary.ò30 

The concern of assemblage thinking on cultural infrastructure reveals 

spatiotemporal processes where historical overlaps produce diverse cultural 

practices and habits. In the urban assemblage of the city, cultural and material 

alignment have brought a range of spatial forms by capital accumulation from 

historical processes, social harmony and polarizations, orderly or random 

juxtapositions, and the daily and nightly rhythms of activities. These are intensely 

interwoven and shaped by power relations, contestations, or nostalgic and new 

contexts, which stabilize the actualization of infrastructure within urban formation. 

Moreover, the generative potentiality creates a fuzziness attuned to practices of 

formations through spatial layers and cultural connotations, which can dissolve and 

actualize by morphing into new spatialities insisting on delaminations of 

singularities upon multiple emphases.31 

Furthermore, the concept of assemblage and disorder from Deleuzian theory has an 

in-depth correlation with Foucaultôs óapparatusô (dispositif) and order. Foucault 

defines the apparatus as a heterogeneous ensemble including regulations, 

propositions, institutions, or architectural forms, which corresponds to the 

dissolving of bordered thinking in assemblage through stratification.32 

Consequently, the thought of the ócultural apparatusô of architecture can be applied 

to detect cultural infrastructures and their assemblage plausibility through the 

emergent tendencies, capacities, and properties of space. 

 

 

30 Colin McFarlane, ñAssemblage and Critical Urbanism,ò City 15, no. 2 (2011): 208, 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2011.568715. 
31 Ibid. 
32 Michel Foucault, Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings, ed. Colin Gordon 
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Correspondingly, just as Lefebvre, Adorno, and Horkheimer in the 1970s identified 

culture as historically created in developing the possibilities for collective 

recognition and refusal, assemblage is in line with this critical thinking. It operates 

through the temporalities of everyday cultural practices, policy, and cultural capital 

resulting from how space-time, exposed to power relations (bringing together 

multiple agents), is assembled differently.33 

There is a multiplication of relations with the objects of assemblage, as culture 

creates matters of fact through materiality in architecture. Agency in cultural 

infrastructure depends on the emergent capacity and capability of assemblages, and 

how different immaterial and material aspects of culture matter in particular 

enactments of the city via history-potential relations distributed across the social-

material interactivity of changing relations between human and non-human 

elements in a process. Additionally, there is an offering of bottom-up ontology with 

descriptive terms in a relational processuality and co-functioning of composition 

that can be applied to cultural forms and their assemblages within their involving 

culturescape.34 As such, the agency of assemblage arises through cultural 

infrastructural processes that involve bringing together various actors/figures (e.g., 

municipalities, local authorities, state institutions, NGOs, architecture firms and 

urban planning agencies, experts, researchers, private companies, organizations, 

collectives, and participatory citizens), as well as their dissolution, contestation, and 

reformulation in socio-material geographies. 

Assemblage creates a progressive urban cosmopolitan composition together with a 

progressive orientation of cultural diversity in encountering, managing, and 

negotiating the formulation of the potential of cultural infrastructure. Adapting 

assemblage theory creates consensus and intersection on these infrastructures. Their 

 

 

33 McFarlane, ñAssemblage and Critical Urbanism.ò 
34 Manuel DeLanda, ñSpace: Extensive and Intensive, Actual and Virtual,ò in Deleuze and Space, 

ed. Ian Buchanan and Gregg Lambert (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2005), 80ï88. 
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assemblies become an ongoing process of constructing culturescapes first, and then 

address the city in a multiplicity through heterogeneous, interrelated, discontinuous, 

and overlapping assemblages that are regionally and temporally specific. The 

creation of an ideal and disposition through knowledge and resources that 

assemblage contributes to the image of the composition is claimed by McFarlane, 

in parallel with Harveyôs point of view, which posits four relational forms in the 

city: knowledge, disposition, resource, and ideal.35 

Hence, urban cultural assemblage provides both progressive and imaginary forms 

for becoming together through the assemblage of differences, in mutual 

recognition, solidarity, and resistance to the ontologies of human and non-human 

cultural collectives and alternatives in its value chain. As a vehicle for assembling 

relational processes of urban composition, the manifestation of culture through 

multidimensional facilitation in a city reveals the potential for generating new urban 

culture-centric and re-centric pieces of knowledge within the existential ontology 

of the cityôs history and development. Assemblage is never inevitable but capable 

of creating a critical and generative point of view on the cultural commons in the 

ongoing constructions of its imaginary nature of collage, gathering, and 

composition.36 

Tracing the evolution of cultural discourse towards cultural sustainability, this 

integrative Meta-Cultural Perspective advances from the discursive mechanisms of 

óCultural Articulationô to the dynamic adaptability of óUrban Cultural Assemblageô. 

(Figure 1.2). This dual nature of assemblageðboth a theoretical construct and a 

constitutive condition of the cityðis crucial for operationalizing a 21st-century 

cultural agenda in architectural and urban thinking. This transition moves beyond 

static representations to configure cultural infrastructure as an active generative 

 

 

35 McFarlane, ñAssemblage and Critical Urbanism,ò 219. 
36 Manuel DeLanda, A New Philosophy of Society: Assemblage Theory and Social Complexity 
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basis and an ecosystem within the urban composition. Consequently, this 

theoretical perspective frames óCultural Mappingô as the essential methodological 

interface to decode these complex layers of culture, guiding the research toward the 

reconfiguration of cultural infrastructure. 

 

Figure 1.2. Conceptual Diagram of the Meta-Cultural Theoretical Framework37  

1.5 Methodology: Cultural Mapping  

Cultural mapping is employed in this thesis as a central analytical and 

methodological tool, in conjunction with the macro-, meso- and micro-scales of 

cultural infrastructureðan original framework proposed and structured in this study 

as a contribution to the academic literatureðand as an emergent interdisciplinary 
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form of ócultural inquiryô that functions both as a representational practice and as a 

strategic instrument of urban cultural planning. This approach is fundamentally 

rooted in the agency of mapping as an instrumental and cultural project, in which the 

process serves as a mediator between mental perceptions and physical reality. By 

visualising the potential of ólived space,ô mapping transcends being a mere recording 

tool; it becomes a creative inquiry that transforms the collection of data on the spatial 

arrangement of cultural assets into meaningful representational spaces.38  This 

theoretical agency of mapping provides the foundation for cultural mapping, which 

applies these spatial inquiries specifically to the cultural layer of the city.  

As emphasized in the literature, cultural mapping ñprocesses, collects, records, 

analyses, and synthesizesò cultural information to describe a given cityôs resources, 

networks, links, patterns, and infrastructures.39 Cultural mapping is a 

representational approach that identifies and locates specific cultural features in 

relation to particular cultural infrastructures, aligning with cultural planning 

approaches in cities. In the literature, cultural mapping is conceived as a development 

tool within corporate and urban planning that structures spatial knowledge on 

cultural aspects and empowers communities to effect ódesired change.ô40 Adopting 

Duxburyôs framework of mapping, this study utilizes cultural mapping not only as a 

research method but also as ña social practice and a methodological point of 

intersection.ò41 This type of mapping informs academic research on local governance 

 

 

38 Ela Alanyalē Aral, ñMapping ï A Tool for Visualising óLived Spaceô in Architecture,ò in Is It 

Real? Structuring Reality by Means of Signs, ed. Z. Onur et al. (Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge 

Scholars Publishing, 2016), 233ï43. 
39 Nancy Duxbury and Eleonora Redaelli, ñCultural Mapping,ò in Oxford Bibliographies in 

Communication (New York: Oxford University Press, 2020), 8. 
40 For specific research and literature review on cultural mapping, see Nancy Duxbury, W. F. 

Garrett-Petts, and David MacLennan, ñCultural Mapping as Cultural Inquiry: Introduction to an 

Emerging Field of Practice,ò in Cultural Mapping as Cultural Inquiry, ed. Nancy Duxbury, W. F. 

Garrett-Petts, and David MacLennan (New York: Routledge, 2015), 1ï42; see also Raquel Freitas, 

ñCultural Mapping as a Development Tool,ò City, Culture and Society 7, no. 1 (2016): 9ï16. 
41 Duxbury, Garrett-Petts, and MacLennan, ñCultural Mapping as Cultural Inquiry,ò 3. 
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and community development, specifically revealing urban architectureôs role in 

achieving cultural sustainability. 

This inquiry is grounded in the understanding that cultural mapping encompasses 

two main perspectives of study structured upon the scales of cultural infrastructure. 

The first aligns with the óoperational perspectiveô of documentation previously 

describedðthe practical deciphering of resources and networks.42 While this 

foundationally involves collecting, recording, and analyzing resources, referencing 

the scalar guidelines within the spatial approaches to cultural infrastructure in 

Chapter 3, this perspective is reinterpreted here as a dynamic mechanism. The 

operational mapping traces the spatial flow between multi-branch structures and 

indicators of culture, effectively identifying the cultural network as an active 

operator interconnected with city infrastructures. By adopting this lens, the 

documentation process decodes how local performance aligns with long-range 

networksðfrom top-down to bottom-upðthereby capturing the óconvergence of 

networks at multiple scalesô and their internal dynamics across the cityôs 

interconnected cultural infrastructures. 

In response to this flow-based operational view, the second perspective introduces a 

positional perspective, an outcome-oriented objective that provides ñan integrated 

picture of the cultural character, significance, and workings of a place.ò43 The 

positional one binds cultural mapping to specific cultural geographies by layering 

local knowledge, community accumulations, and multivocal narratives. By 

combining critical knowledge of culture with modern cartography techniques and 

diverse scale indices, this approach reveals the ideological meanings embedded in 

spatial formation and transformation. This approach renders the applied 

methodology emergent, allowing the cultural dimensions of space to transform 

 

 

42 Vanessa Ćgata de Abreu Santos and Jan van der Borg, ñCultural Mapping Tools and Co-Design 

Process: A Content Analysis to Layering Perspectives on the Creative Production of 
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perceptions from informal modes of communication into formal, representational 

types of architectural embodiment. In this context, elements ranging from oral texts, 

rituals, and behaviors to physical objects and built heritage are merged into a unified 

instrument to systematize the continuum of any cultural infrastructure. 

Within this duality, cultural mapping functions as an interface for theoretical debates 

on comparative cultural planning. To structure this interface, the study integrates 

Duxbury, Garrett-Petts, and MacLennanôs five trajectories44 adapting them to the 

discipline of architecture: cultural policy, municipal governance, community 

(cultural) empowerment (framed as operational placement via critique), artistic 

approaches to cultural mapping45 and academic inquiry (the latter two framed as 

positional placement via visualization). These trajectories are elaborated through 

articulation mapping, employing discourses and the lenses of ócultural editingô and 

óurban layout synthesisôðanchored in the studyôs theoretical frameworkðwithin an 

experimental mixed-mapping ground to reveal the intrinsic bond between culture, 

space, and sustainability in the context of Konya. 

The urban ground is remolded by culture through the first trajectory of inquiry in 

mapping: cultural policy. This trajectory incorporates quantitative and qualitative 

mapping of urban culture, utilizing all ñresources, values, and usage as a catalyst and 

vehicle for bringing together the academic, community, industry, and government 

sectors, as well as a fruitful context for the convergence of skills, knowledge, and 

interests.ò46 This approach creates a transformed cultural terrain that responds to 

 

 

44 Duxbury, Garrett-Petts, and MacLennan, ñCultural Mapping as Cultural Inquiry,ò 3. These 

trajectories have been reconfigured in this study to align with the discipline of architecture and the 

context of Konya. The original trajectories identified by the authors are community empowerment 

and counter-mapping, cultural policy, municipal governance, mapping as artistic practice, and 

academic inquiry. 
45 Adapted from the original trajectory of ñmapping as artistic practice,ò this approach utilizes 

alternative community mapping, place mapping, citizen cartographies, individual collections, and 

legacies to collect and document the sense of space and place, supporting traditional representations 

and synthesizing the historical background of the city through contemporary interpretations for 

understanding the urban fabric for gridding culture. 
46 Duxbury, Garrett-Petts, and MacLennan, ñCultural Mapping as Cultural Inquiry,ò 37. 
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urgent, new tactics regarding local and global knowledge, thereby enhancing forms 

of cultural production and consumption where cultural gatekeepers and rulers 

interact with community lifestyles.47 

The second trajectory, ómunicipal governanceô in cultural mapping, is grounded in 

an urban management and governance perspective. It takes stock of the cityôs 

historical assets but focuses primarily on adequate cultural provision, such as 

infrastructure support for specific institutions and market forces.48 Over time, this 

creates pressure ñto identify, quantify and geographically locate cultural assetsòð

ranging from facilities and organizations to public heritage, art, and lifestylesð

which transforms into multisectoral decision-making and planning.49 To measure 

asset-based community development, statistics, implementation plans, and maps 

become fundamental tools. These tools articulate place promotion by revealing a 

placeôs ócultural DNAô within the urban fabric. Mapping tangible and locatable 

cultural assets can decipher the intangible embeddedness of place, translating place-

specific concepts across time until a post-materialist cultural shift occurs. This 

articulation involves positioning places relative to periphery-center, local-global, 

and negotiation-stable concepts. 

These first two trajectories can be categorized under ópolitics and power in cultural 

mapping,ô characterized by a óbattle of ideasô within the urban rehabilitation process. 

This creates a dialogue between local authorities and urbanites, opening new 

perspectives on local development based on mapping results.50 In this battle of ideas, 

cultural mapping plays a dual role: first, providing an account of what exists now 

and what existed before, recording practices parallel to cultural infrastructure; and 
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second, acting as a tool to detect gaps, identifying matches and mismatches between 

adopted urban cultures, citizensô wishes, and institutional planning. 

The third trajectory, ócommunity (cultural) empowerment,ô represents broader 

community development and collective action, marking a transition and a counter-

ideology shifting from an operational to a positional perspective.51 This approach 

involves collecting and incorporating alternative knowledge and a sense of space 

into the mapping process. It bridges archival and institutional knowledge with 

alternative mapsðsuch as community mapping, place mapping, citizen 

cartographies, individual collections, and legacies. Culture renders this mapping 

malleable; it is not tamed by merely articulating marginalized traditions. Rather, by 

connecting these elements within a cultural network, it serves as a ócatalystô and a 

process of óself-alertingô to create an active sense of urban culture by diversifying 

traditional concepts. This third trajectory emphasizes participation, inclusion, and 

building relationships.52 Consequently, (co)cultural infrastructures can be created in 

partnership with local authorities, acknowledging the reality of multiple and 

conflicting perspectives when cohabitating cultural ecosystems. This shifts the 

cultural mapping process from a top-down governance perspective to flexible, open, 

and inclusive forms of urban architecture through collaborative cultural imaging, 

rather than merely representing the city's static characteristics. 

From an operational perspective, viewing cultural mapping as a documentary 

process reveals the broader dynamics of politics, power, participation, and inclusion. 

Within the scope of the óclash of ideas,ô these relationships can be traced through 

records (such as archival work and oral histories), reports, implementation and 

development plans, sources regarding both previously constructed and upcoming 

projectsðspecifically updated constructions central to the current agendað and on-

site data collection in Konya. 
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The fourth trajectory, óartistic approaches to cultural mapping,ô and the fifth, 

óacademic inquiry,ô are categorized in this thesis under the positional perspective, 

which refers to the outcomes and purposes of cultural mapping. Positionality 

presents data with qualitative aspects of cultureðsuch as place-based meanings, 

embeddedness, and identitiesðthrough a cartographic and logical process of 

categorizing, qualifying, organizing, labeling, and instrumentalizing that rediscovers 

cultural distinctiveness.53 Consequently, cultural mapping emerges through 

representational visual and cartographic tools within an urban setting, creating space 

to layer multiple perspectives on the tangible and intangible dimensions of a place. 

Regarding óartistic approaches to cultural mapping,ô there is a coalescence of site-

oriented practices and órelational aestheticsô connecting cultural assets to the socio-

cultural interstices of growing cities.54 These approaches endeavor to landmark 

infrastructuresðclassified as nodes and networks using point, area, and line 

objectsðto delineate the sustainability of culture, prioritizing contemporary 

interpretations alongside traditional expressions. 

Conversely, óacademic inquiryô orients mapping toward spatiality, particularly 

within the discipline of architecture, by examining the production of cultural spaces 

within multilayered infrastructures of past, present, and future practices. Following 

the spatial and cultural turns, ñmaps and mapping are increasingly called to act as 

rhetorical devices to address sociocultural concerns that are in some way deemed to 

be spatial.ò55 Through this lens of academic inquiry, this study challenges cultural 

mapping attempts that function merely as óone-time productions.ô Instead, it reveals 

the developmental process and overlooks perspectives within specific time-space 

compressions, emphasizing the temporal relevance and contingencies of cultural 

infrastructure. 
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By broadening the evolution of cultural mapping into five trajectories, this study 

reconciles the tangible and intangible dimensions of cultural infrastructures through 

a fieldwork-led comparative analysis. To ensure methodological rigor regarding 

infrastructural integration, diversity maps are generated across three distinct scalesð

macro, meso, and microðas configured in Chapter 3 and aligned with the multi-

scale distribution of cultural infrastructure in Konya, reconfigured in Chapter 5. 

Through this scalar approach, the threefold cultural infrastructural conditions, 

operating between top-down strategies and bottom-up initiatives in close proximity, 

are represented via cultural mapping. 

At the macro scale, the analysis provides a panoramic view of the city, utilizing maps 

and planning documents to trace the historical evolution of Konyaôs development, 

culture-led regeneration, and culture-based projects. This scale simultaneously 

groups similar types of cultural activities along directional axes, encompassing 

cultural zoning centralities, transportation networks, and urban layout synthesis. 

Here, network planning techniques are applied to map connections and 

communications across a wide range of cultural production operations. 

At the meso scale, the focus shifts to population centers, examining how mapping 

delineates districts, quarters, and neighborhood-level networks in relation to the 

cityôs main center. Divisional boundaries are delineated using historical and 

contemporary maps through configurational analysis, on-site observations, and the 

distribution patterns of cultural assetsðwhether clustered in the center or peripheries 

of cultural districts. This process involves disclosing, identifying, locating, and 

quantifying tangible and intangible cultural resources by creating intermediary 

cultural infrastructures.56 Consequently, agglomerations of multi-core spatial 
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cultural infrastructures emerge, where each grouping generates unique cultural 

products and manages resources to foster infrastructural competitiveness.57 

Finally, the micro scale articulates specific modes of place, focusing on emblematic 

element-based interactions and landmarking within diverse land-use regulations. The 

primary approach conveys the multivocal narrative of cultural codes and functions, 

analyzing spatial interactions that bring together stakeholder and institutional 

purposes to foster cultural production in cultural mapping.58 Through storytelling 

(authentic community narratives), resource mapping, photographic surveys, and 

observationsðsupported by a review of planning documents for prominent cultural 

nodesðdiscursive mapping reveals the ómanifestosô of historical and societal layers 

within place identities. This process also captures cultural values, (in)determinacies, 

(in)stabilities, and (in)visibilities.59 

Ultimately, the inscriptions of the past, present, and future (imaginaries) of cultural 

infrastructure are ñlayered upon and layered pressed together, some still volatile, 

others already hardened.ò60 In this way, the cultural mapping of Konya in Chapter 4 

is broadly and inherently supported by cultural assets across visual representations 

of cultural layers within cultural infrastructure scales. 

1.6 Structure of the Thesis 

To provide a comprehensive overview of the research trajectory, the structural 

framework of the thesis is systematized in the following table (Table 1.1). The 

following chapters are analyzed in terms of their research purpose, content focus, 
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and contributions to literature, elucidating the logical progression from theoretical 

framework to methodological application. In this context, while each chapter 

establishes a distinct integrity (intra-chapter assemblage) through its internal 

conceptual articulations, the coexistence of these chapters transforms the general 

structure of the thesis into an overarching assemblage. 

Table 1.1 The structure of the thesis: from theory to practice61 

Chapters Research Purpose Content Focus Contribution  

Chapter 2 

The Discursive Power of 

Culture in Architecture and 

Urban Order: Towards 

Cultural Sustainability  

 

Keywords: 
Cultural Discourse 

Urban Order 

Urban Culture 

Cultural Planning 

Culture-led Urban 

Development 

Cultural Sustainability, 

In/For/As, Cultural Onion, 
Cultural City vs Creative 

City, Site Effect, Club 

Effect, Growth Machine, 

Throwntogetherness, 

Cultural Vibrancy, Creative 

Economy, Enabling 

Environment 
 

Å To unfold cultural discourse 

through an articulated 

interdisciplinary approach: 

Navigating beyond static 

definitions by integrating 

anthropological and 

sociological perspectives to 
position culture as a dynamic 

ñspatial apparatusò in 

architecture 

 

Å To distinguish ñCultural 

Planningò as the strategic 

process (the ñhowò) and 

ñCultural Sustainabilityò as the 
long-term outcome (the ñwhyò) 

 

Å To critique the economic-

driven ñCreative Cityò model 

to propose a value-driven 

ñCultural Cityò model based on 

Cultural Sustainability 

Å Cultural and Spatial Turns:  

 role of culture in spatial 

production 

 

Å Apparatus, Articulation, and 

Circuit of Culture 

 
Å Cultural Sustainability as a 

fourth pillar: ñIn, For, Asò 

trilogy  

 

Å Layers and Levels 

 

Å Comparisons of Cultural vs 

Creative City via Cultural 
Capital, Habitus, Site Effect 

and Club Effect, 

Throwntogetherness and 

Growth Machine  

 

Å Measurement through the 

CCCM indices 

Å Theoretical 

Reframing: 

Conceptualizes culture 

as a ñmultilayered 

semiotic systemò 

essential to urban order 

in the current agenda 
 

Å Cultural Sustainability 

as a New Sustainability 

Model 

 

Å Critical Distinction: 

Differentiates the 

Creative City from the 
Cultural City 

Chapter 3 

Constructing Cultural 

Infrastructure in the Urban 

Context 

 

Keywords: 

Cultural Infrastructure 

Infrastructural Turn, Cultural 
Ecosystem, Multi-scalar 

Assemblage, Macro-Meso-

Micro Scales, Cultural 

Zones, Urban Axes, Cultural 

Clusters, Cultural Quarters, 

Cultural Districts, Core 

Cultural Spaces, Cultural 

Nodes, Flagship Projects, 
Digital Cultural Hubs, 

Undefined Cultural Spaces, 

Culturescape, Cultural 

Infrastructural Citizenship 

Å To construct: 

 Acting as the foundational 

nexus between the meta-

cultural perspective of Chapter 

2 and the cultural mapping of 

Konya in Chapter 4, ensuring 

the transition from abstract 

discourse to a mappable reality 
grounded in tangible spatial 

parameters 

 

Å To operationalize the 

discipline:  

Translating culture from a 

ñmetaphorò into a tangible 

ñCultural Infrastructureò within 
architecture, defined as a multi-

scalar assemblage 

 

Å Multi-scalar Assemblage: 

 Contextualizing cultural 

infrastructure not as a fixed 

system but as an assemblage of 

heterogeneous elements, driven 

by the ñInfrastructural Turnò 

which views culture as a driver 

of urban growth comparable to 
physical utilities  

 

Å Macro Scale (Alternate 

Vision): 

 Cultural zoning, urban axes, 

and transportation systems that 

form the cityôs polycentric 

backbone 
 

Å Meso Scale (Change Scalar 

Narrative):  

Å Methodological 

Framework:  

Fills the ñcultural 

infrastructural gapò in 

architecture by offering 

a coherent, measurable 

model (Macro-Meso-

Micro) that renders 
cultural infrastructure 

observable for city 

applications 

 

Å Cultural 

Infrastructural 

Citizenship: Frames 

access to infrastructure 
as a right to civic 

dignity and democratic  
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Table 1.1 (Contôd) 

Chapters Research Purpose Content Focus Contribution  

 Å To categorize spatial scales: 

Establishing a hierarchical 

framework (Macro, Meso, 

Micro) to analyze how culture 

shapes urban form 

The organization of Cultural 

Clusters, Cultural Quarters, 

and Cultural Districts  

 

Å Micro Scale (Urban 
Catalyst): 

 On-site relations formulated 

through Core Cultural Spaces 

(Nodes), Flagship Projects, 

Digital Cultural Hubs, and 

Undefined Cultural Spaces 

participation, rather 

than just a service 

 

Å Contextual Relevance: 

Reconfigures culture as 
a ólivelyô ecosystem to 

foster regenerative 

urban systems for the 

21st century 

 

Chapter 4  

Reconfiguring Cultural 

Infrastructure Through 
Konyaôs Urban Cultural 

Formation 

 

Keywords: 

Urban Cultural Formation, 

Cultural Mapping, 

Polycentricity, Alaeddin 
Hill, Urban East Axis 

(Karatay), Urban West Axis 

(Meram), Urban North Axis 

(Selçuklu), Sille, Republican 

Axis, Digital Cultural Hubs, 

Cultural Flagships, 

Studentification, Green 

Infrastructure 
 

Å To validate the assemblage 

model: Applying the multi-

scalar cultural infrastructure 
framework (developed in 

Chapter 3) to Konya as a rich 

context to examine how culture 

is reconfigured across scales  

 

Å To map urban axes: 

Deciphering the cityôs 
polycentric backbone by 

analyzing -The Urban East 

(Historic/Spiritual/Religious),  

-The Urban West 

(Green/Republican/Modern),  

-The Urban North 

(Planned/Industrial/Contempora

ry), and -The Urban North-West 
(Rural/Decentralized/Historic/R

eligious)  

 

Å To operationalize cultural 

mapping: Demonstrating how 

meta-cultural perspective is 

legible in the urban form 

through specific nodes, clusters, 
and transportation networks 

 

Å The Core (Cultural 

Prologue): Alaeddin Hill as 

the palimpsestic core and the 
Darüôl Mülk Project; 

articulating urban history with 

Digital Cultural Hubs  

 

Å Urban East Axis (Karatay): 

The Historic Core-Oriented 

infrastructure featuring 
Bedesten (Commercial 

Cluster) and the Mevlana 

Cultural District (Cultural 

Spiritual/Tourism Node)  

 

Å Urban West Axis (Meram): 

The Idle/Green Infrastructure 

(Vineyards/Waterscape) and 
the Republican Axis (Station 

Street/Railway/Modern)  

 

Å Urban North Axis 

(Selçuklu): Planned Cultural 

Infrastructure featuring 

polycentric growth on Ankara 

and Istanbul roads 
Å Urban North-West (Sille): A 

Decentralized Cultural 

Neighborhood representing 

multicultural heritage 

Å Empirical Validation: 

Validates the 

ñAssemblage Modelò 
by proving that cultural 

infrastructure is not a 

static network but a 

dynamic, multi-scalar 

mechanism 

  

Å Constitutive 
Infrastructure: Culture 

in Konya internalized as 

a guiding principle of 

urban cultural 

formation, mutually 

constituting urban 

infrastructure and 

cultural infrastructure 
 

ÅAnalytical Model: 

Offers a transferable 

methodological 

trajectory (from 

operational to positional 

mapping)  

 

Chapter 5  

Conclusion 

 

ÅTo finalize the shift in the 

nature of culture: From static to 

kinetic operation 

 

ÅTo re-evaluate Cultural 
Sustainability in the city via 

resilience 

 

ÅTo unfold the operational 

success of the model on the 

Konya Assemblage 

 
ÅTo critically reflect on the 

Modelôs limitations and Future 

Studies 

ÅThe realization that culture in 

architecture is not just a spatial 

inventory but a mode of action 

that requires architecture to be 

an active infrastructural 
operation 

 

ÅDefining Cultural 

Sustainability (in the 21st-

century context) as the 

metabolic flow of meaning, 

prioritizing the Cultural City 
Model 

 

ÅThe finding that Konya acts 

as a spatial sieve, re-coding 

spiritual legacy into 

óspatialized cultureô through 

multi-scalar cultural 

infrastructure articulations  
ÅAddressing temporal shifts, 

the nesting of scales, and the 

necessity of translating the 

model into institutional 

purposes (zoning laws/policy) 

 

Result:  

Validates the Multi-

Scalar Framework as a 

reconciliatory 

apparatus. Konya serves 
as fertile ground for the 

dualities of culture to 

coexist as simultaneous 

layers within an urban 

assemblage. 

 

Conclusion: Konyaôs 
urban entity 

successfully absorbs, 

kneads, and layers the 

existential complexity 

of culture, proving that 

a city can spatially 

navigate and reconcile 

its deep-rooted legacy 
with contemporary 

adaptations as a 

quintessential 

embodiment of 

spatialized cultural 

discourse 
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CHAPTER 2  

2 THE DISCURSIVE POWER OF CULTURE IN ARCHITECTURE AND  

URBAN ORDER: TOWARDS CULTURAL SUSTAINABILITY  

The question of how culture and architecture respond to each other received 

considerable attention in this study. This chapter moves beyond the monolithic, 

static, comprehensive, and deductive approaches to culture and space to arrive 

at a responsive understanding that legitimizes phenomenological complexity within 

a structural framework in the urban agenda.  The cultural turn in the late 20th century 

has legitimized culture in spatial production, attracting the most attention and 

sparking a passionate discursive and practical debate on making cities via the 

appreciation of ambivalence and complexity in the discipline of architecture.  

Culture established a patrimony in architecture by making the field an integral part 

of creating a space in the city. To go further, that culture becomes a driving force to 

make the city an assemblage via an alliance of heterogeneous elements that fix, 

arrange, and fit its relations within socio-spatial relations that emerged directly in 

architecture.62 In this sense, the research constructs knowledge on the discursiveness 

of culture to go beyond a totalizing, reductionist understanding of qualitative 

ontological character and to push forward in the discipline of architecture, which 

is presumed to have an inherent ability to measure both cultural objectification. The 

chapter dismantles the structure of culture and assigns meanings up to the 21st 

century through cultural discourse analysis as the initial methodology of the research, 

sparking an exploration of the theoretical background of culture in the architectural 

 

 

62 Manuel DeLanda, ñDeleuzian Social Ontology and Assemblage Theory,ò in Deleuze and the 

Social, ed. Martin Fuglsang and Bent Meier Sørensen (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 

2006), 250ï266. 
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field. Consequently, the primary objective of this chapter is to move beyond the 

descriptive scope of social sciences and anchor cultural interpretation within a 

rigorous spatial framework. Rather than a quantitative turn, the research initiates an 

operative turn, utilizing architectural methodologies to establish a grounded, material 

foundation. This shift from abstract definitions to concrete spatial mechanisms 

prepares the ground for the óinfrastructural perspectiveô that will be advanced in 

subsequent chapters. 

2.1 Culture in the Discursive Formation 

The study of culture is too complex and deceptively multifaceted to be reduced to a 

single discipline or model. Therefore, it is more fluid and maneuverable, depending 

on who is doing the defining. Culture is neither a neutral nor an innocent thing. 

Numerous definitions of culture have been given, but none were consensual when 

the term was first introduced into English, and it can have either narrow or broad 

meanings, which makes it fuzzy. Two commonsense meanings are identified from 

their historical development.  The first was formulated in the 18th century and has 

been up until now as the process of ñthe culture (cultivation) of crops or (rearing and 

breeding) of animals, and by extension, the culture (activate cultivation) of the 

human mind.63 The second is the cultivation of human capacities with the best 

achievements and products of art and literature.64 It was becoming a pluralist term in 

the 19th century, and that caused it to look beyond the commonsense meanings of 

different disciplines. Then, it has generally been defined in its anthropological and 

sociological summations as a complex whole, a way of life, and a commonality in 

 

 

63 Raymond Williams, The Sociology of Culture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995), 10. 
64 Rosamund Billington, Sheelagh Strawbridge, Lenore Greensides, and Annette 

Fitzsimons, Culture and Society: Sociology of Culture (London: Macmillan Education, 1991). 
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the societyôs behavior.  By becoming a variable in society, it is inclined to change 

over time, describing the particular characteristics of 20th-century culture.65 

In anthropology, culture is often described as superorganic to distinguish it from the 

biological or organic structure.66 The cultural anthropologist Kroeber pointed out 

that culture is learned and also transmitted in societies by groups or individuals as 

systematic wholes.67 Anthropologists stress that culture develops through 

humankindôs ability to symbolize and to communicate through symbols, thereby 

attributing meaning and value to objects, relationships, and ideas. So, the modern 

anthropologistôs approach to culture is delineated as óa wholeô and óa way of life.ô68 

The systematic wholes became a functional continuation to perpetuate a shared 

semiotic system. Human action in the negotiation and manipulation of such 

functionality generated the creativity of culture, claimed by Geertz.69  

In sociology, there is concern with the operations of culture beyond its symbolic 

influence on the social process of human action. This is part of the nature/nurture 

debate, which is functional for continuing the society that has been agreed on.70 

Hence, individual intellectual activities have shifted from the hierarchical aesthetic 

to the anthropological and social plane associated with society. Meaning-making of 

culture connects with the social phenomena in sociology.  Both culture and social 

structure have been unfolded in the discipline as an interplay between cultural codes 

and social relationships and interactions upon anthropological discourses.71 There is 

a dedication to its analysis in hermeneutic reconstructions from social texts.72  

 

 

65 Edward B. Tylor, The Origins of Culture (Gloucester, MA: Peter Smith, 1970). 
66 Ibid. 
67 A. L. Kroeber, ñThe Superorganic,ò American Anthropologist 19, no. 2 (1917): 163ï213. 
68 Billington et al., Culture and Society: Sociology of Culture. 
69 Clifford Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures (New York: Basic Books, 1973). 
70 Billington et al., Culture and Society: Sociology of Culture. 
71 Fernando Lima Neto, ñCultural Sociology in Perspective: Linking Culture and Power,ò Current 

Sociology 62, no. 6 (2014): 928ï46. 
72 Ibid. 
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Diverse approaches to understanding culture as a ótool kitô by bringing it into 

experience, a órepertoire of meaningsô upon getting it from the hierarchical aesthetic 

to the social plane.73 In this regard, there is also concern about the symbolic 

dimensions that are drawn across various situations of socio-daily life. In further 

studies by Alexander, a leading figure in cultural sociology, a combination of 

structuralism and hermeneutics is used, in which culture is conceived as a ñpre-

structured system and reflexive practice.ò74 The thought questions cultureôs structure 

and performance in the social positioning of its meaning-making and symbolic 

efficacy, which refers to concrete objects and power relations. Then, there is a 

paradigm shift in sociological boundaries toward non-sociological ones set by 

cultural studies with the cultural turn. 

In cultural studies, a critical focus on understanding the prevailing discourse of 

culture started in the 1960s with the foundation of the Cultural Studies Department 

(Birmingham School of Cultural Studies) under the sociology of culture by British 

Marxist academics, which seeks to understand how its meanings are generated, 

disseminated, contested, and bound up.75 It primarily entails a convergenceðand 

occasional subversionðof cultural analysis, cultural critique, and cultural politics, 

as a response to the reconfiguration of culture and society. 

Culture as a mode of social reproduction is accepted in cultural studies as a mode of 

ñideological reproduction and hegemonyò that shapes the thoughts and behavior of 

individuals to adjust to the social conditions of capitalist societies.76 As an earlier 

forerunner of cultural studies,  Williams built on the definition of the ideal(1)  one 

as human perfection, documentary(2) and historic(3) one as recording various 

human thoughts and experiences, to the social(4) one to attempt to link theory and 

 

 

73 Ann Swidler, ñCulture and Social Action,ò in The New American Cultural Sociology, 171ï87. 
74 Jeffrey C. Alexander, ed., Durkheimian Sociology: Cultural Studies (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1990), 23. 
75 Stuart Hall, ñCultural Studies: Two Paradigms,ò Media, Culture & Society 2, no. 1 (1980): 57ï72. 
76 Douglas Kellner, ñCultural Studies and Philosophy: An Intervention,ò in A Companion to 

Cultural Studies, 141. 
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practice to the present configuration of culture and society. Oriented toward 

the ósocialô transformation of culture, Williams refers to a particular way of life of 

particular societies by an expression of specific values and meanings, and analysis 

of cultural elements in an institutional and ordinary behavior rather than only in art 

and learning.77  

Culture is conceived as a productive research field by focusing on organizational and 

institutional settings shaped by normative values and social contexts. A new turn, 

called the óCultural Turnô, was initiated in the 1970s, which inclined towards a 

practice- and culture-oriented understanding of the spatiality of social life, one that 

cultural sociology of space hinges on the dialectical relation between material 

practices and the symbolic meanings through social agents.78 As such, socio-spatial 

relations in culture can be conceptualized in their practical óworkingsô and symbolic 

ómeanings,ô which are useful for researching spatial policy-making. 

In response to disciplinary differences, postmodern theories shift the perspective on 

culture, which is then followed by post-structuralist theories. There was an 

inclination towards producing meanings over cultural texts, producing both popular 

pleasures and forms of resistance with a postmodern turn in cultural studies.79 The 

postmodern turn in cultural studies begins with implicit critiques of all cultural forms 

and discourses that promote domination and operate by evaluating representations 

for their potential to a more just social order. Given the extensive definitions of 

complementary and contradictory ones, it is difficult to disambiguate culture within 

the discursive system. Culture cannot be exhaustively described, and its presence is 

unavoidable in its modes of appearance, forms of existence and coexistence, the 

 

 

77 Raymond Williams, ñThe Analysis of Culture,ò in The Long Revolution (London: Chatto & 

Windus, 1961), 57ï88. 
78 Andrew Sayer, ñCritical and Uncritical Cultural Turns,ò in Cultural Turns/Geographical Turns 

(New York: Routledge, 2018), 166ï81. 
79 Kellner, ñCultural Studies and Philosophy,ò 141. 
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system of accumulation, historicity, and disappearance.80 Besides providing a 

theoretical framework for understanding discourses, the Foucauldian approach 

towards culture can also address its mechanisms and effects. He refers to culture 

through its fundamental codes: its language, schemas of perception, exchanges, 

techniques, values, and hierarchy of its practices established for every human being, 

ñfrom the very first the empirical orders.ò81 Thus, culture is capable of bringing óthe 

order of thingsô by emancipating itself to superimpose on another grid, which reveals 

and excludes the linguistic, perceptual, and practical grids.82 He points out that 

culture is grounded in the pure experience of order and, at the same time, in its modes 

of being within a hierarchical organization of values, through a certain mechanism 

of selection and exclusion. It is linked to space and the driving force of time that 

manifests the modalities of the existent order. This linkage has bound with ñthe 

exchanges owed their laws, the living beings their constants, the words their 

sequence and their representative value; what modalities of the order have been 

recognized, posited, linked with space and time, to create the positive basis of 

knowledge.ò83 

There are both oscillations and a new departure in reflecting the discursive status of 

culture in the 1980s, with poststructuralist theories giving way to postmodernist 

ones. Culture becomes more complex and open to question when deconstructed in 

the interpretative, constitutive, hegemonic, dominant, and incongruent setting in a 

signified system.84 According to the concept of cultureôs emplacement, there is a 

linkage between culture and objects and people that facilitates communication, 

display, negotiation, and control, while organizing space through the use of tools or 

 

 

80 Michel Foucault, The Archeology of Knowledge and The Discourse on Language (1969; London 

and New York: Vintage Books, 2010). 
81 Michel Foucault, The Order of Things (London: Routledge, 2005), xxii. 
82 Ibid. 
83 Ibid., xxii. 
84 David Harvey, The Condition of Postmodernity (Oxford: Blackwell, 1989); Jacques Derrida, 

ñArchitecture Where Desire Can Live,ò in Theorizing a New Agenda for Architecture: An Anthology 

of Architectural Theory, ed. Kate Nesbitt (New York: Princeton Architectural Press, 1996), 142ï49. 
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other forms of things and artifacts to support, resist, limit, alter, and challenge. 

Cultureôs domination and subordination are in transition from a whole social process 

to ñbuilt, shared, organized, and eroded in a system of mediationò while producing 

particular worldviews.85 Superimposing simplifications dismantles cultureôs diverse 

and complex nature in ña tension between the normative and ultimate representation 

of material and the symbolic context in shaping the world as an underlying 

structure.ò86 There are appearances of newly assigned meanings of culture in an 

interdisciplinary resonance, drawing the humanities and social sciences into a 

dialogue with architectural approaches.87 

Culture has begun to emerge as a distinctive signifying system ðan assembled and 

mediated experience involved in all forms of social activity, including artistic and 

intellectual ones ðwhich requires more explicit representation, but is not easy to 

make straightforward. To include culture not only the traditional arts and forms of 

scholarly production, but also all signifying practices from philosophy and language 

to art and architecture in spatial dynamics constitutes a more complex arena of 

culture as an extended field. Then, upon those, contradictory discourses on culture 

come into prominence by structuring it as a ñcontrol mechanism,ò ñblack box,ò 

ñparadox,ò ñan amalgam of disparate elements,ò ñsystem of meaning,ò ñglue of 

society to demarcateò ñunderlying structure.ò88 

The contradictory discourses, to some extent, undermined the democratization of 

culture. At the end of the 20th century, past theories, which seemed more static, were 

replaced by dynamic and, to some extent, ambiguous ones, especially as the 

 

 

85 Pierre Bourdieu and Jean-Claude Passeron, Reproduction in Education, Society and Culture, 

trans. Richard Nice (London: SAGE Publications, 1977), 82. 
86 Amos Rapoport, ñOn the Cultural Responsiveness of Architecture,ò Journal of Architectural 

Education 41, no. 1 (1987), 51. 
87 Ron Griffiths, ñCity/Culture Discourses: Evidence from the Competition to Select the European 

Capital of Culture 2008,ò European Planning Studies 14, no. 4 (2006): 415ï30. 
88 Greg Urban, A Discourse-Centered Approach to Culture (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1991), 

13. 
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sociology of culture became increasingly institutionalized and spatialized in the 21st 

century. 

2.2 Cultural Discourse in Architecture 

Understanding the role of culture in constructing meanings and identities is crucial 

to architecture because the discipline is presumed to have an inherent ability to bring 

together the approaches mentioned above and other ideals of culture. In this context, 

the notion of culture interferes with architecture and reshapes it through a series of 

discourses that express an attitude toward how to deal with space. It can easily adopt 

a constructivist approach that construes a dialectical dimension involved in human 

development and progress. The way it is embedded in culture and cultural agency 

has the potential to exert power in spatial action, predicated on the tools of 

architecture. Rapoport explained this hierarchy by interpreting the broad concept of 

culture into subsets. In his approach, the built environment is a smaller subset, and 

architecture is the smallest one embedded within it. This relationship implies that 

architecture is not merely a passive container but acts as an active agent responsive 

to cultureða dynamic explicitly manipulated to frame social order (Figure 2.1).89 

 

 

89 Amos Rapoport, ñCulture and the Urban Order,ò in The City in Cultural Context, ed. John 

Agnew, John Mercer, and David Sopher (Routledge, 2007), 50ï72. 
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Figure 2.1 Subsets of culture: built environment and architecture90 

The culture-architecture dialectical relationship can be outlined through Foucaultôs 

conception of an apparatus, a set of practices and mechanisms that normalizes 

particular forms of knowledge and thinking within specific conceptual and physical 

spaces.91 In these respects, architecture is inevitably foregrounded and utilizes 

culture as an apparatus that carves it as a mediated experience, both a symbolic and 

material representation of assemblage and entangling forms of power, with the 

decomposition of expertise and the constitution of human knowledge. So, the 

concern is that while culture is retained symbolically in its whole system, it is 

understood temporally and spatially in materialist terms. Correspondingly, the notion 

of symbolic and material production is always related rather than contrasted in the 

production of space through cultural materialism. The culture, in mind as cognitive 

representations and schemas, has become the culture in the ground, which 

externalizes as public cultural artifacts, where culture has materialized.92 This has 

resulted in a binary character that internalizes and externalizes simultaneously, 

 

 

90 Created by the author. 
91 Foucault, Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings 105. 
92 Bradd Shore, Culture in Mind: Cognition, Culture and the Problem of Meaning (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 1996). 
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exaggerating the re-negotiability and permeability of culture across space in both 

intangible and tangible dimensions. 

The instrumentalization of space in architecture as an expression of culture leads to 

the conduct of culture in its proper place. So, space is framed not only through 

cultural patterns but also through cultural patterns of material production in an 

appropriate ground. Ironically, culture cannot provide an area of freedom between 

particular forms of behavior and practices or the structure of things and the order of 

objects, but space does. It is claimed that space can provide resources that culture 

can form, but how these two are fostered depends on the application of culture itself. 

Reciprocally, how space is appropriated is determined by the socio-cultural 

environment, which triggers socio-cultural schemas that architecture finds idealistic, 

ambitious, and collective cultural values through its representing figures negotiating 

in the socio-cultural dimension.93 Building on this foundation, the research can claim 

that space functions as a cultural representation with widespread and enduring 

significance, positioned as a ófuzzy subsetô of architecture that frames space not 

merely as a physical construct but as a multifaceted domain shaped by layers of 

mental and urban/public connotations. Space under the influence of culture becomes 

a source of power, primarily where people must identify themselves as adhering to 

certain customs and traditions and exclude others through a particular labeling of 

meanings (Figure 2.2). 

 

 

93 Juhani Pallasmaa, ñOn History and Culture,ò Humanities Source Ultimate 195, no. 6 (June 2007). 

accessed via Humanities Source Ultimate. 
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Figure 2.2 Culture as a space-related apparatus of architecture94 

The ordering of space by culture, particularly in architecture, is a bearer of cultural 

meanings and interpretations that considers its challenges in the modern world 

through a decisive shift in aesthetic and technological developments, accompanied 

by a supporting ideology.95 The culture-architecture interaction sparks diverse 

debates among scholars and practitioners, aiming to provide a comprehensive 

definition of the complex relationship between them, as both are dynamic and 

constantly evolving. Accordingly, the cultural connection of architecture can now be 

explored through a spatial language, with some statements serving as discursive 

items for recognized positions within the discipline that privilege spatiality over 

temporality, thereby creating openings for cultural discourse.   

Statements on culture in architecture can be categorized as undermining the 

indeterminacy problem of linguistic concepts as generalizations/simplifications and 

vagueness/complexifications into filtering culture, which means in architecture.96 

The distinction between various attempts is a significant matter, both theoretically 

 

 

94 Created by the author. 
95 Foucault, The Order of Things. 
96 Brendan S. Gillon, ñAmbiguity, Generality, and Indeterminacy: Tests and Definitions,ò Synthese 

85, no. 3 (1990): 391ï416. 
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and practically, in understanding how culture shapes architecture. In generalizations, 

there are more straightforward, brief, distinct, cumulative, and precise statements 

that reflect the affirmative character of culture. In the vague statements, multiple 

characteristics convey the imprecise, unspecified discursiveness of culture in the 

discipline of architecture. 

Cultureôs expression becomes a matter of specification that emerged from common 

properties in its anthropological and sociological ontology. Therefore, there is a 

general and expressive sum from a shared group of things, resulting from the action 

or process of generalization (Table 2.1). 

Table 2.1 Statements that refer to generalizations of culture in the discipline of 

architecture97 

architecture 

balance with 

culture 

interior/exterior 

Instinct/Intelligence 

Thought/action 

 
(Loos, 1998) 

a set of architectural 

themes based on 

historic 

preservation or 

local heritage 

(Zukin, 1995) 

a visual, spatial, 

and material 

epistemology of a 

culture 

(Archibald, 2004) 

knowledge 

concerning 

the culture of 

our own 

(Wright, 2007) 

result of the 

culture of 

society 

(Parvizi, 2009) 

 

 

97 Created by the author. Full quotations can be followed as: ñWithout culture, no balance can be 

found between interior and exterior in architecture, between instinct and intelligence, mankindôs 

ultimate safeguards for rational thought and actionò (Adolf Loos, Ornament and Crime: Selected 

Essays, trans. Michael Mitchell (Riverside, CA: Ariadne Press, 1998)). 

ñCulture plays a leading role in urban development strategies as a set of architectural themes based 

on historic preservation or local heritageò (Sharon Zukin, The Cultures of Cities, Cambridge, MA: 

Blackwell, 1995, 1). 

ñArchitecture is a visual, spatial, and material epistemology of a cultureò (Robert Archibald, A 

Place to Remember: Using History to Build Community, Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira Press, 1999, 

40). 

ñWe will never have a culture of our own until we have an architecture of our own. An architecture 

of our own does not mean something that is ours by the way of our own taste. It is something that 

we have knowledge concerningò (Frank Lloyd Wright, quoted in Michael Thomas, Building a New 

World: Architecture and Culture in the 20th Century, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2007, 

26). 

ñArchitecture is the portray of a nationôs culture integrated with all aspects of human life and has a 

profound impact on it. Architecture is the result of the culture of the societyò (Payam Parvizi, 

ñCultural Manifestations in Architecture,ò Journal of Architectural Studies 3, no. 2, 2009: 32). 
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Culture is blurring, and it conveys a message of inaccurate, imprecise, unclear, and 

indistinct statements.98 Since architecture meets a common ground in the complexity 

of culture, and its location in the discipline is nonspecific, there is a need to unfold 

the impossibility of unambiguous definitions (Table 2.2). 

Table 2.2 Statements that refer to complexifications of culture in the discipline of 

architecture99 

architecture  

both autonomous 

and also culture-

bound at the 

same time  

(Pallasmaa, 1987) 

is culturally 

responsive, which 

can be seen as a 

part of general 

theories, 

objectives, values, 

reward systems, 

education, etc., of 

the profession 

(Rapoport, 1984) 

is the 

instrument 

of culture 

instruments 

of the self-

perpetuating 

hegemony 

of culture  

(Hays, 1987) 

the least 

autonomous to 

culture and has 

compelled us to 

admit to the 

contingent nature 

(Frampton, 1991) 

a spatial 

condensation of 

culture and 

civilization can 

be conceived as a 

tragedy or a 

drama of culture 

according to the 

symbolic forms 

(Terzoglou, 2012) 

 

 

98Inci Basa, Linguistic Discourse in Architecture (PhD diss., Middle East Technical University, 

2000). 
99 Created by the author. Full quotations: ñArchitecture is both autonomous and also culture-bound 

at the same timeò (Juhani Pallasmaa, ñArchitecture and Cultural Identity,ò in Architecture and 

Urbanism 21,1987.) 

 ñArchitecture is culturally responsive, which can be seen as a part of general theories, objectives, 

values, reward systems, education, etc., of the professionò (Rapoport, ñCulture and the Urban 

Order,ò 55.). 

 ñArchitecture is the instrument of culture, instruments of the self-perpetuating hegemony of 

cultureò (K. Michael Hays, ñArchitecture Theory, the Pervasive Presence of Culture,ò Journal of 

Architectural Education 41, 1987). 

ñRelative to other forms of cultural production, architecture is óthe least autonomousô and he has 

compelled us to admit to the contingent nature of architecture as a practice . . . conditioned not only 

by its own technical methods but also by productive forces lying outside itselfò (Kenneth Frampton, 

Modern Architecture: A Critical History, London: Thames and Hudson, 1991:9ï17). 

 ñArchitecture as a spatial condensation of culture and civilization can be conceived as a ótragedy or 

a drama of cultureô according to the philosopher of symbolic forms, consists of a ceaseless struggle 

and mutual communication between tradition and innovationò (Nikolaos-Ion Terzoglou, 

ñArchitectural Creation between Culture and Civilization,ò in The Cultural Role of Architecture: 

Contemporary and Historical Perspectives, ed. Paul Emmons, Jane Lomholt, and John S. Hendrix 

(London: Routledge, 2012), 167ï74). 
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Architecture is manipulated by the hegemony of culture, which overturns the 

disciplinary boundaries and epistemological foundations. To delineate the cultural 

discourse, the field of statements reveals the ambivalence of culture in architecture. 

Shifting from anthropological, sociological, and cultural studies classifications of 

descriptive, historical, normative, social, structural, or generic definitions to the 

architectural one in the cultural discourse can overlap with and be encountered in 

statements that subtly situate architectural and cultural theory. When culture and 

space converge, contingencies can be created that shape meaningful practices, 

constructed and filtered within a discursive framework. 

Bringing culture to the forefront creates a kind of cultural insight into the space that 

shapes collective understanding and values. At this moment, space, as lived 

existential space, becomes the site where architecture lies between the cognitive 

reception and production framework as a basis for its cultural discourse.100 Cultureôs 

existential and lived reality thickens and layers, oscillating as it settles in space 

through architectureôs reconciliation and mediation. Such cultural discourse 

determines our capacity to understand the spatial logic of space by encoding shared 

values that construct the symbolic domain of social life, where cultureôs objects are 

placed through analogies from the things we already know, represented and mapped 

onto what we already know.101 Those are grounded in cultural factors such as 

the gradual cultural maturation of societies, their patterning of behaviors, traditions, 

territorial identity, customs, beliefs, and habits, reflected in the built environment 

and affected by technological inventions and architectonics. Space and culture can 

be traced to the ñtotal dynamic,ò which is human and non-human, as a result of 

ñprecognitive and tacit human responseò in a situated multiplicity within a shared 

space, within the process of constructing meaning based on pre-given cultural 

 

 

100Juhani Pallasmaa, ñSpace, Place, and Atmosphere: Emotion and Peripheral Perception in 

Architectural Experience,ò Lebenswelt: Aesthetics and Philosophy of Experience 4 (2014).  
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attributes.102 So, culture results in given spatial decisions that depend on the existing 

spatial information obtained from earlier spatial experiences and societies. 

Moreover, vice versa, space reflects the culture of its respective society. 

The discipline of architecture has begun to concern itself with the transfer of spatial 

relations in the information age as an agenda for culture, after being a field of study. 

Through a paradigm shift, postmodernist understanding, later including 

deconstructionist positions, played an essential role in the spatial turn, which brought 

new perspectives on space, facilitating social action and the communication of 

culturally shared meanings to create a stimulus for action. Additionally, the spatial 

turn creates a context with new actors and institutions at the spatial configurations.103 

In the provision of spaces for clashing cultures, the spatial layout and structuring 

of culture either speed up or slow down societies by delivering cultural messages. 

So, space can work better as a site of cultural reception that triggers how we 

understand cultural meanings constituted in a variety of practices, networks, and 

spatial scales. However, remarking that spatial logic has become the cultural logic 

of space, currently, through characterizations of the hybridity of contemporary 

culture, the implications of syncretic and post-cultural situations, and the cultural 

fluidity resulting from new cultural dynamics. 

Culture has an impact on the formation of architectural spaces in two ways: one is 

ñthrough the creation of behavioral laws and rules that lead to functional organizing 

and spatial hierarchy,ò and the other is ñthrough the creation of memories, beliefs, 

and physical symptoms in the form of symbols, archetypes, and metaphors that lead 

to creating meaning in space.ò104 So, the logic of the mental space, influenced by 

cultural understanding, shifts from conceptual to physical space, not only as a 

 

 

102 Ash Amin, ñCollective Culture and Urban Public Space,ò City 12, no. 1 (2008), 20. 
103 Harvey, ñThe Space for Culture and Cognition,ò 185ï204. 
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container of human action but also as a cultural conceptualization, with various 

architectural forms and styles from different periods of history often borrowed and 

interpreted in a secondary cultural system. 

A set of rules that shapes space ð from a symbolic product to a material product ð 

affects the physical quality of the built environment and influences the transfer of 

the cultureôs effect on space to the next generation to coordinate. Through its 

relationship with culture, space makes cultural elements accessible and either 

strengthens or redefines architectureôs established forms and conventions. Since 

some features of culture do not have the same impact on society, it cannot be said 

that identifying them in architecture is easy or difficult, as they are responsible for 

shaping the ways spaces are formed through different articulations in the urban 

assemblage. 

2.3 The City in Cultural Context: Urban Culture and Order  

The significance of the correlation between the urban and culture, taken together as 

an object of study, has often been questioned, as the concept of the city is also 

problematic. The urbanðoften seen as the container of the cityðextends beyond a 

mere sociospatial relationship, embodying a dynamic and evolving whole rather than 

being confined to a cityôs bounded areal unit.105 The urban phenomenon operates 

within a multiscalar framework of relationships, patterned and regularized 

sociospatial interdependencies, particularly when intersecting with culture. In 

cultural studies, it has been accepted that urban culture and the city are bound to each 

other, a relationship referred to by the Latin concept ñrecto/ verso,ò which also fills 

each other in the assemblage thinking that explores the complexities of infrastructure 
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via socio-spatial networks and society.106 Structural determinations of emergent 

architectural formations and discourses facilitate the conceptualization of the city 

within the cultural assemblage, codified and normative statements that depend on 

human action in space. Culture is embedded in the cityôs infrastructure, allowing it 

to prevail within such a system of settings by leveraging its impact. So, the city, 

where areas are organized in a specific way to understand culture, simultaneously 

reflects space, time, meaning, and communication. Clustering them reveals various 

characteristics, such as race, ethnic origin, religion, class, income, and other 

variables, which become homogenized over specific time periods. In this way, 

culture can be mapped onto an urban spatial schema through multiple layers of 

diverse and multifaceted citizen cultures, with their intersections forming what is 

known as urban culture. Distinctly, urban culture can refer to a delineation of cultural 

space and cultural studies sites, where the discursive nature of culture is tackled 

through various interpretations and projections. As evident from the studyôs iterative 

mentions, the integration of culture into urban development is not a new 

phenomenon but a strategic one. Urban and culture together create long-standing 

(historically) and widespread (cross-culturally) patterns that have been modified 

against clustering through arguments or policies to achieve heterogeneity by creating 

ócultural distinctivenessô that paved the way for the urban culturalist perspective in 

the evolving aspects of the 21st century over the cultural infrastructure of cities as 

an interplay of cultural identities at different spatial scales.107 

In the current agenda, the cultural turn is further stimulated in cities through the 

spatial turn, which provides deeper explanations of urban spatial causality and 

significantly shapes the worthwhile task of studying urban cultures. There are two 
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definitive approaches to urban culture, according to Castells and Harvey: the first is 

a generic one, and the second highlights that each city has a specific culture that 

gives it distinct meanings and characteristics.108 Within such meanings, urban 

culture, as a total product of previous cultures adapted to contemporary culture, 

appeals to analyzing the structure of cities in a complex discursive system via 

economic, political, and demographic structures in the urban culturalist perspective, 

exploring the lived culture of cities. As a site of the materialization of cultural 

discourses, the city is put in a cultural context that allows us to see how cultural 

layouts and grids are embedded in its form and in the lives of the urban population. 

Culture is too often placed within city infrastructure, which constrains itself through 

its debates, both intrinsic and instrumental. 

It is co-opted by the urbanization process, existing in a tension between 

specialization and totality, and juxtaposed with material and immaterial forces that 

structure and adorn the urban architecture. In this way, through interpreting and 

understanding the urban order in relation to culture, cities establish experimental 

practices, scenes, and building blocks. Multiple stratifications of divergent, 

multilayered cultures of citizens, and their clustering and intersecting, constitute 

urban culture, which directly shapes the urban form through powerful means of 

controlling cities.  

The dialectic between the city and its culture aligns with historicity, everyday 

belongings, collective goods, a revival of humanistic values and norms of traditional 

culture, power representations, instruments of political symbolism and discourse, 

creativity, and criticism in the urban setting. By serving a broad range of purposes, 

urban culture creates a plurality and a comprehensive representation of a civil 

societyôs association with the city, utilizing localized notions of signifiers and 
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specific institutionalized meanings that collectively stand for urbanity in general, 

reflecting the gradual cultural maturation of these concepts. The consensus between 

culture and city is more closely tied to how a city and urban culture create 

relationships between built form and spatial-functional entities, such as 

infrastructural formations.  

This relationship can reveal urban cultureôs contradictory positions in contemporary 

capitalist urbanization, while providing each city with a specificity of it rather than 

either a unified culture or a diversity of exotic subcultures within the whole city. The 

discursiveness of culture is reflected in urban architecture and adopted through 

doctrinal factors of culture in every language, code, or trend, as seen in the styles of 

facades, volumes, and scales.109 Cities at the intersection of global and local 

spatiality and temporality are increasingly conceptualized through the acceleration 

of cultural involvementðmanifested in manifestos, artifacts, and tangible forms of 

buildings and performances. These elements in the circuit of culture, through the five 

arbitrary modes and moments of representation, identity, production, consumption, 

and regulation, contribute to a multifaceted cultural vitality network that 

policymakers interested in urban branding channel into culture-led, experience-

oriented planning approaches. In the new urban agenda, cities are inclusive and 

sustainable through the regulation of óthe Circuit of Culture,ô as Stuart Hall 

conceptualized it, as mechanisms and conduits of cultureôs embodiment in the 

planning perspectives of architecture and urbanism. By linking the particular cultures 

adopted to urban culture with the institutional ground, Hallôs circuit provides a basis 

for theory-building that can inform and explain practice across its wide range of 

contexts and applications. In this framework, the city in the cultural context posits 

the existence of predisposing, positional, and situational variables, with meanings 

constructed within each moment of the circuit, inherent in both assemblages as 

articulations. In this regard, the term culture remains a point of debate over the 
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resources of five modes in the form of conduct as part of a cultural planning and 

policy-making circle in cities, undergoing negotiation when used as an apparatus 

within articulated spatial formations. By embedding these modesðrepresentation, 

identity, production, consumption, and regulationðas interconnected moments that 

articulate the dynamic processes through which it is constructed, mediated, and 

experienced in urban spaces, the Circuit of Culture provides a nuanced lens for 

understanding how cultural phenomena both inform and are informed by spatial 

narratives, thereby shaping the infrastructure of the city. 

All these factors position the city as an urban cultural transmitter that receives a 

significant amount of the population involved in an established market for the 

production of cultural goods, over a vast infrastructure where different elements are 

vibrantly mixed. Similar to this line of thought, cultural planning is integrated as a 

marketing tool for urban culture to achieve social inclusion alongside economic 

growth, thereby enhancing city competitiveness within a global network.110 This has 

resulted in óculturalized citiesô in urban governance, participating in an inter-urban 

competition in that culturalized economy characterized by the production, 

circulation, and consumption, ultimately shaping city identity through cultural 

dynamics.111 The city, as an óingredient of cultureô, can be manipulated and 

reformulated when cultures change in their responsive environment. The divergent 

and multilayered cultures of cities are characterized by an overriding sense of 

culture, marking a human-made sense of place and a human-sized struggle with 

scale. Considering that such urban space has more sociocultural implications and 

dilemmas than architectural space but is not yet fully comprehended through 

culturally plural spaces, its processual emergence remains unexplored in the idiom 

of assemblage. 
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Analyzing the city in the cultural context bridges discourse and practice through 

culture-led paradigms for the 21st-century urban agenda. This analysis revolves 

around two distinct yet interconnected entities: cultural planning as a process, which 

focuses on the óhowôðthe strategies and frameworks for integrating culture into 

urban development, and cultural sustainability as an outcome, which addresses the 

ówhyôðthe long-term preservation and adaptability of cultural values within the 

built environment. 

2.4 Cultural Planning as a Process in Urban Architecture 

Bringing culture to the forefront is closely linked to the revival of urban identity and 

diversity, strengthened by culture-led paradigms that shape, refine, and organize the 

cityôs identity, character, and spatial dynamics, aligning with the assemblage 

thinking of visions of urban planning, considering the stratification and 

heterogeneity of urban life and architecture. Culture appears to be a complex 

response to endogenous and exogenous factors, making it worthy of comparison and 

inquiry, particularly in the context of paradigm shifts in the current decade driven by 

new ways of thinking about culture and infrastructure. Culture is so important in 

contemporary cultural planning that it was ñdistinguished from the more functional 

planning for arts and crafts within amenity, heritage, land use, and economic 

resource planning systems.ò112 Future-oriented visions of urban planning are 

increasingly shifting towards a cultural turn, rediscovering culture through a more 

sensitive approach to policy and planningða shift that has taken longer to establish 

itself in specific geographies but has become more prevalent today. According to 

Mercer, unlike urban planning, cultural planning is more strategic and integral, 

involving the ñintegrating [of] cultural policy with other policy processes in an 
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organic way, and it is strategic in the sense that it is part of a larger strategy.ò113 In 

this framework, cultural resources become the ókeywordô that makes related policies 

manageable and actionable. So, the notion of culture shapes how cities and citizens 

utilize resources, depending on their ability or inability to adapt to changes and 

circumstances positively in a process that involves cultural planning, which 

óupscalingô cities in sophistication through effective urban restructuring strategies. 

This upscaling has begun across the city, more specifically in the inner city, which 

is at the heart of social inclusion and exclusion that are co-developed within cultural 

planning, conceptualizing óthe now moment.ô114 Strategic and integral cultural policy 

is not confined to being an afterthought in urban policy, applied only when decisions 

are already made; instead, it integrates cultural policies with other ones more 

organically and cohesively as part of larger urban cultural planning strategies. 

The role of culture in planning practice has sparked discussions of top-down cultural 

planning, which falls within the ideological spectrum, and bottom-up cultural 

planning, which is citizen-centered and involves negotiations among institutional, 

private, and non-governmental organizations to address cultural issues on a city 

scale. By the time of the cultural turn towards the infrastructural turn, there is a mixed 

outcome with both top-down (strategic) and bottom-up (institutional) orders 

influencing the infrastructure of cities as a new mode of cultural planning, one that 

is both politically situated and culturally accountable. 

Cultural planning through thick descriptions of practice offers top-down strategies 

by providing instructive descriptions of cultural issues in planning and spatial 

expressions of cultural values.115 In these current dynamics, cities become strategic 

urban assets of culture, boasting cultural resources, amenities, and facilities, driven 
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by the significant forces of globalization and the new economy. Local governments, 

often operating under municipalities, attempt to brand their cities and develop 

effective strategies to promote them, as seen in efforts to refurbish and rebrand cities. 

Their mission is to place culture at the center of both óshort-term recoveryô efforts 

and ólong-term developmentô goals.116 The new role of culture, gaining importance 

in cities worldwide, leads them to engage in constructing images through culture-

led, experience-oriented trends, utilizing urban branding within an outward-oriented 

strategy for cultural planning.117  

Now, culture has become part of a coherent system of productive economic and 

social sectors, highlighting the dominance of what should be characteristic features 

within public and commercial services with various culture-related functions in a 

more spatially sensitive approach. So, culture is utilized as an urban renewal 

mechanism, leveraging the financial draws (artistic, historic, athletic, or religious) of 

urban officials, planners, and architects.118 Investments target new cultural 

industries, districts, and public spaces, whose amenities are seen as blessings to 

enhance urban life quality and social interests. These efforts activate existing cultural 

values, seeking to group dynamic and diverse approaches through debates on 

representations, identities, and the positions of urbanized subjects, in an articulated 

combination within newly defined cultural spaces. In these attempts, there is an 

increasing global connectivity in culture, and the promise of understanding the 

essential culture of any place, as well as the threat of cultural homogenization, has 

become a trend.  

Top-down local planning decisions have led to municipal cultural planning, as city 

governing authorities make decisions through architecture, especially in cultural 

facilities and events, which are the main ingredients of city promotion campaigns 
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that help globalize its local identity and urban history.119 Under the urban cultural 

umbrella, decision-making across several cultural areas is influenced by economic 

development and planning measures implemented by municipal partners. By 

incorporating both tangible and intangible aspects of culture into the cityôs structure, 

municipal actors assess local culture indicators for potential use in urban 

communities that vary across districts.120 This results in a particular type of decision-

making, in which the selected elements of culture are articulated when decision-

makers are clear about the relevant, valid, and systematically gathered information 

that situates the designating culture. The difficulties of operationalizing culture as a 

measurable component of policy effectiveness are tested through catalyst projects in 

various planning actions, particularly during a building boom in urban development 

areas. Municipal cultural planning in this regard involves (super)diverse 

relationships among the broad set of activities and resources associated with the 

process of acquiring urban culture and identity, including new ideas, projects, 

programs, and organizations that put the public and institutional sectors of 

policymaking and planning forward.121 Thus, there is an opportunity to identify 

citizensô cultural assets and the value of culture in place-making and place-

promotion through democratization in policy-making circles. Therefore, the 

management of local sources and considerations becomes integral to cultural 

planning, which is audited to assist the planning process as a mechanism to connect 

disparate actors.122 However, the objectives can either be enhanced or hindered by 

the municipal structures. 

Following the emergence of the new place-making paradigm in urban cultural 

policies in the 1990s, which emphasizes the cultural aspects of place in social and 
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spatial transformation, cultural planning has adopted bottom-up approaches to 

implementing culture as a setting.123 And then, since the 2000s, there has been an 

effort to institutionalize specific planning ideas in urban architecture, redirecting 

them toward residents. Institutions are deeply intertwined with culture, attempting to 

quantify their shared ground in norms and conventions while recording and 

preserving cultureôs meanings and practices to keep them in circulation. Culture then 

becomes ña heuristic term for the institutionalization and habituation of practices and 

ideas of a cultural character.ò124 Consequently, the word ócultureô and the adjective 

óculturalô refer to thoughts, actions, and objects within institutional entities or 

tangible spaces of artifacts that are fundamentally and characteristically cultural, 

relating to identities, social meanings, beliefs, ideologies, values, narratives, and 

stories, among other things. Particular cultural values and things located in the 

spacetime dimension construct contemporary practical evaluations embedded in 

social institutions. They can constitute the structure of cultural phenomena based on 

human values and understanding, which, in turn, requires the imposition of value 

judgments.  

Investments in cities are primarily occurring in city centers, where the majority of 

cultural infrastructure and institutions are located, often within historical and 

architectural distinctiveness that is most evident through local cultural sources of 

tangible and intangible heritage. Furthermore, measuring the authority of culture on 

institutional grounds (particularly the role of municipal agencies) can be explicitly 

traced to its ideological influence and representational characteristics in public 

spaces, such as art museums, galleries, flagship projects, cultural centers, parks, 

ateliers, and streets. These spaces label urban culture while reinforcing the cityôs 
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identity as a brand. Obedient to this branding, it is spatialized as a shelter for the 

agency to convey and facilitate the interrelation between the city and its culture.125 

Specific institutionalized structures create meanings and expectations that represent 

urbanity, conveyed through signifiers of the various urban cultures within and across 

cities, particularly through the toponym of culture as a carrier. The institutional 

embeddedness of culture provides the structural basis for the legitimacy of certain 

forms to function as status markers, associated with prestige and social status. As 

such, they can be considered objects of discourse. 

Institutional orders concern how culture sets the stage for ñstrategic actions when 

movements succeed in changing the rules of the institutional gameò within its 

process.126 This perspective initially dominated the urban sociology of culture. 

Ironically, it later strategically shaped the field of architecture, establishing enduring 

rules for cultureôs expression rather than contesting the calculable consequences in 

shaping urban policies. Thus, treating within institutionalized schemas can reveal the 

mechanisms by which the politicization of culture constrains practical action in 

space. Cities host more of these institutions, which appear recurrent in their general 

form, even as they vary in detail. 

In the competitive market of culture, cities strive to carve out a niche by promoting 

their unique image, respecting singular features, and encouraging urbanitesô 

participation in cultural planning through urban renewal. In this context, planning 

schemes serve as frameworks, guidelines, and tools for placemaking via 

conservation of urban memory, and cultural sustainability is explored in this study 

and the following sections. 

The strategic plans initiated under the leadership of the United Cities and Local 

Governments (UCLG) through the Agenda 21 for Culture project, developed 

 

 

125 Zachary Neal, ñSeeking Common Ground: Three Perspectives on Public Space,ò Proceedings of 

the Institution of Civil Engineers - Urban Design and Planning 163, no. 2 (2010): 59ï66. 
126 Francesca Polletta, ñCulture and movements.ò The Annals of the American Academy of Political 

and Social Science 619.1 (2008): 78ï96. 



 

 

61 

between 2002 and 2004, emphasized the importance of the culture goal as essential 

for cultural contributions. These efforts have been adopted by other cities through 

the designation of leading and pilot cities, triggering comprehensive cultural plans 

that, perhaps unconsciously, align with the principles of the Circuit of Cultureð

representation, identity, production, consumption, and regulationðwhile focusing 

on cultural production, community engagement, open/public spaces, and heritage.127 

To promote international cooperation in cultural planning, leading cities showcase 

best practices through the implementation of advanced cultural policies, serving as 

benchmarks for other cities. In worldwide, Barcelona, Bilbao, Mexico City, Malmö, 

Montreal, Lisbon, Izmir, and other selected cities in the list, etc, are the leading cities 

that serve as global examples of excellence, demonstrating exemplary practices and 

leadership/mentorship in cultural planning and policy that take proactive steps to 

implement innovative projects and contribute to shaping the global discourse on 

culture and sustainability.128 Pilot cities such as Galway, Leeds, Córdoba, Tenerife, 

Thailand, and which the study focuses on Konya129, serve as experimental platforms 

where innovative cultural policies and practices are tested to address specific local 

challenges through culture while simultaneously aligning with global sustainable 

development goals. The comparison between Leading and Pilot cities, along with 

their classifications, is shown in Table 2.3. Agenda 21 for Cultureôs political 

framework emphasizes the importance of fostering cultural ecosystems, engaging 

active stakeholders, and sustaining cultural diversity. 
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Table 2.3 Comparison of leading and pilot cities130 

Cultural Frameworks  Leading Cities Pilot Cities 

Purpose Showcase best practices globally. Test and experiment with new cultural policies. 

Role Inspire and lead in cultural planning. Explore localized cultural solutions. 

Focus Policy advocacy, capacity building, 
and global cooperation. 

Innovation, experimentation, and adaptation. 

Geographical Scope Often, well-established cities have 
strong cultural identities. 

Cities with diverse contexts, including smaller or 
emerging urban centers. 

Key Examples Barcelona, Bilbao, Mexico City, 
Malmº, Montreal, Lisbon, Izmiré 

Galway, Leeds, Córdoba, Tenerife, Thailand, and 
Konyaé 

Integration Goals Embed culture as a pillar of sustainable 
development. 

Address specific local challenges through culture. 

Output  Global models for cultural planning 
and sustainable development. 

Case studies, lessons learned, and scalable 
cultural policies. 

Timeframe Long-term leadership roles with 
continuous initiatives. 

Short to medium-term projects aimed at 
experimentation. 

Involvement in Networks Key contributors to networks like 

UNESCO Creative Cities and Culture 
21 Actions. 

Active participants in pilot programs under 
Agenda 21 for Culture. 

Global Influence Influence international cultural policy 
frameworks. 

Contribute to local knowledge sharing and 
regional practices. 

 

There are also related examples within the cultural discourses of the European 

Unionôs New European Agenda for Culture 2018, such as the initiatives ñEuropean 

Capital of Cultureò and ñEuropean Framework for Action on Cultural Heritage.ò131 

The yearly designation of a óCultural Capital of Europeô leverages culture and its 

planning as a tool in inter-urban competition. Independent of the Agenda 21 for 

Culture project, other initiatives utilize culture to revitalize a cityôs appeal to 

workers, visitors, and residents, thereby supporting the creation of a ñDestination 

City.ò Examples include ñDesignated Capitals of Culture,ò ñCulture and Creative 

City Monitor,ò ñCulture City,ò and long-term programs like ñCapital of Culture 

2025-2030-2040,ò among others.132 

 

 

130 Created by the author. 
131 Please visit https://culture.ec.europa.eu/policies/culture-in-cities-and-regions. 
132 Ibid. 
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For that matter, there is increasing competition in the global market, which, through 

the cultural turn, has shifted the focus of competition from nation to city. As a result, 

individual cities strive to capture international and national attention by shaping 

urban spaces through both top-down and bottom-up approaches, guided by the 

principles of cultural scenography. 

2.5 Cultural Sustainability as an Outcome in Urban Architecture 

Since its inception, sustainable architecture has predominantly been framed through 

the lens of technology and energy performance, often sidelining its cultural 

dimensions and detaching it from broader architectural discourse. This technocentric 

focus left culture largely absent from sustainability debates and its fundamental 

pillars until the 21st century, when a renewed search began for integrating cultural 

paradigms into urban architectural thinking. Exploring the emerging role of culture 

through its connections to urban architecture initiated a broader search for new 

cultural perspectives within the framework of sustainability.  

Culture and sustainable development subsequently became a prominent topic in 

academic debates, particularly in the social sciences, driven by contradictory trends 

and shifts in the relationships between politics, economy, and society within the 

processes of globalization. The integration of culture into sustainable development 

began with UNESCOôs Decade of Education from 2005 to 2014, which 

encompassed environmental, economic, social, and cultural sustainability. Also, in 

2004, Agenda 21 for Culture institutionalized culture in the sustainable development 

process by providing guidelines for local policies. Furthermore, the United Cities 

and Local Governments (UCLG) began coordinating culture as a global platform for 

cities, organizations, and networks to learn, collaborate, and develop policies and 

programs on the role of culture in sustainable development. Additionally, UNESCO 

reported in 2013 that culture serves as a source of strength, promoting sustainability 

by fostering values, social cohesion, self-esteem, and participation. Culture is our 
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most potent force of institutional and corporate attitudes towards nature and the built 

environment.133 

Achieving cultural sustainability involves significant components of society, and 

each of their values is not static but adapts differently over time, changing the society 

and its views on what defines sustainability. The paradigm shift in the definition of 

sustainability in the current century has redefined the role of culture and its values 

within a new sustainability framework, reshaping it through rhetorical and cultural 

policies. These policies employ specific tools, such as urban revitalization and 

renewal, by initiating culture-led/based initiatives within the context of óCultural 

Cities.ô134  

Culture acts as the fourth pillar of sustainable development, alongside the cityôs 

economic, social, and environmental pillars. This started when culture was an 

integral missing link in the sustainability paradigm of the three pillars, which create 

solid bridges with them. Culture has gradually emerged from the realm of social 

sustainability and is recognized as having a separate, distinct, compatible, and 

integral role in sustainable development.135 It is categorized under the missing pillar 

model of culture through the deficiency of the cultural-aesthetic, political-

institutional, religious-spiritual, and spatial-infrastructural dimensions136, as 

attempted by Jon Hawkes137, who enlightened the fourth pillar framework of 

sustainability. The pillar supports the vitality and quality of cultural expression, 

 

 

133 United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), Hangzhou 

Congress, 2013, accessed March 14, 2016, http://www.unesco.org/new/en/culture/themes/culture-

and-development/hangzhou-congress/more-information/. 
134 Nathalie Nunes, Hanna Söderström, and Sandra Hipke, ñUnderstanding Cultural Sustainability: 

Connecting Sustainability and Culture,ò in Culture in Sustainability: Towards a Transdisciplinary 

Approach (Jyväskylä: SoPhi-University of Jyväskylä, 2017). 
135 Nancy Duxbury and Eileen Gillette, Culture as a Key Dimension of Sustainability: Exploring 

Concepts, Themes, and Models, Working Paper 1 of the Centre of Expertise on Culture and 

Communities (Vancouver: Creative City Network of Canada/Simon Fraser University, 2007), 

accessed February 23, 2025, https://bibalex.org/baifa/en/resources/document/449400. 
136 This dimension has been added by the author in accordance with the thesis focus. 
137 See Jon Hawkes, The Fourth Pillar of Sustainability: Cultureôs Essential Role in Public 

Planning (Melbourne: Common Ground Publishing, 2001). 
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engagement, and dialogue, which relate to particular societal patterns in the urban 

heritage that become an integral part of spatial construction and conservation in any 

city. 

In the cultural turn of the current century, Soini and Birkeland proposed three 

mechanisms that illustrate how culture integrates with sustainability, revealing its 

essential role in the development of the built environment and deepening the 

complexity of culture-sustainability representations.138 The first one is ñCulture in 

Sustainability,ò which takes different forms and is intended as both tangible and 

intangible capital maintained and preserved for the public interest, such as in the arts, 

heritage, knowledge, and the creation of cultural diversity. The second one is 

ñCulture for Sustainability,ò which refers to an ensemble of activities, perceptions, 

and values essential for local and regional social, economic, and ecological 

development. The third one is ñCulture as Sustainability,ò which can be embedded 

in cultural initiatives of sustainability within the visions of cultural scenarios and 

cultural spheres within the cultural civilization process.139 There is an intricate 

connection between culture and sustainability at a broader meta-level, encompassing 

the in-for-as trilogy, which creates a ókaleidoscopeô for cultural reinvention in the 

culturescape of cities. 

Culture in sustainability represents culture as an independent pillar from social, 

economic, and environmental pillars, reflecting an acceptance of a culture of the 

fourth pillar and a self-guarded/standing stance, resulting from cultural capital in a 

more Bourdieusian sense.140 Culture in sustainability can be experienced through 

 

 

138 Katriina Soini and Inger Birkeland, ñExploring the Scientific Discourse of Cultural 

Sustainability,ò Geoforum 51 (2014): 213ï223, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2013.12.001. 
139 Valentina Montalto, Pier Luigi Sacco, and Michaela Saisana, ñCultural, Creative, and 

Sustainable Cities: Assessing Progress and Measurement Perspectives,ò Sustainability 14, no. 7 

(2022): 4246. 
140 Joost Dessein, Katriina Soini, Graham Fairclough, and Lummina Horlings, eds., Culture in, for, 

and as Sustainable Development: Conclusions from the COST Action IS1007 Investigating Cultural 

Sustainability (University of Jyväskylä, Finland, 2015), available at 

http://www.culturalsustainability.eu/outputs/conclusions.pdf. 
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intrinsic value, historical sites, heritage, traditional knowledge, or artistic creation; 

therefore, its sustainability is necessary for resilient urban cultural spaces. The role 

of culture in sustainability is often more functional and tangible, manifesting at a 

visible level in urban architecture. This refers to the process of transmitting past 

cultural legacies into the present and future, shaping the built environment. As a 

result, we can observe the continuous evolution of culture, in which the built 

environment serves as a constant symbol of a placeôs identity through its materiality. 

Culture for sustainability serves as a mediator between ñin and as sustainabilityò, 

which is accepted as an essential framework for regulating, balancing, and creating 

a context for the social, economic, and environmental pillars. Culture is a way of life 

that serves as a resource and condition for development, being more instrumental in 

this regard.141 Hence, the visible and invisible layers of culture can connect various 

dimensions of sustainability through sensitivity and imaginative aspirations for the 

aesthetic experiences of regional development in the city, utilizing building blocks.  

Culture as sustainability is a necessary embedded foundation for the overall 

experience of the other pillars and constitutive dynamics of culture, which constitute 

a symbiosis. It is a holistic paradigm that provides a new understanding of the human 

place in the world, recognizing the inseparability of the human from the more-than-

human world, and positioning culture as a foundation for sustainable development 

and particular ways of life.142 Sustainability is more deeply embedded in the culture, 

referring to eco-cultural civilization. Ecoculture is closely related to social learning, 

which operates within the parameters of place-responsiveness and place-

consciousness, nourishing, and restorative place-making for architecture (Figure 

2.3). 

 

 

141 Katriina Soini and Joost Dessein, ñCulture-Sustainability Relation: Towards a Conceptual 

Framework,ò Sustainability 8, no. 2 (2016): 167, https://doi.org/10.3390/su8020167. 
142 Ibid. 
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Figure 2.3 Culture in, for, and as sustainable development: a fourth pillar, a 

mediator, and a foundation143 

Understanding cultural sustainability as the fourth pillar and three roles is as complex 

as the concept of culture itself based on Soiniôs and Birkelandôs additional eight 

dimensions of cultural sustainability in cultural geography:(1) Definition of culture, 

which refers to how culture is understood and conceptualized in different contexts; 

(2) Culture and development, emphasizing culture both as a process and an 

achievement, where development involves intentional and unintentional processes 

of change leading to a new state considered ómore developedô than before; (3) Value 

of culture, distinguishing between intrinsic value (culture for its own sake) and 

instrumental value (culture as a means to achieve other goals); (4) Culture and 

society, exploring the relationship between culture and society, whether they are 

separate entities or constitutive of each other; (5) Culture and nature, addressing how 

humans define, perceive, and experience nature through cultural lenses; (6) Policy 

sectors, focusing on the role of culture in policy domains, including its scale and the 

use of various policy instruments; (7) Modes of governance, referring to the 

interaction between different societal and political actors in decision-making 

processes related to culture; and (8) Research approaches, highlighting the relevance 

 

 

143 Redrawn by the author, adapted from Soini and Dessein, ñCulture-Sustainability Relation,ò 167. 
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of various academic perspectives, such as mono-, multi-, inter-, or transdisciplinary 

approaches in studying cultural sustainability.144 

Depending on those, there is co-production of space as a recipe for culture-led urban 

development and cultural re-invention, which creates a process to carefully navigate 

the relationship between a culture for sustainability (global discourse) and a culture 

of sustainability (local discourse), ensuring that cultural policies and practices are 

both universally aligned and locally meaningful. This co-production is mediated by 

dominant culturalist discourses that have grown into spaces through characteristics, 

layers, and levels of culture, shaping architecture into meaning complexes as 

variables for measuring cultural sustainability.145 

2.5.1 The Multilayered Semiotic System of Cultural Sustainability in 

Culture-Led Urban Development: Evolving for the 21st Century 

Cultural sustainability in urban space is approached in this study as a multilayered 

semiotic system that extends from abstract symbolic universesðcomprising 

collective myths, values, and urban historyðto more tangible elements such as 

meaning complexes and cultural indicators, across visible and invisible cultural 

layers, and nested cultural levels across spatial and social scales. This approach 

provides a comprehensive framework for understanding how culture is constructed, 

sustained, and expressed through symbolic, discursive, and structural dimensions 

within the 21st-century culture-led urban development, eager to establish itself as a 

culturally mature urban milieu, where the essence of culture takes precedence over 

urban capital amid globalization and the creative economy. This challenges the 

conventional multi-pillar approach (as-in-for) by positioning culture not just as one 

 

 

144 Ibid. 
145 Robert Axelsson et al., ñSocial and Cultural Sustainability: Criteria, Indicators, Verifier 

Variables for Measurement, and Maps for Visualization to Support Planning,ò Ambio 42, no. 2 

(2013): 215ï28. 
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of the pillars of sustainability, but as its ófundamentô, and elaborating on its essential 

role in urban architecture, as also emphasized by Hawkes, a role questioned in the 

study. 

Within the semiotic system of cultural sustainability in urban space, the highest and 

most abstract layer/ground can be identified as the symbolic universe of a city ð a 

realm where deep-rooted myths, collective memories, and overarching value systems 

shape how individuals perceive and inhabit their cultural setting. The physical city 

is not merely a built environment, but a space continuously interpreted through 

symbolic orders and meaning complexes ð what may be described as ómeaning-

scapes.ô In the 21st century, cultural sustainability increasingly relies on the ability 

to reinterpret and reanimate the symbolic universe ð the shared myths, narratives, 

and value systems that anchor collective identity across time. Sustaining culture, in 

this sense, means ensuring the continuity of this symbolic framework, which 

reinforces the cityôs character and nurtures a deeper sense of belonging, leading to 

urban restructuring through the use of shared values as a mindset for urban growth. 

Ultimately, to sustain culture is to sustain culturally mediated meaning146 ð not only 

in everyday practices, but also within the overarching symbolic life of the city that 

binds individuals to their communities, their histories, and their imagined futures, 

creating contested terrain in urban politics. This multilayered semiotic perspective 

clarifies how culture-led urban development can move beyond infrastructure- or 

capital-driven logics to the co-production of space grounded in shared meaning.  

By mobilizing the symbolic universe through historical interpretation, place-making 

efforts, and participatory governanceðand by tracking change in the urban land use 

with appropriate indicators across layers and levelsðcities can align a culture for 

sustainability (global frames) with a culture of sustainability (local practices and 

development). In doing so, development strategies become not only economically 

 

 

146 Ayĸe Öncü and Petra Weyland, eds., Space, Culture and Power: New Identities in Globalising 

Cities (London: Zed Books, 1997). 
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viable but also culturally resonant, sustaining the meanings, identities, and 

attachments that give urban places their distinctive vitality. Building on this 

foundation, the following discussion examines the cultural layers (both visible and 

invisible) and cultural levels (ranging from global to local) and how they operate 

within the semiotic structure of cultural sustainability in urban spaces. 

While often used interchangeably, the terms layers of culture and levels of culture 

are distinct; their conflation can lead to conceptual confusion. Layers refer to the 

depth of cultural manifestationðfrom surface-level expressions to deep-seated 

symbolic systemsðwhereas levels indicate the scale at which culture is observed 

and analyzed, from global frameworks to neighborhood-specific dynamics. 

Regarding layers, in 1991 Hofstede 1991 conceptualized culture as a five-layered 

structure, likening it to the layers of an onion, a conceptual model also referred to as 

the óCultural Onionô in the literature. In his model, culture consists of both visible 

and invisible levels, with a central core of values surrounded by symbolic and 

behavioral components.147 According to this framework, ósymbolsô form the 

outermost and most superficial layer. These may include words, gestures, images, or 

objects that carry culturally specific meanings understood only by members of a 

given cultural context, thus shaping the urban environment through the lens of the 

symbolic universe. Symbols are dynamic and continuously evolvingðparticularly 

in the contemporary era, where new symbols emerge rapidly, older ones fade, and 

others are borrowed or imitated across cultural boundaries. 

The second layer, óheroesôðwhether living or deceased, real or fictionalðembody 

culturally admired qualities and function as behavioral ideals for citizens. As 

performative figures, they are often enacted or invoked through rituals, public 

commemorations, educational narratives, and symbolic urban acts, thereby 

 

 

147 Geert Hofstede and Gerhard Fink, ñCulture: Organizations, Personalities, and Nations. Gerhard 

Fink Interviews Geert Hofstede,ò European Journal of International Management 1, no. 1ï2 

(2007): 14ï22. 
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reinforcing shared values and contributing to the continuity of collective identity. In 

culture-led urban development, reading and interpreting urban space through such 

heroes becomes a strategic and tacticalðoften manipulated by institutions to 

mobilize emotional resonance, place attachment, and civic pride within the cultural 

texture of the city, relying on the perceived credibility of ócharactersô that hold 

symbolic importance in urban culture, whose legacy is sustained through evolving 

narratives and mediated reproductions. 

The third layer, óritualsô under the layer of heroes, contributes to the creation of 

cultural spaces by transforming symbolic practices into the physical and experiential 

dimensions of urban life. Daily commuting routines, religious and spiritual 

ceremonies, civic acts, urban day-to-nightlife practices, and regular participation re-

signify urban sites into cultural spaces where shared values are performed, 

reproduced, and transmitted through cultural meaning. Functioning as performative 

anchors within the cityôs cultural layering, rituals not only embody shared histories 

but also actively operationalize cultural sustainabilityðtransforming culture-led 

urban development from a spatial strategy into a lived, collective experience. 

The fourth layer, positioned at the core, óvaluesô represent the most deeply 

embedded, enduring beliefs within a culture which are not directly observable but 

manifest over time through consistent patterns of behavior, socio-spatial 

expectations, and cultural expressions. These values are critical in shaping urban 

interventions, as cultural sustainability depends on their preservation and adaptation 

to ensure that development remains rooted in local culture, citizen priorities, and the 

spatial and symbolic production of meaning. 

All three layers created a setting through ópracticesô except for the core (Figure 2.4). 

From core to the surface layer, practices operate as the performative surface of 

culture, allowing abstract meanings embedded in values, rituals, and symbols to 

materialize in the spatial, social, and symbolic rhythms of urban life. They facilitate 

a deeper understanding of cultural dynamics by acknowledging the significance of 

visible behaviors in shaping and expressing values and beliefs. 
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Figure 2.4 Hofstedeôs 1991 cultural onion model and layers via visibility and role 

in cultural sustainability148 

Regarding levels of culture, there are cultural strata distributed along different scales 

to understand cultural sustainability (in-for-as approach). In the context of cultural 

sustainability, Hofstedeôs multi-level approach to culture in 1991149ðranging from 

the national level down to organizational and social group levelsðcan be 

reinterpreted through a territorial lens that aligns with the scalar dynamics of 

sustainable development. Although Hofstede identifies various cultural strata such 

as national, regional, generational, gender, social class, and organizational levels, 

 

 

148 Created by the author, re-adapted from Geert Hofstede, Gert Jan Hofstede, and Michael Minkov, 

Cultures and Organizations: Software of the Mind, 3rd ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 2010). 
149 Geert Hofstede, ñDimensionalizing Cultures: The Hofstede Model in Context,ò Online Readings 

in Psychology and Culture 2, no. 1 (2011), https://doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1014. 
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they can be translated into territorial scalesðnamely, national, glocal, and localðto 

better analyze how cultural sustainability is negotiated and manifested across spaces 

of urban development. 

At the national level, culture provides overarching normative frameworks and shared 

value systems that influence institutional policies and societal behavior. Moreover, 

the relatively recent emergence of nation-states as bounded political entities 

complicates the sustainability discourse, especially in urban areas where historically 

fluid cultural communities existed before the establishment of fixed borders. 

The glocal levelðsituated between national and localðfunctions as a hybridized 

cultural interface, where global values and practices are selectively interpreted, 

translated, or resisted within local contexts. Glocalization challenges the binary of 

globalization versus localization by proposing a mediated cultural scale that is 

neither purely indigenous nor purely global. The glocal level is essential for cultural 

sustainability, as it fosters the adaptive reinterpretation of global sustainability norms 

from the top down in response to place-specific socio-cultural dynamics. 

Finally, the local levelðincluding city and neighborhood scalesðis where cultural 

practices, meanings, and attachments are most deeply embodied and spatialized. 

Here, symbolic and experiential dimensions of culture (e.g., rituals, symbols, and 

everyday practices) directly shape architectural forms and urban identity. Without 

deliberate cultural protection, the diversity and authenticity of local culture can 

erode, weakening both the symbolic and social fabric of place. As such, this is also 

the scale most vulnerable to cultural homogenization, primarily through market-

driven development, the cultural industry, branding, and gentrification processes, 

which are criticized through the creative city approach outlined in the next section. 

Thus, from national to glocal to local, there is a shift not only in scale but also in the 

visibility, vulnerability, and agency of culture. Rather than a top-down cultural 

homogenization, cultural sustainability promotes bottom-up hybridization, allowing 

local meanings to be preserved while remaining open to global interpretationsð
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redefining culture not as a static pillar but as a dynamic, adaptive system spanning 

multiple levels. 

This comprehensive multilayered semiotic framework adopts a critical position 

closer to the discipline of architecture, particularly through its focus on culture-led 

urban development rather than culture-led urban regeneration. From a theoretical 

perspective, this distinction also distinguishes the study from major disciplinary 

approaches, such as culture in architecture and culture in urban 

heritage/conservation, while maintaining the overarching objective and specificity 

of cultural sustainability in configuring primary cultural spaces rather than merely 

generating interstitial ones. In the first quarter of the 21st century, culture has 

successfully positioned itself within the sustainability discourse, thereby partially 

overcoming the semantic ambiguities stemming from its polysemic status in urban 

architecture. 

2.6 The Creative City Dilemma in Cultural Sustainability: A Critique  

In global policy interventions related to culture, especially in Western democracies, 

numerous efforts have been made to promote cultural sustainability under the label 

of creativity and creative cities, which entered local policymakersô and city boostersô 

vocabularies as a normative, additional culture-led paradigm after the 1990s. Many 

cities have adopted city-based cultural planning as a contemporary urban 

revitalization agenda under the rhetoric of the creative city, creative economy, 

creative capacity, and creative class, which have become a currency in creative 

monitoring across many forms of cultural capital, closely tied to cultural urban 

branding.150 The growing significance of the cultural realm in politics has brought 

about considerable conceptual confusion and shifting terminology. Although 

 

 

150 Deborah Stevenson, ñóCivic Goldô Rush: Cultural Planning and the Politics of the Third Way,ò 

International Journal of Cultural Policy 10, no. 1 (2004): 119ï31, published online January 25, 
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creativity and cultural sustainability are often seen as interconnected, they remain 

distinct in essence. Cultural sustainability represents a more fractured or articulated 

totality, shaped by the wake of creative city policies advocated by local policymakers 

and researchers. At the very beginning of the 21st century, this notion was influenced 

by works such as Charles Landryôs The Creative City (2000) and Richard Floridaôs 

The Creative Class (2002). In contrast to sustainability, culture is traded in the 

international marketplace, and cities compete with each other for image, visitability, 

amenities, and liveability as actual policy developments within individual cities, 

which can create a professional or amateur milieu within the cultural industry. 

In cosmopolitan urban development, there is a greater emphasis on the value of 

strangers ð such as tourists and visitors ð rather than on citizens as a prerequisite 

for creative cities. Instead of multiculturalism through cultural exchanges, 

interculturalismðwhich emphasizes the importance of cultural collaboration as 

supported by cultural sustainabilityðis advocated in a global context. In the 21st 

century, there are transformations via sustainability that can change the hegemonic 

understanding of culture, often revealing a ñstriking sameness to the discourses and 

practices of cultural planningò rather than reflecting the ñvarying political 

configurations, local histories, and the idiosyncrasies of place.ò151 However, 

embracing creative industries through a new ethos and changing the fundamental 

spirit and character of an adopted culture by focusing on new norms creates 

functional spaces for culture within entertainment and growth machines, upgrading 

within the context of (cultural) globalization. This has a tremendous impact on urban 

development and cities; the so-called imperative to creativity or the ócreative ethosô 

and ócreative milieuô turns out to be another challenge in the current era as a 

 

 

151 Ibid., 120. See also Hiroshi Okano and Danny Samson, ñCultural Urban Branding and Creative 

Cities: A Theoretical Framework for Promoting Creativity in the Public Spaces,ò Cities 27, 
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dominant urban concept that causes re-thinking of the city in a micro-scale system 

of spatial action by skipping macro and meso scales.152 

A fallacy is emerging in the current agenda regarding the tension between 

sustainability and creativity in culture, industry, and urban development. Cultural 

sustainability focuses on internal sociocultural processes to revitalize the city by 

enhancing and conserving urban life, aligning more closely with the anthropological 

definition of culture and creating meaningful connections with infrastructural 

practices. Cultural creativity and creative cities, driven by rapid and substantial 

growth, make cities more attractive through urban boosterism that focuses on 

creating manuals for normative place marketing models that enhance place qualities 

and vibrancy. 

The dilemma between particular, specific cultural (sustainability) and economic 

(creativity) logic always raises the question of which is the most creative and the 

most appropriate proposition for a good, shiny city for happy people.153 This has 

created a significant skew in determining whose culture and image will be 

repositioned within the city, generating new spectacles that reflect creative city 

dominance over the cultural city. Suppose a city lacks built heritage or has lost its 

cultural values. In that case, the institutionalized phenomenon of cultural branding 

turns into a ómarketing of culture initiativeô, over-consuming finite local cultural 

resources and infrastructure as a backpack of culture to produce hard-icon branding. 

Via the backpack, a ówow factorô has been created to attract the raw materials of 

culture in the city and their value base, which is used as a toolkit for city managers, 

development agents, planners, and urban innovators. The wow factor triggers 

culture-driven urban regeneration, which has a pivotal position in the new urban 
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entrepreneurialism that turns into an urban growth machine154 in relation to hard 

cultural branding.155  

The exchange value through production and consumption aligns with Pratt and 

Huttonôs five dominant accounts of the creative city model, which differs from the 

cultural city model, which can be discussed in terms of Bourdieuôs concepts of 

cultural capital, focusing on effects.156 The first one put the city in the global city 

position through the agglomeration of the creative sector and service providers in 

media, design, construction, organizations, and advertising. The second one is 

holding onto a culture-historic city whose roots lie in the Italian Quattrocento and 

the City Beautiful Movement, prioritizing art, design, and urban development 

synergies. The third is demanding a particular segment of labor that relocates the 

creative class in cities through new settlers, attracted by cultural consumption and 

lifestyle. The fourth is the betterment of ordinary culture through high culture, 

fostering social regeneration and increasing intercultural communication in the 

image of a good, shiny city. The last one takes culture in the industrial policy as a 

stimulant for the refurbishment and regeneration of old industrial areas.157 There is 

also a focus on treating the cultural sector as a primarily economic sector that 

functions in leisure-related and culture-related regeneration by relocating the former 

industrial areas of the city (finding a new use for old buildings and derelict sites), 

and marginalizing cultural and retail spaces, which somehow disregard local cultural 

distinctiveness of the culture-grained urban morphology of cities. 

Bourdieuôs criticism of creativity, which is opposed to cultural sustainability 

principles, is related to the cultural upgrading of any place to increase its quality and 

 

 

154 For further exploration, see the numerous studies on Harvey Molotchôs urban growth machine 
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make it authentic via the construction of homogeneous identities on a spatial basis. 

Through the creativity index (think-plan-act creatively), a cityôs prosperity and 

survival shift from the óSite Effect158,ô which includes the vast majority based on 

cultural, social, and economic capital, to the concept of cultural habitus, moving 

away from the óClub Effect159ô which excludes the vast majority, according to these 

capitals.  

The Site Effect, in fact, can interact more with the Cultural City Model, emphasizing 

the inhabitation of space as a form of spontaneous symbolization of the sociocultural 

environment, the modalities of encounter, and the hybridization between socio-

cultural geography and Bourdieusian sociology, highlighting how spatiality should 

be placed at the heart of social theory.160 This view acknowledges urban spacesô 

evolving beyond physical entities in a more inclusive and dynamic nature of structure 

shaped by diverse cultural and social interactions, spatial practices, and collective 

identities. There is a more decisive cultural and spatial turn toward micro and 

substantial scales (mental/social/physical spaces crystallized by spatial practices) in 

defense of meso, macro, and relational scales while considering the óSite Effectô 

within the cultural sustainability agenda.161 óThrowntogethernessô can be considered 

alongside the Site Effect, which encompasses diverse cultural contexts and values in 

place-based cultural redevelopment. In an ethnocentric manner, there is an effort to 

ensure a good fit between architecture and local cultural groups, deepening reflection 

through modalities of encounter, hybridization, and cultural diversity within the 

hierarchical distribution of infrastructural and geographical contextualization. 

 

 

158 Pierre Bourdieu, ñSite Effects,ò in The Weight of the World: Social Suffering in Contemporary 

Society, ed. Pierre Bourdieu et al., trans. Priscilla Parkhurst Ferguson et al. (Stanford, CA: Stanford 

University Press, 1999), 123ï29. 
159 Pierre Bourdieu, ñSocial Space and the Genesis of Appropriated Physical Space,ò trans. and ed. 

Loïc Wacquant, International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 42, no. 1 (2018): 106ï

14, https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.12534. 
160 Bourdieu, ñSite Effects,ò 125. 
161 Fabrice Ripoll, ñOvercoming the Dualism Between óSociety and Space,ô With and Beyond 

Bourdieu,ò Progress in Human Geography 48, no. 3 (2024): 332ï51, 
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Within this framework, shaped by the Site Effect, throwntogetherness highlights 

how these encountersðwhether spontaneous or imposedðunfold in shared spaces, 

influencing the ways cultural identities and spatial relationships evolve and deepen 

the reflection on the modalities of encounter and hybridization and the role of 

collective memory in shaping spatial practices, tacit knowledge, and vernacular 

engagements.  

Throwntogetherness challenges the narrow focus on the artistic dynamics supported 

by the creative aspect of the city by advocating for a more inclusive perspective in 

urban architecture through: 

1. The cross-cultural variation in where authority lies in design decisions and 

how it impacts the built environment; 

2. The culturally specific forms and values of spatial behavior, including 

personal space, socio-spatial behaviors, crowding, and privacy; 

3. The concept of behavior settings as a critical socio-spatial component; 

4. The meanings embedded in buildings and environments, as well as the 

subsequent role of meaning as a property of architecture; 

5. The cultural properties of buildings as a subset of the cultural properties of 

places, encompassing the associations between behaviors, artifacts, 

structures, and meanings; 

6. The dynamics of architectural traditions within various temporal 

frameworks, including the scales of daily usage, building and settlement life 

cycles, and the cultural influence of decision-making politics.162 

The Club Effect is an articulated exclusion from the Site Effect, which suggests that 

space is shaped by homogeneous groups with specific social or cultural capital, 

creating exclusive urban environments linked to the notion of the Creative City 

 

 

162 The following points have been critically reinterpreted based on Paul Memmott and Cathy Keys, 

ñRedefining Architecture to Accommodate Cultural Difference: Designing for Cultural 

Sustainability,ò Architectural Science Review 58, no. 4 (2015): 278ï89. 
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Model. There is a ñconjuncturalistò approach in this model, articulated from a 

cultural city model, through contingent linking elements, in which arts and culture 

play a role in fostering a vibrant urban environment, contributing to the cityôs 

economic growth, but often leading to gentrification. Bourdieu describes it as a 

selection of spaces that acquire social and symbolic value by favoring individuals 

and objects that differ from the vast majority, while excluding those who do not 

possess the desired attributes.163 This effect illustrates that policies promoting the 

formation of homogenous groups in specific areas can lead to outcomes such as 

segregation and symbolic violence. This concept can be linked to the notion of the 

ócreative city,ô where arts and culture foster a vibrant urban environment, contribute 

to the cityôs economic growth, and often lead to gentrification in land use by 

changing the cityôs user profile. What culture means for the creative city is limited 

to the hands of creatives, and cultural capital/industry culture matters only for urban 

success and competition, and to the partial public as consumers of human resources, 

which excludes symbolic and historical layers of culture. 

The growth machineôs impact on the creative city goes hand in hand with turning 

urban spaces into exoticized versions of themselves, often shaped by short-run and 

flagship cultural projects. This raises concerns regarding cultural sustainability, 

particularly where short-lived interventions and temporary cultural assignmentsð

strategically injected into neighborhoods to position the city globallyðrisk 

overshadowing long-standing local traditions and authentic identities, as exemplified 

by the Elbphilharmonie in HafenCity, Hamburg.164 The creative city model promotes 

innovation and economic growth, often prioritizing image-making over cultural 

continuity through a holistic, creative process to boost the tourist economy, creating 

a fragile, unsustainable urban cultural identity. Such consequences can also lead to 

 

 

163 Club Effect is a source within economics also related to club goods. For more information on the 

topic please see Sacha Kagan and Julia Hahn, ñCreative Cities and (Un)Sustainability: From 

Creative Class to Sustainable Creative Cities,ò Culture and Local Governance 3, no. 1 (2011): 11ï

27. 
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neighborhood deterioration or a loss of residentsô identification with the city when 

the creative class tests cultural heritage in unique and distinctive places as 

laboratories through creative city policies. 

However, assembling cultural and creative cities for the sake of cultureôs agencement 

in a functional whole, as the popularity of their culture or creative-led development 

suggests, cannot always create confrontational relations but heterogeneous tensions 

in broader urban regeneration objectives in the 21st century via The Cultural and 

Creative Cities Monitor (CCCM) developed by the Joint Research Centre - European 

Commission in 2019 collaborated with European Capitals of Culture and UNESCO 

Creative Cities.165 In the CCCM, culture is partially and fully covered, as is the 

identification and collection of relevant and available data on culture at the city level, 

sourced from the cityôs indicators in the trilogy of sub-indices: Cultural Vibrancy, 

Creative Economy, and Enabling Environment. In the cultural and economic 

ecosystem created by CCCM from a place-based perspective, generating socio-

cultural spillovers ðthe first facet, óCultural Vibrancyô ðcaptures more physical 

quantities by measuring the cityôs cultural pulse through venues and facilities in 

cultural infrastructure. The activation of these spaces through participation and 

attraction is critical, as sustaining this cultural pulse is closely related to cultural 

sustainability via a culture-related value chain.166 The óCreative Economyô, in 

connection with the cultural industry and creative sectors, is a transformative force 

for the urban economic fabric, driving job creation, fostering innovative businesses, 

stimulating commercial activities, and fostering an idea-driven culture, which is 

critical to the cityôs economy through intellectual and composite factors. The placing 

of economic development at the center of cultural planning accepts that culture 

 

 

165 Valentina Montalto et al., ñCulture Counts: An Empirical Approach to Measure the Cultural and 

Creative Vitality of European Cities,ò Cities 89 (2019): 170, 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2019.01.014. 
166 Venues and facilities also include sights and landmarks, museums, cinema, concerts and shows, 
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belongs to creativity linked to urbanization and agglomeration of economies. The 

third stimulates cultural engagement for the lively creation of an óEnabling 

Environmentô through various territorial assets that foster tolerance, integration, and 

confidence in others. This helps assess urban capability through institutional quality 

(human capital and education), potential road accessibility, connections with other 

cities, and the efficiency of local and international interconnections supported by 

cultural policies (Figure 2.5).167 The third one occupies an intermediary position 

between culture and the creative city model, effectively enhancing cultural 

infrastructure through local and global connections and both tangible and intangible 

heritage, thereby fostering multifaceted historical and real-time cultural interaction. 

 

Figure 2.5 The trilogy of sub-indices in CCCM168 

Resultantly, following critiques of the unsustainability of the creative city concept, 

efforts to achieve greater sustainability through cultural endeavors in the current 

century have led to the diminishing of the corrosive characteristics of earlier versions 

of creativity, merging cultural and creative elements into a sustainable reimagining 

of the urban cultural collective through infrastructure. 

 

 

167 Silvia Cerisola and Elisa Panzera, ñCultural and Creative Cities and Regional Economic 

Efficiency: Context Conditions as Catalyzers of Cultural Vibrancy and Creative Economy,ò 

Sustainability 13, no. 13 (2021): 7150. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13137150. 
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CHAPTER 3  

3 CONSTRUCTING CULTURAL INFRASTRUCTURE IN THE URBAN   

CONTEXT  

Culture is a driver and enabler, and simultaneously an obstacle, when applied to the 

disciplines of architecture and urban studies. The complexity of culture as a medium 

for collective emancipation, a field of struggle and resistance, a source of multiple 

identities, and, within its politics, a trajectory or system for an infrastructural 

approach in a long-established relationship between the urban and its culture. In the 

contemporary ñinfrastructural moment of city (re)making,ò characterized by the 

urban eraôs large-scale functionality and social relationships, there is a notable 

infrastructural gap, particularly in relation to culture.169 In a superimposed complex 

of relational webs of the city, when we are in a time of the complex cultural exchange 

in the 21st century, infrastructural turn can be associated with cultural turn because 

ñcritical infrastructure is a multidimensional and lived phenomenon as much about 

space, place, ecology, and culture as it is about pipes, scaffolding, wire, and 

concrete.ò170 Culture mediates everyday life, and today it is essential to consider 

culture within the urban infrastructural moment, where it can create its own 

infrastructure within the urban environment. At this moment, the concept of cultural 

infrastructure enters the architectural field, with its spatial embeddedness and 

representation in, and shaping of, urban space, as well as its own fundamental and 

practical network systems across various cities. 

 

 

169 Alison L. Bain and Julie A. Podmore, ñIntroduction: Configuring Urban Cultural Infrastructure,ò 

in The Cultural Infrastructure of Cities, ed. Alison L. Bain and Julie A. Podmore (Agenda 

Publishing, 2023), 15. 
170 Ibid., 15. See also Martin V. Melosi, ñUrban Infrastructure and the Cultural Turn,ò in Concepts 

of Urban-Environmental History, ed. Sebastian Haumann, Martin Knoll, and Detlev Mares 

(Bielefeld: transcript Verlag, 2020), 145ï54. 
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Culture in the infrastructural turn makes sense when cities do their best. Zukin 

explains this turn as a ñhuman-made sense of place and human-sized struggleò with 

scale embedded in and negotiated with the foundational role of the cultural turn to 

the materiality and sociality of urban life and architecture.171 That scale is applicable 

in the accounts of time-space compression, societal acceleration, flexibilization, 

simultaneity, and just-in-time production at the current time.172 

In thinking about the city in the 21st century, cultural infrastructure is increasingly 

part of urban infrastructure through the production and consumption of culture, under 

the planning and regulatory codes, social networks, and multiple sets of visible and 

invisible urban conditions that underline cultural life and shape urban identity. 

Cultural infrastructure can be elaborated alongside other city infrastructures, since 

culture is never entirely finished and is constantly being altered and extended.173 

While cultural production and consumption are visible in different ways across cities, 

there is a need to expand the approaches toward cultural infrastructure.  

Looking at the city through a cultural infrastructural lens is essential when the 

materiality of citiesô infrastructure studies has been dominated by cultural 

construction with new ideas, practices, and alternative discourses that enhance what 

has come before and after.174 Culture uses infrastructure as a mode of intervention in 

cultural reproduction. Both culture and infrastructure are intersectional in their 

complex, incomplete, and ever-changing entities. 

The city is regularly judged by the multiple cultural forms displayed to urbanites by 

the cultural infrastructure that became trendy at the end of the first quarter of the 

2000s, where cultural programming and projections onto the urban surface.175 This 

 

 

171 Sharon Zukin, The Cultures of Cities, vol. 150 (Oxford: Blackwell, 1995), 264. 
172 Monstadt, ñUrban and Infrastructural Rhythms,ò 71. 
173 Alison L. Bain and Julie A. Podmore, The Cultural Infrastructure of Cities (2023). 
174 Melosi, ñUrban Infrastructure,ò145. 
175 Bingham-Hall and Kaasa, ñMaking Cultural Infrastructure,ò 14. See also Ash Amin and Stephen 

Graham, ñThe Ordinary City,ò Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 22, no. 4 (1997): 
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also stemmed from a shift in perceptions of place amid ethnocultural diversity in 

cities, which inevitably linked cultural infrastructure to culture-led urban 

placemaking.176 

Cultural infrastructure has become a defining construct of contemporary cities, 

embedded within their processes of densification, expansion, contraction, and 

sprawl. New thinking and approaches in the 21st century have introduced critical 

dimensions that shape how urban cultural infrastructure is understood and practiced. 

The critical features are summarized in Table 3.1, adapted from Steele and Legacy. 

Table 3.1 21st-century agenda for urban cultural infrastructure: critical features177 

Dimension Characteristics of Urban Cultural Infrastructure  

Embedded Interwoven into existing social, spatial, and institutional systems, cultural 
infrastructures are sunk into broader urban arrangements that shape everyday life. 

Transparent ź Opaque Once established, they appear natural and incontrovertible, simultaneously visible 
in their effects yet invisible in operation. 

Learned Developed and transmitted through cultural, social, and professional communities 
that define and sustain specific norms of practice. 

Linked Connected through conventions, partnerships, and networks that enable the 
circulation of cultural meanings and resources. 

Built On Dependent upon and constrained by pre-existing infrastructural, political, and social 

frameworks, layering new forms upon an established base. 

Temporal ź Permanent Shaped by shifting temporalities and power relations that define what is valued, 
preserved, or allowed to fade. 

Fixed ź Changed Continuously negotiated and adapted through reciprocal adjustments with other 
urban systems, producing modular and incremental transformation. 

 

These all help to resettle the mental map of urban cultural infrastructure on a global 

scale, positioning the city itself as an archive and culture as infrastructure. 

 

 

176 Alison L. Bain and Julie A. Podmore, ñConsuming Culture, Part 3,ò in The Cultural 

Infrastructure of Cities (2023). 
177 Reproduced from Wendy Steele and Crystal Legacy, ñCritical Urban Infrastructure,ò Urban 

Policy and Research 35, no. 1 (2017): 1ï6. 
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3.1 Basis of Cultural Infrastructure  

Cultural Infrastructure is the substructure of the city infrastructure and is recognized 

primarily for its material, organizational, social, economic, and ideological 

components in cultivating the urban in the current agenda. Like highways, sewage 

systems, pipes, public transportation, and energy systems, cultural infrastructure 

manifests as one of the implemented infrastructures constantly reconfigured in the 

built environment. Making infrastructure cultural has made sense in light of cultural 

discourses, the intent of infrastructure, and its influence on societal changes, with 

abstract implications that emerged alongside concrete ones.178 At the same time, 

culture is negotiated through its cycles and value chains through urban political and 

symbolic economies, which are embedded in a competitive spatial development in 

the city.179 

In the past, culture has been widely neglected in the cityôs infrastructure. Still, in a 

competitive, globally built environment, the cultural dimension of urban 

development has received greater attention from a city-planning perspective through 

its distinctive cultural amenities.180 Understanding cultural infrastructure can be 

bound with an instrument of power. It can be treated as a fundamental driver of urban 

growth and socio-cultural welfare development, much like physical infrastructure 

does for cities.181 A diverse range of approaches to the city focuses on multiplexing 

various social, political, and economic rationalities that affect cultural infrastructure 

through multiple socio-spatial circuits and the diverse hybridity of time spaces and 

subjectivities.182 Incorporating these into city planning processes highlights and 

 

 

178 Ibid. 
179 Sharon Zukin, ñWhose Culture? Whose City?ò in The Cultural Geography Reader, ed. Timothy 
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no. 4 (2004): 383ï404. 
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conserves existing cultural assets, including full-time or part-time/single-purpose or 

multipurpose/historical or contemporary/built-for-purpose or adaptively reused 

structures or spaces, which cultural infrastructure thinking sustains for the future.183 

From an architectural standpoint, cultural infrastructure operates as both a spatial 

and institutional assemblage through which culture is materialized, practiced, and 

governed. It therefore entails a set of interrelated practices that: 

ï Adapt a broad anthropological definition of culture that encompasses architecture, 

urban design, learning, leisure and entertainment, the social meaning of space, 

history and heritage, and the creative activity that sustains contemporary cultural 

industries. 

ï Map the cultural dimensions and everyday practices of place in active interaction 

with citizens, revealing how cultural value is produced and negotiated spatially. 

ï Develop a cultural sense of place and identity by embedding collective memory, 

belonging, and symbolic meaning into the urban fabric. 

ï Build strong partnerships for culture by positioning communities as strategic 

agents within cultural planning and governance processes. 

ï Articulate the infrastructural intent behind cultural construction, emphasizing its 

capacity to shape social transformation and civic life. 

ï Assemble the heterogeneous elements of the urban conditionðspatial, 

institutional, social, and affectiveðinto dynamic configurations that link culture, 

infrastructure, and everyday life as part of a continuous urban becoming. 

Architecture is more significant in providing a cultural infrastructure frame in cities 

that premise multiple relationships between citizens and ócultural ecosystems.ô184 
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Cultural infrastructure in cities shows the way that culture is financed, the impact of 

culture on social life as unique to ordinary, the implications for economic life by 

revealing the commercial aspects of cultural provision that affect values, the 

diversity of cultural expression from different districts and the central delivery with 

new technologies that enable choice of time and place and dependent selection of 

cultural participation.185 So, the infrastructure based on culture is ever-changing and 

evolving, with concerns similar to those of infrastructure in urban junctions and 

complex combinations of subjects, objects, and practices in the space. 

3.2 Cultural Infrastructure in the Cultural Ecosystem  

Unlike infrastructure, which often refers to hidden systems, cultural infrastructure 

manifests through cultural conditions in which human action shapes urban everyday 

life.186 Hence, cultural infrastructure is part of a continuum of cultural ecosystems. 

It includes lively infrastructure in its broadest context, which Amin and Thrift 

explain through the culture of the commons and a communal landscape.187 The role 

of culture as infrastructure remains underdefined within the cultural ecosystemðan 

ecosystem that predates the human-driven geographical era but remained latent until 

now.188 Thus, in the Anthropocene, culture is recognized not merely as an effect but 

as a primary cause. 

However, this recognition necessitates a transition to a ópost-Anthropoceneô 

perspective, where the distinction between human causality and ecological dynamics 

begins to dissolve. In this shifting context, infrastructureôs expression as culture 

emerges at any juncture as the structure of contact with ethnographic understanding, 
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evolving into a multidimensional and lived phenomenon that bridges the social and 

the ecological. 

Given that the ósoilô of culture is inherently rich and complex, the óinfrastructural 

turnô accelerates the discovery and addressing of cultural infrastructure across both 

the visible and invisible domains of urban space. When engaged with the city, these 

domains configure cultural infrastructure by establishing a spatial normativity for 

space, place, ecology, and culture. Consequently, addressing cultural infrastructure 

in this manner is empirically grounded in the ñspecificities of place, discipline, or 

venue-based case studiesò on an urban scale.189 

In cultural ecology, cultural infrastructure creates a ócultural fixô on a placeïbased 

study. To generate that fix from space to conditions, drawing on Klaus Kunzmann, 

it operates through six dual intersections in the city. Each establishes a normative 

relationship to maintain and instrumentalize culture within its ecosystem through 

culture-image, culture-identity, culture-economy, culture-creativity, culture-

education, and culture-entertainment (Figure 3.1).190 

 

Figure 3.1 The six dual intersections of culture producing a cultural fix191 

When dealing with the infrastructure of it, culture in the form of urban history and 

architecture, facilities, and events have substantially reflected on the image of cities 

by sharpening it or vice versa. To promote the city, culture is perceived as a 

consumable unit; its associated meanings give the city a certain quality of experience 
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and spatial aspects of culture, reflected in its cultural image, which is strongly tied 

to the progression of city status. The new role of culture, gaining importance at the 

international level, leads cities to construct images through culture-led, experience-

oriented trends in urban branding.192 This outward-oriented strategy toward cultural 

infrastructure also turns the cityôs layout inward, making it a cultural hub that fosters 

a site with high input, awareness, and diverse urban cultural interventions. In turn, 

imageability is affected by the cityôs legibility, whereas other elements compete with 

the organization of its groundwork. The cultural spectrum becomes tangible when 

constituting the image of the city through multiple attempts. This is seen in planning 

perspectives for creating a cultural image in cities, such as: ñdecide to build a new 

cultural institution, seek a strategic spot in the city, organize a large-scale 

architectural competition between the stars of the architectural firmament, and 

ultimately choose the design with the greatest iconic appeal.ò 193 

Through globalization, the cityôs local identity becomes a regional asset, showcasing 

its unique appearance, physical structure, way of life, and urban spirit that make it 

distinctive.194 While the cultural content is at the core of hybridity, cultural 

translation and display converge into a perceptual, recognizable, memorable identity, 

the cityôs differentiation and uniqueness have been created in districts. So, culture 

predominantly develops an urban infrastructural realm that identity takes in the types 

of culture alongside the cityôs physical structures (Figure 3.2). This set off a 

discovery of cultural uniqueness, strengthening identity and alternative development 

paths, in which they depicted the city as a site of diverse cultures.195 
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Figure 3.2 Types of culture that foster urban identity196 

Regarding culture and economy, cultural infrastructure is essential for reintroducing 

culture into city development policies that support the economy and create jobs for 

local and regional economies. Highly sophisticated artisan skills over centuries have 

cooperated with cultural industries, which are accepted as promising future-oriented 

local and economic developments by focusing on centralized cultural 

infrastructures.197  

Cultureôs meeting with creativity plays a crucial role in using cultural infrastructure 

as a platform to explore new ground for the cityôs future, boosting the city through 

creative thinking and action. At a macro level, the cultural economy is shaped by the 

forces of global capital, with international tourism, and by a search for cooperative 

economic advantages. This has also coexisted with an artistic mode of production 

associated with urban development policy and culture that creates ócommonplaceô 

within the cultural infrastructure.198 

 

 

196 Redrawn from Kyu Hong Hwang, ñFinding Urban Identity through Culture-Led Urban 
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In the current century, cultural infrastructure can establish a cultural space to educate 

citizens as a venue for debate, exchange, and reflection.199 Since culture and 

knowledge are highly interrelated, cultural infrastructure can shape cultural 

traditions and opportunities, blending with knowledge industries and events. 

While culture educates through learning from the city through local knowledge 

institutions and industry, it also entertains at the same time, or vice versa. 

Entertainment subsidies with the public sector as a ñplethora of cultural events and 

public spacesò through the culturally mature infrastructure of cities.200  

The six dual intersections of a culture essentially take the form of infrastructure in 

networked terms of cultural ecosystems and a place-based understanding of cultural 

infrastructure that can operate via hard and soft infrastructure. Separating cultural 

infrastructure into hard and soft is inconvenient, since cultureôs existence and 

configuration in a city are as complex and meaningless as we thought, and 

heterogeneous as it shapes through the collision of hard and soft networks of sites 

and gathering places for citizens and people.201 Therefore, óembeddednessô is crucial 

in constituting the hard and soft infrastructure of cultural mix as a platform for 

ñcomplex combinations of objects, spaces, persons, and practices.ò202 However, the 

interplay between hard and soft dimensions is considerable: soft revenue investments 

in people and their urban practices, and complex capital investments in facilities. So, 

various scales of cultural infrastructure juxtapose the placemaking approach through 

cultureôs cycles of creation, production, dissemination, transmission, consumption, 

and participation.   
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3.3 Spatial Approaches to Cultural Infrastructure  

Through spatiality, there is a renewed focus on cultural infrastructure that one can 

(re)consider in the (im)material and (in)visible ways to reveal urban cultureôs 

distinctive ecosystem. Urban culture is broadened across space, forming a network 

that incorporates cultural assets into the city through their assessment, leading to 

cultural control of the city. Mentioning spatialized acts of creation can illustrate the 

infrastructural heterogeneity of contemporary urban cultural configurations and their 

rootedness. This is about city-making, which culture is definitive for cities in the 

urban age, embedded in their ongoing urban-social process. The concept of urban 

cultural infrastructure is emerging as a significant academic trend in the discipline 

of architecture. This trend is driven by value chains and cycles that are spatially 

embedded in juxtaposed ócultural networksô, which differentiate spaces through the 

unique agglomerations of each network. These networks place the spatialization of 

culture at the core of the urban process through interurban dynamics that shape the 

cityôs cultural status, a recurring research problem emphasized throughout this study.  

The decisive cultural turn of the 1980s and early 1990s catalyzed the urban impacts 

of socio-economic restructuring.203 So, there is a cultural organization via 

infrastructure that assembles culture-led urban regeneration, marketing and city re-

imaging, tourism and industries, and community-based cultural planning. Through 

those aspects, infrastructural gaps were realized in the contemporary public 

infrastructural moment of city-making with respect to capacity and service systems 

of ñmaterial, political and cultural conditions upon which human action plays outò, 

and urban everyday life is built on the fundamental driver of urban growth today.204 

The infrastructural network of culture, with its diversity, creates an óentropic systemô 

within the articulation of centralized or decentralized networks in urban districts, 
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becoming a catalyst for a variety of planning actions, associated community 

activities, and a cultural development framework.205 

There is a spatial flow between points and transactions, which makes the cultural 

network an operator interconnected with several city infrastructures (Figure 3.3). So, 

the places are seen as made-up spatial flows and locations whose levels of 

performance and dynamics align with the longest-range networks, from top down to 

bottom up. The cultural position of city networks is linked to local identity, to 

individuals in broader networks, and to interactions between cultural entities from 

different networks within the same place. So, there is a convergence of networks at 

multiple scales and of internal dynamics across the cityôs interconnected places.206 

 

Figure 3.3 Evolving cultural network scheme207 

A co-productive form of spatial organization, driven by infrastructure networks, 

creates topographical proximity. This enables the agglomeration of cultural 

economies within the geographical scale of intraurban space, thereby affecting 

territorial organization and topological proximity while encompassing prior cultural 

encounters and processes. Culturally speaking, the spatiality of them and their 

networks with urbanites share processes bounded by a range of features in cultural 

infrastructure, which differ across scales. The fundamental driver of urban growth 

gathers cultural infrastructure to become an incubator and disseminator of culture in 
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cities, adopting a multi-scale approach comprising three geographical scales in urban 

architecture via a multi-branch structure and indicator categorizations. 

The multi-scalar potential of cultural infrastructure is particularly significant in 

shaping urban form, according to assemblage theory, which holds that culture is an 

apparatus and the city is an assemblage.208 An urban spatial fix determines culturally 

embedded infrastructural objects, locally embedded within multi-scalar jurisdictions 

that govern a wider region and connect citizens to infrastructural provision. Scalar 

categorization and hierarchy in the field of critical urban studies have become a 

concrete framework for research in cultural infrastructural inquiry. This approach 

highlights the changing positionalities within political-economic rescaling processes 

at three major scales in the urban hierarchy. At the ómacro-scale,ô alternate visions 

emerge; at the ómeso-scale,ô change narratives develop; and at the ómicro-scale,ô 

urban catalysts operate. This scale-based categorization diversifies urban cultural 

infrastructure across different urban designs and forms, encompassing public spaces, 

buildings, networks, and associated elements. 

Two nested scalesðmacro and mesoðare critical for analyzing the spatial 

variability of cultural infrastructure, spanning from the urban area to the 

neighborhood level, where its indicators are widely available. In localized planning 

policies, these scales play a significant role in integrated urbanism, where cultural 

regeneration is effectively employed across larger city regions and precincts. These 

scales implement the place-embedded and relational cultural infrastructures into 

governance models of culture as city and self-adaptive scales.209 In that respect, the 

third scale ðthe micro-scale ðis specific to each city, taking a site-specific inquiry 

to foster a critical debate about the role of culture in urban planning and to document 
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the cultural backstage of cities with urgency. It is important to emphasize that each 

of the three scales is tightly connected. 

The scales are hierarchical and top-down, from macro to micro, in cities where 

cultural policymaking invests in hard infrastructure ðsuch as cultural programming 

and flagship events ðand engages with soft infrastructure that fosters human 

interaction. The multi-scale categories are supersets that frame the ingredients of 

infrastructure, as the concentrations of successful incubators and disseminators of 

culture in cities where cultural policymaking invests in infrastructure as hardware 

and in cultural programming and flagship events as software, engaged with human 

interaction. 

Spatial patterning of perceived scales on the self-adapted scales in the city consists 

of bottom-up cultural groundwork, reflected in the density, thickness, and 

complexity of the óphysical thingsô that register culture in the urban context. From 

bottom-up organization at the micro- to meso-scale, there is a dedication to 

architectural scales that are marginalized in tangible features due to the effects of 

ócultural democratizationô and óinstitutionalization.ô210  

Although the three scales differ in their treatment of cultural infrastructure, their 

inherent cultural embeddedness and exchange create complex assemblages of 

multiple spatialities and temporalities.211 

3.3.1 Cultural Infrastructure on the Macro (Alternate Vision) Scale 

Macro scale refers to the whole urban area or significant parts of a city region, in 

terms of infrastructural development and local state governance, guided by decisions 

of metropolitan municipalities through upper instrumental management and 

utilitarian rationality in top-down planning. Cultural infrastructure sees the entire 
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city, especially in the central districts, through the cultural turn in socio-economic 

structuring, for land-use planning and transport, in support of cultural organizations. 

The culture-generating capacity of the city broadened from a monocentric core to a 

polycentric city through urban conjunctions that infuse infrastructural ways of doing 

urban order with multiple cultural activity centers on a macro scale.212 This 

influences the overall architecture of the urban cultural ecosystem, where culture 

intersects and collides with. The initiation of cultural infrastructure stemmed from 

the research problem, ñculture is a phenomenon that mostly óhappensô in urban 

areas,ò which focuses on the centripetal force of the city as a unique environment 

with its own features.213 Since the study focuses on urbanized districts as an urban 

catchment rather than the entire city and its suburban regions, cultural infrastructure 

might lean toward more minor scales than the macro scale of urban planning. This 

is because infrastructure is a much broader concept, and distinguishing between the 

macro and meso scales can be challenging. An alternate vision on a macro-scale, 

incorporating cultural zones, urban axes, and transportation, involves rethinking 

connectivity, inclusivity, sustainability, and the spatial distribution of cultural 

infrastructure to enable broad access to cultural participation, integrated into the 

larger urban fabric and enriching urban life.  

Urban form at scales larger than 1/5000, along with the master, competition, strategic 

development, and implementation plans, opens the potential for an extensive 

centralized system at the macro scale. In this context, cultural infrastructure engages 

at this scale with land-use planning. Correspondingly, in the land use context 

radiating from the core forming ócultural zoningô, óurban axesô determine the city 

fabric and then ómajor transportation systemsô as highway road initiatives, which are 

made of the divisions of formal boundary lines of central districtsô ordinances via 

their unique local character, resources, and community, that cultural production 
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focus districts encompass the different directions of growth. So, at the upper level, 

they are structure-like entities of cultural infrastructure in the upper scale with 

heterogeneous elements of the circuit of culture.  

óCultural zoningô with a polycentric approach, cultural infrastructure integrated with 

urban axes and roads, and cultural corridors with transportation systems ensures 

culture as an integrated everyday experience and realm. Cultural zoning appears as 

a zone of proximal and joint development, with multiple centralizations of 

monocultural zoning as a priority for collective aspirational infrastructures of 

neighborhood cumulations, transit corridors, and distinct linear topographic features 

around building blocks, via cultural interactions integrated with the districtôs 

geographic characteristics and identity. Agglomeration of development zones 

fragments the monolithic rational comprehensive planning paradigm in the 

expansion of multiple cultures in the city into numerous specialisms of growth points 

in urbanized territories, centers, and peripheries, which are both relational in the 

assemblage theory, as their synergies and flows work within zoning. The urban land 

nexus represents a complex assemblage that actively challenges and overturns 

traditional hegemonies of scale within cultural zoning, particularly in development 

centers located in strategically important districts.214 Often distinguished by their 

geopolitical significance within the city, these districts become sites where the 

municipal endeavor engages and celebrates difference, particularity, and localism. 

As a result, cultural zoning in the district boundaries resists uniformity, fostering a 

more diverse and pluralistic approach to urban development and zonal alliances. The 

unique social, cultural, and economic practices in these areas contribute to reshaping 

the power dynamics, with local actors playing a crucial role in influencing the 

trajectory of urban growth. 
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In the dictionary definition, an óaxisô is a straight line determined by the beginning 

and end, and its plural is called axes. In architecture, an axis is a line of orientation 

that indicates characteristics of movement and visual perception along the line 

connecting the beginning to its supporting points. Building on the terminology, in 

urban design, óthe urban axisô is expressed through highly integrated axial lines, 

creating a cohesive structure within cultural zones that forms the cityôs spatial 

backbone. It is a phenomenon discovered in 1963 as a development axis in economic 

and physical space, initially a communication route, then serving solely as a transport 

link between the cityôs development centers.215 However, with more communication 

and economic and energy-based infrastructure established along the route, the axis 

shifted from a single-purpose transport route to a multi-purpose communication 

network, in addition to nodal lines. Then, the axis increased traffic and served as an 

artery that facilitated the agglomeration of cultural economies, shifting from 

communicational to locational and urban uses more and more by the end of the 20th 

century.216 

In the 21st century, we can talk about the development axis within a district or 

regional entity, linking development centers ð either primary or secondary ð on a 

macro scale, proportionally scaled to each development centerôs growth, with a 

linear focus.217 Development centers are mutually dependent due to social, cultural, 

and economic interactions. The urban axis, derived from the development axis, 

differs from geometric and architectural axes and refers to the kind of order that 

controls urban spatial patterns, as in the cityôs dominant route. Axial lines were 

anchored by an attached urban axis core, developing a tightly interconnected 

radiational network between the cityôs central places and nodal points rather than an 

open-ended, sprawling form. As such, development centers of all sizes, through 
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changing horizontal, lateral, and vertical architectures in quantitative and qualitative 

proportions, have a relative distance from one another through linkages that 

primarily set development directions for cities, which in turn affect implementation 

plans or master development plans.218  

There can be fractals or broken routes in the urban axis when other growth poles 

exist in the development centers. Sometimes, to maintain the continuity of the axis, 

imaginary lines emerge from bottom-up approaches as one moves from the micro to 

the macro scale (Figure 3.4). 

 

Figure 3.4 Representation of a development axis as a line development219 

óMajor transportation systemsô, such as railways and intercity connections, play a 

crucial role in urban mobility and have been shaping the sociocultural spaces of 

modern cities. These systems transform urban areas around transit and transfer hubs 

by enabling high levels of population mobility in a spatial network. This physical 

mobility, in turn, drives sociocultural mobility, guiding urban development direction 

in line with master plans. Through regulatory components of the infrastructure, 

transportation systems help enhance new urban centers, acting as gateways for 

human movement and contributing to the organization of urban life. The circulation 

paths towards their transit points activate public transport modes of short distances, 

such as buses, trams, metros, and airport transfer lines, at the meso scale. The 
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accessibility of transportation systems underscores the need for highway initiatives 

and construction as the city extends its road network to support urban cultural 

functions for citizens, visitors, and tourists.220 Hence, service areas as public spaces 

are commercialized and shaped by culture through transit-oriented development, 

borrowing cultural identity and mobility culture, which are influenced by the image 

of the city, which controls the architecture and reflects societyôs beliefs, customs, 

values, and aspirations. There is also a transportation network within major 

transportation systems, which falls under the meso scale category of cultural 

infrastructure, as it ensures intra-district connectivity, with directional movement 

linking development spaces across divisions. 

After cultural zones are established, the axes become priori systems by intersecting 

or traversing the zones. They are more defined through transportation infrastructure, 

allowing us to observe how these spatial linkages consolidate the overall macro-scale 

structure of cultural infrastructure. In this way, integrating cultural zoning, urban 

axes, and transportation networks reveals cultural infrastructure at the macro scale, 

aligning with Amelinaôs conceptualization of cross-border assemblages, which link 

dissimilar elements to each other. Drawing on Deleuze and Guattariôs understanding 

of assemblage as a continuously changing nexus of heterogeneous components, 

Amelina argues that cross-border assemblages connect multiple governance, 

infrastructural, and cultural elements that are not fixed but dynamically reconfigured, 

remaining relationally interdependent across spatial and institutional boundaries.221 

Accordingly, macro scale cultural infrastructure can be conceived as such a 

configuration. This evolving, fragmentary whole bridges institutional, territorial, and 

functional boundaries through dynamic relations among transport systems, urban 

axes, and cultural zones. Within this framework, mobility, identity, and governance 
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converge to produce the relational dynamics of urban cultural space, the 

understanding of which enables a transition from the macro-scale assemblage of 

cultural infrastructure to its meso scale articulations. 

3.3.2 Cultural Infrastructure on the Meso (Change Scalar Narrative) 

Scale 

Meso scale in cultural infrastructure refers primarily to the district level, which is 

sometimes degraded to the neighborhood level as precinct cultural development 

within public infrastructure, housing, transportation network typology, specialized 

specific clusters, and open and green spaces. Also called the precinct scale, localized 

decision-making versus centralized decision-making is a significant issue in future 

planning for regenerative performance, as many sustainability solutions, particularly 

in cultural infrastructure, involve key components at this scale: the organization of 

cultural spaces and networks within urban neighborhoods and districts. There is 

greater planning control and community engagement at this scale, with a land-use 

mix below 1/5000, which enables the design of neighborhoods and districts in greater 

detail to foster an engaged citizenry.222 Cultural politics of scales, as changing scalar 

narratives, have engaged cultural infrastructure that spatiotemporally fit the meso 

scale via cultural capital, which has been territorialized, deterritorialized, and 

reterritorialized.223 On the meso scale, there is a scalar localization in which the local 

scale gains power through provincial authorities, and the hegemonic material of 

culture responds to the flux of glocalization through the cultural policy realm of 

cultural regeneration. Resurgent urban policies reflect glocal efforts by utilizing 

scalar narratives of cultural infrastructure. These policies legitimize time-space 
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compression within the spatial configurations of ócultural clusters,ô cultural 

quarters,ô and ócultural districts,ô where the emergence of heterogeneity helps bind 

cultural chains together, forming cohesive spatial assemblages across divergent 

districts. 

3.3.2.1 Cultural Clusters 

Starting in the 1980s, an alternative source of urban cultural development ð cultural 

clusters ð has been increasingly considered. In cities, cultural sites are consciously 

cultivated, often process-oriented, and are called clusters or milieus as instruments 

in the urban planning toolbox.224 In cultural clustering strategies, architectural 

projects mix cultural functions and activities ð from production to consumption, 

presentation, and exhibition ð and are grouped into various spatial formations that 

prompt planning authorities to strengthen cultural competencies. Cultural clusters 

can be restricted to a single building complex or extend to entire quarters or networks 

of locations.225 Therefore, the term cultural cluster alters the vision on the upper 

scale, showing that development, regeneration, and clustering are strategically 

associated with new urban cultural scenarios. 

Cultural clusters are bureaucratic organizations that govern the relationships between 

cultural administrations and the patterns of interaction between the public and private 

sectors in a system of cultural policy. Culture occupies central places as a 

bureaucratic organization in a governing framework of interaction and regulations 

between institutions, cultural administrations, and cultural policy, which are 

predominated by different types of cultural clusters in formal relationships. Those 
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are creating community dynamics based on a shared sense of belonging, cultural ties, 

and informal relationships. 

Cultural clustering strategically differs from artistic and cultural activities, 

incorporating various leisure and entertainment elements in cultural retail spaces. 

While some places come to the forefront of urban plannersô drawing boards to seek 

ways and alternatives to strengthen the local creative-cultural economy by 

revitalizing urban quarters or areas left over after planning, those cultural producers 

turn into alternative cultural sites. This can result from efforts to strengthen cultural 

and leisure market positions against more competitive ones, as ideas emerge in the 

minds of cultural managers.226 So that there is a distinct turn in urban cultural 

policymaking while organizing the urban cultural field. This creates a market-

oriented association in the cultural production of consumption, grounded in a shared 

common interest. 

There are cultural clusters of different scales, which puts some of them in the 

privileged position that such growth clusters occupy in policy and investment 

programs, and cities use such clusters as images and brands in city promotion, which 

alternate visions towards cultural infrastructure. They are both dependent and 

independent, divergent, aspirational, emergent, determined-undetermined, and 

mature-immature in their evolutionary stage, building a community dynamic that 

fosters a sense of belonging.227 

Thinking about cultural clustering in the urban cultural scenario considers first the 

generation of cultural values, second, socio-economic dynamics in which culture 

occupies a central place in the city, and third, the emergence of new forms of 

organization. Cultural clusters reorient spatial formations as a priori cultural 
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infrastructure in a transformative alliance with complex culture-centered urban 

interests and driven indicators. 

In the 21st century, cultural clusters are becoming a prominent trend in urban/cultural 

development, with a great variety of spatial and organizational forms that create 

different contexts and development pathways within infrastructural dynamics, 

offering opportunities for better-informed models of urban governance. 

3.3.2.2 Cultural Quarters  

On a meso scale, cultural infrastructureôs intervention in ócultural quartersô has been 

identified with the juxtaposition of cultural facilities, going beyond traditional land 

use planning, which is a larger strategy for cultural and economic development in 

urban architecture that is also on the agenda of designating a creative city besides 

culture-led planning. Cultural quarters are becoming an urban placemaking device 

promoted by city authorities, part of an urban policy response to the agglomeration 

of economic forces interested in customization, just-in-time production, 

spatialization, and the flexible specialization of urban culture in the new economy.228 

There is an aim to create urban cultural fit through cultural quarters in their diversity, 

which was initially proposed in the UK in 1987, within the traces of culturally-led 

urban development as a concept in urban planning in the late 1980s and the beginning 

of the 1990s.229 In urban environments, cultural quarters are active and discernible 

public realms that offer built-in cultural adaptability through distinct characteristics 

(central/peripheral, more/less gentrified, more inclusive/segmented, and 

diverse/coherent in their territorial systems). The manifestation of cultural quarters, 

as an infrastructure-led urban regeneration strategy, often operates under the guise 

of promoting local identity and non-profit cultural practices; however, it 
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simultaneously facilitates consumption-oriented development and paves the way for 

gentrification processes in the urban fabric. 

Three sets of elements can be identified in this study to understand the essential 

characteristics of cultural quarters: an assemblage of activity, built form, and 

meaning (Table 3.2), which together contribute to the creation of place 

characteristics, drawing on Canterôs Metaphor for Place in 1977,230 adapted by 

Montgomery to establish cultural quarters. 

Table 3.2 Establishing cultural quarters according to three sets of elements adapted 

to a cultural infrastructural context231 

 

Additionally, the extent of variation in primary and secondary land uses, patterns of 

daily activities, small-scale investments, the degree of innovation and confidence in 

architecture with the variety of building types, styles, and designs, and also active 

street frontages and life can be accepted as an advancement in established cultural 

quarters.232 Essentially, there is an axiomatic relation between cultural activity and 

cultural quarters: cultural activity is a prerequisite in such quarters, and cultural 

production (making objects, goods, products, and providing culture-oriented 

services) and cultural consumption by local users, citizens, tourists, etc. There is a 

setting out to develop a network of such venues that planted culturally strategic 
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Activity  

 

-diversity primary and secondary 
land uses for culture 

-variety of cultural venues and 
events 

-presence of cultural event economy 

-access to cultural promoters 

economic, cultural, social 

 

 
Built Form 

 

-permeability of cultural 
infrastructure 

-amount and quality of public spaces 

-fine-grain urban cultural 
morphology 

-active frontages 

Relationship-buildings and spaces 

 
Meaning 

 

-cultural style, identity and imagery 

-progress 

-signal meaning and identity 

-cultural knowledgeability 

-important gathering and meeting 
space in the city 

sense of place, history and culture 
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elements, which means combining non-local markets via technology with the 

integration of óurban lifestylesô in particular urban locations.ò233  

Activity -wise, cultural quarters can offer a variety of cultural venues, host events, 

and festivals that promote cultural progress, provide workspaces for cultural 

producers, support small firms and workspaces in the cultural sectors for economic 

development, encourage the growth of community development agencies, and cater 

to both daytime and evening uses.234 According to Montgomery, a strong evening 

economy also blurs the line between day and night, with the appeal of formal cultural 

activities and less formal pursuits.235 There is a balance and mixture of activities 

between the day and in the evenings. This has created successful cultural economies, 

leading to cultural industries becoming quintessential knowledge-age industries. 

There is a significant cultural turnover through those who make popular cultural 

trade, icons building up ña productionï distributionïconsumption value chain.ò236 

This is supported by the presence of creativity, which is underpinned by technology 

and the specialized infrastructure of culture. 

The built form offers a ógood fitô in the appropriate built environment, with the 

cultural activity, as Lynch claims, which is self-sustaining.237 To achieve a successful 

urban place, buildings, spaces, and networks must be an integral totality within the 

townscape, creating a neutral cultural territory where every citizen has the right to 

gather. The built form in cultural quarters brings along fine-grain urban morphology, 

a diverse range of culturally purposed building stock, cultural permeability, active 

streets and public spaces with varying qualities and intensities, and attractors that 

stimulate the cultural landscape. 
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Meaning becomes an extension of cultural quarters, representing the imageability of 

the urban environment, making cultural districts recognizable and coherent elements 

related to the cityôs legibility and knowledgeability of history and progress. So, locals 

can create an image of the city through their perceptual filters and direct experience, 

reflecting their sense of the cityôs progress.238 Meaning-wise, cultural quarters 

establish a distinct cultural area identity, evoke area imagery via design style, 

enhance urban knowledgeability, incorporate cultural-environmental signifiers, and 

valorize the spatial-cum-cultural urban field. 

Three sets of elements in the urban cultural quarters can be maintained as flexible, 

highly adaptive, or considerably adaptive, with new ways of thinking, ideas, and 

work currently emerging. If they fail to do so, they might either dissolve entirely and 

gradually or be preserved as citizen-funded venues/facilities or as a 

signature/landmark of the former culture as heritage. It is essential to consider that, 

as with the multifaceted nature of culture, cultural quartersðwhether existing or yet 

to be conceivedðcharacterize each place by identifying what is unique to it. In 

certain instances, they also establish networks across different quarters to explore 

whether lessons can be learned and applied to other emerging or nascent quarters, or 

whether they may be subject to regeneration when they lose their sense of belonging 

within the triad of activity, built form, and meaning. However, increasing interaction 

between cultural professionals, public authorities, and local communitiesðthrough 

more comprehensive strategies for urban cultural development that prioritize the 

preservation of vibrant, living culture in line with cultural sustainability principlesð

encourages the successful development of cultural quarters and supports the growth 

of mixed-use urban areas. 
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3.3.2.3 Cultural Districts  

A cultural district is a location within a city where cultural infrastructure meets with 

the highest concentration of services, activities, and networks revalorized for 

informal and formal spatialization of culture. The location of cultural districts in 

cities is more geographically, formally, and labeled than that of cultural clusters and 

quarters, due to their extensive administrative control.239 There is embeddedness and 

concentration to establish a óstrong quality of place,ô which creates an attraction with 

economic revitalization, which is also adhered to and mixed with cultural quarters in 

Britain or Europe when they are informally emergent from their spatialization to 

recommodification.240 There are generally top-down strategies to revitalize the 

declining districts of the cities where cultural and artistic infrastructures, services, 

networks, and activities are concentrated through human co-presence. They are 

underpinned by network-based potential, which means their agency in the urban 

development process is in the interaction between productive cultural power and 

social-material infrastructure. So cultural districts are formed in ñwell-recognized, 

labeled, mixed-use areas of the city in which a high concentration of cultural 

facilities serves as the anchor of attraction.ò241 Because of that, cultural districts 

attract the attention of cultural producers, artists and artisans, the consumers of 

culture, the general public, and tourists using an urban economic development tool 

in a mix of land uses which create their own cultural ecosystems in a living network 

of complex assemblages of commercial, residential, office, educational, recreational, 

and governmental institutions. 
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In more detail, cultural compounds have remodeled themselves in districts through 

various focuses: primary institutional focus (cultural, convention, science and 

exposition centers, libraries, museums, cultural facilities), arts and entertainment 

focus (theaters, galleries), cultural production focus (studio spaces, media production 

centers, schools and colleges, presentation spaces), historical focus (historic sites, 

old foundry structures, city halls, transportation structures), and natural amenities 

focus (parks and waterfronts). Furthermore, these cultural focuses reflect the 

diversity of urban life, with each district developing a unique cultural identity that 

resonates with both local cultural developments. 

According to cultural economist Walter Santagata, there are four main types of 

cultural districts.242 The first one is industrial and cultural districts that bring 

technical, entrepreneurial workmanship and professionals to create a cultural 

production center in the district. The second is the institutional cultural district, 

which monopolizes the area of cultural production within a single organization, and 

the third is the museum cultural district, which exhibits and represents collective 

memory on a museum campus. This is part of collective political action and urban 

cohesion, fostering greater participation and a procedural model of governance 

aimed at establishing a shared vision among the many contested interpretations of 

urban culture.243 The last one is more common: a metropolitan cultural district 

consists of a spatial agglomeration of buildings dedicated to housing, services, and 

facilities that produce culture and related goods. These have emerged from urban 

policymakers in cooperation with private developers, either as the product of a short 

period or as more slowly evolving districts that involve a longer decision-making 

process.244 Even though there are distinctions in the districts, all of them are created 
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for producers or consumers of culture. Designed ones for producers generally require 

longer development time and long-term commitments; for consumers, the idea is to 

generate revenue from the outset. It can be said that cultural districts are ñinherently, 

irreducibly hybrid, contingent and negotiated agonistically across time.ò245 

According to Lloyd, cultural districts are characterized by small-scale cultural 

elements and attractions of street-level culture, which are aligned with neo-bohemian 

streetscape and public space permeability, street-front activity, legible layout, people 

attractors, and local and visitor familiarity through the mediation of spatial intra-

relations with other districts.246 This is sometimes identified with the cultural logic 

of post-Fordism, which holds that by shedding mass production, a new type of 

cultural consumption has emerged.247 In this regard, postmodernism is the cultural 

accomplice of post-Fordism in architecture. But this union sometimes results in 

óDisneyficationô in urban downtowns, which are homogenized by consumption, the 

labor force, and merchandising, providing a tourist attraction and a friendly 

atmosphere that undermines the authenticity of the local areaôs cultural 

infrastructure.248 There is also a problem of gentrification driven by economic 

benefits from the cultural district, which is often centered in downtown areas, leaving 

poorer populations unable to benefit.249 

The cultural district is consolidated with a óconsortium of organizationsô that 

cooperate to form a more comprehensive cultural sector and cultural planning policy 

to break the districtôs convention from a geographic space to a cultural space to create 

a more significant cultural identity in a given city. A cultural district can take many 

forms and engage in many activities by generating cultural capital for cultural 
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producers and consumers. Within the district area, cultural applications follow the 

range and size of cultural businesses and venues, the built form and morphology of 

the district, building stocks, streetscapes, accessibility of public spaces, and 

attractors and activities of street fronts and meanings of historical and place-

identities.250 In some cases, cultural districts become catalysts for citywide 

revitalization, inspiring perpetual growth within the district and across the entire 

zone.251 

So, it can be said that cultural districts constitute ócultural habitusô to revalorize old 

or existing buildings within hubs, nodes, and workplaces for cultural-creative 

production, thereby mobilizing other urban networks. Therefore, it creates 

contemporary relevance as part of infrastructure through the long-term sustainability 

of a governance model, opening new possibilities and reanimating urban cultural 

spaces. The technical layers and diverse forms of cultural districts, along with 

multiple spatialities and temporalities, operated within a cultural momentum to build 

urban architectural networks as districts set goals. They shared common norms under 

the governance of the ruling municipality in the contemporary age. Should these 

operations fail to align, the process may become non-operational and subject to 

cultural planning challenges and urban transformation. 

At the bottom of the meso-scale categories, cultural neighborhoods ð specific points 

within the change scalar narrative of cultural infrastructure ð come to the agenda as 

a subcategory encompassing quarters, clusters, and districts. However, unlike 

higher-level categories, they are rarely mentioned in cultural studies and planning 

disciplines, despite being a primary subject in housing research. In parallel, culture 

is often ignored when identifying social development underlying neighborhood 

effects, which has regulatory orientations and order.252 Heterogeneous cultural 
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development emerges from differences in neighborhood income levels, leading to 

breakdowns in the normative consensus of urban culture due to new settlements and 

relocations from other districts. Human action, especially among the youth 

population (or the co-presence of strangers and outsiders in the city), changes the 

neighborhoodôs cultural repertoire. Culture is a toolkit that orients spatial and social 

behavior in a fragmented culture, in which they are exposed to a settled culture. 

Relational cultural infrastructures can emerge due to the knowledge and innovation 

of societies in the plurality of socio-material places within housing units, changing 

the óculture of the commonsô and the óarchitecture of the commons.ô There is always 

a risk of uncertainty in redefining the edges of the dominant culture in the city 

through cultural avant-garde institutionalization and cultural market 

commodification, which can be effective in shaping the neighborhoodôs counter-

cultural identity in the contemporary age. 

3.3.3 Cultural Infrastructure on the Micro (Urban Catalyst/Self -

adaptive) Scale 

The micro scale cultural infrastructure in cities concerns on-site relations via 

granular architectural elements that affect the urban form through bottom-up 

planning of individual plots, a cultural planning approach that has dominated 

concerns for citizenship development through constitutive approaches. Sometimes, 

micro-scales exhibit self-adaptive behavior through possible actions as urban agents 

in a particular area. It is the local optimum scale for functionalizing infrastructure as 

a cultural hub, with interrelationships among buildings, public spaces, spatial, and 

cultural indicator variables through neighboring configurations.253 At the same time, 

the micro-scale is a diachronic investigation of cultural infrastructure, where urban 
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architecture becomes a catalytic agent through place-based interventions and 

catalyzes movement within the cityôs cultural network, revealing heterogeneity 

masked by mesoscale cultural infrastructure. But when the scale goes from macro to 

micro, the more micro it gets, the more misleading or problematic the forces of 

culture become, as their compactness tends toward local containment. So, such a 

scale is related to urban form, concerned with a finer level of granularity in a 

piecemeal plan for small-scale, culture-specific, institutionally and locally defined 

meanings of infrastructure.   

Micro scalar notions can be qualified with the density, thickness, and complexity of 

the óphysical thingsô that register culture in the urban context. In the accumulated 

field of urban culture, there is a cultural responsibility from bottom-up cultural 

infrastructure through óculturescapeô. This brings specific kinds of architectural 

pieces into cultural souvenir shops, institutionalizing the never-ending problematic 

construction of culture, which has led to strict urban regeneration schemes and 

significant investments intended to enhance a cityôs overall image. Culture-specific 

institutionalized and localized meanings and expectations for urbanity are 

represented by signifiers for the various urban cultures of and within cities in 

particular, and more prominently with the toponym of culture as a carrier. 

When bringing the role of culture to an adapted scale, the end catalyzer products are 

articulated through public spaces to reformat the cityôs image through catalytic 

reactions that are substantial for change and urgent in the integration of urban fabric. 

An urban catalyst scale is strategic and identifiable, with the power to modify other 

architectures/landscapes around it. At most attractions, the central theme of 

accessibility to culture is manifested in culturally built architectural prototypes as 

agents of cultural dissemination through local municipal bonds. The categories of 

this scale are inescapably positioned and interminably deployed as keystones of 
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mesoscale urban strategies, anchored as the adopted cultureôs protagonist role.254 

Culture is circulated within domain-specific assemblages, where institutional logic 

generates either an urban dilemma for alternative projects or determinate 

culturescapes for sustainability as part of urban design strategy. This process is 

grounded in strong normativity and a resilient architectural signification legacy that 

draws on both historicity and contemporary relationality. Consequently, 

culturescapes trigger site-specific self-culturalizations through the structural 

contingencies, which focus on the urban commons. 

The term óculturescapeô better conceptualizes the cultural infrastructure at the micro-

scale when óthe urbanô is treated as a densely experienced cultural ground in this 

thesis, which articulates prevalent themes of spatial practices. The culturescapes of 

cities can be categorized into various types of micro-scale cultural infrastructure. The 

first is ócore cultural spacesô, which integrate nodes and catalyst projects into the 

everyday lives of citizens. The second is ócultural flagshipsô, featuring dynamic, 

innovative architecture that serves as strategic hubs for cultural regeneration and 

public investment, driving global economic growth and enhancing the cityôs image. 

Finally, óundefined cultural spacesô emerge as areas of cultural conflict, reflecting 

the fluid and contested nature of urban culture. 

3.3.3.1 Core Cultural Spaces 

Core cultural spaces are directly embedded in citizensô routines and rhythms, making 

culture an intrinsic part of daily life rather than an occasional event. Core cultural 

spaces serve as the backbone of urban cultural life, uniting cultural nodes and urban 

cultural catalyst projects to create vibrant areas across diverse districts, enriching 

citizensô daily experiencesðwhether within the historical urban fabric or in the 
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peripheries surrounding central city cores. A valuable systems approach, which acts 

as a regenerative layer, is also inherent in the cultural planning and sustainability of 

core cultural spaces, ensuring their adaptation and evolution to meet the dynamic 

needs of urban life. 

óCultural nodes,ô in the first category, play a pivotal role in catalyzing change by 

reshaping the cultural infrastructural network from the bottom up rather than relying 

solely on top-down strategic planning, emphasizing a citizen-centered approach and 

a potential urban space. Cultural nodes are the more comprehensive and promising 

tectonic cultural infrastructure at a micro-scale that define the cultural character 

through unique cultural identities, offering landmarks that increase the cityôs 

visibility as a cultural panorama and exalt the experience and behavior of residents 

and visitors.255 A cultural node refers to a culture-spatial dialectic occurring within 

cultural infrastructural sites where specific webs of meanings and practices are 

employed to foster a shared sense of culture, aligning with the fragmented and 

heterogeneous nature of spatial hegemony. Cultural nodes serve as anchors of 

attraction by incorporating labeled, well-recognized, and centripetal concentrations 

of cultural facilities. Across a fabricated urban culture where conflicts arise from the 

site selection between city branding and the reinforcement of homogeneous culture, 

a cultural plotting of space through the often-encoded forms of things establishes a 

connection point.256 Hence, place-making within a constitutive centrality reflects the 

discursive practices of urban culture, defined by the scale, identity, and strategic 

location of the node. 

The nodal formation of culture becomes a control and reference point, an 

intersection, and a reinforcement between urban culture and the city as a cultural 

core, and expectations of urbanity are represented by signifiers of the various urban 

 

 

255 Dimitris Kalergis, ñThe Role of Architecture in Culture-Led Urban Regeneration Strategies,ò in 

Regional and Urban Regeneration in European Peripheries: What Role for Culture? (2008), 21ï34. 
256 Graeme Evans, "Hard-branding the Cultural CityðFrom Prado to Prada," International Journal 

of Urban and Regional Research 27, no. 2 (2003): 417ï40. 



 

 

117 

cultures of and within cities, particularly through the toponym of culture as a carrier. 

As such, typologically, the core/center structure, as the essential hegemonic and 

representational space of culture, has resulted in the centralization and consolidation 

of cultural authority, guidance, and influence within urban contexts.257 

The revival process-oriented organization of nodes is applied in districts, clusters, 

and quarters as containers for various urban elements, activities, and movements, 

leading to micro-scale cultural conjunctions and cultural infrastructural projects. The 

concentration of the node becomes the ñfocus and epitome of the district,ò whose 

influence radiates as a symbol.258 Lynch offers the nodes called cores, which are 

ñtypically the intensive focus of districts and their polarizing center.ò259 Nodal 

formations create the framework for spaces with cultural significance, which is 

added as a cultural-functional layer on top, dependent on the physical and 

phenomenological structure of the space. Nodes coexist in interactional processes 

between place-bound and network-bound and are subject to the transformative forces 

of complexity. Additionally, cultural nodes can be influenced by other nodes and 

active forces in that network.260  

Nodes can correspond to Rapoportôs identification of a cultural core, which is more 

central and concentrated in terms of functions and cultural life relative to the groups. 

Their identity and survival depend on a distinct group, and embedded cultural 

peripheries can change more quickly and more eagerly within their boundaries.261 In 

that emergence, architecture is struggling to internalize culture by positioning itself 
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at the center of a complex interplay of metaphorical expressions and the material 

realities of space, generating depth through cultural interactions with citizens.   

Nodes are often perceived as iconic cultural spots, devoid of context, as fields of 

struggle over hegemony, resistance, and oppositional identities related to the more 

fundamental politics of culture. Since the post-Marxist tendency reduces politics and 

economics to ideological struggles, resulting in an expansive definition of culture 

that puts it at its heart and makes everything cultural, cities end up with an over-

culturalist, ultimate modelða set of discursive practices within the idealist 

discursive space.262 By referring to cultural production in the urban context, it is 

possible to locate and formulate objections that dominate practices through often-

encoded forms. As such, cultureôs role in promoting architectural identity is 

diminished, as all cultural elements are consolidated into a synthetic product and 

facility within cultural venues. These venues aim to house original, appropriate, or 

articulated functions while maintaining the authenticity of original programs within 

the potential urban space. Concentrating culture in the node of urban architecture, 

argued by Baudrillard as ñagglutination of culture as an automatic agglomeration of 

masses,ò thus stated under the ambiguity, which results from the production of space 

through a ñsimulation and hyperreal versionò of culture.263  

Correspondingly, under this problematic condition of cultureôs place-making in 

architecture, several prominent examplesðcollectively referred to as ócultural 

centersôðsuch as cultural and convention centers, culture and congress centers, 

cultural and community or civic centers, and culture and art centers, function as 

nodal points of cultural concentration, characterized by dominant features and the 

denotation of culture. As archetypal focal points, cultural centers are considered 

urban cultural contact nodes, serving as commonly encountered public spaces 
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integral to everyday urban life.
264 But such cultural centers are ñsignificant 

institutional spaces within cities that have been developed under the hegemonic 

power of culture, and that become maneuverable under legal administrative control 

and supervision.ò265 Whereas their building programs and types sometimes cannot 

be specifically identified, multi-purpose halls, foyer areas, conference rooms, art 

galleries, workshop areas, libraries, and ateliers cause the ñapprenticeship of the 

masses to the spectacle of cultureò as a converter.266 In the contemporary era, they 

are obliged to nurture local culture while facilitating interaction between municipal 

and institutional entities. Such efforts underscore the prominence of a specific 

interpretation of culture as contemporary, a spatial character exemplified through 

various representative case studies in urban cores. 

Since urban culture seeks to coexist in the centrality of experience, it needs to bypass 

the definitional contest and emphasize diverse strands of cultural emergence as urban 

nodal generators become problematic in the discourse between cultural production 

and consumption. That is, culture becomes a question between those two. To respond 

to the cityôs functional, economic, and cultural realities and demands within the 

production and consumption cycle framework, architecture has taken on another 

responsibility: to defend the historicity, authenticity, and sustainability of culture. 

The polyvalency and total visibility create a hyperreal version of a homogeneous 

space-time of society, in a layer that stratifies and laminates the space by representing 

the cultural past and present simultaneously.267 The ambiguity and discursive 

complexity in such spatial formations as an apparatus of culture are caused by the 

endeavor to contain all memories, beliefs, and archetypes, and creating meaning in 
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the architectural space is supposed to circulate and encompass all the objects of the 

city and their arrangement in space by mimicking the urban culture as a cultural 

display.268 Hence, order versus chaos becomes incompatible when an assortment of 

schemata and images of culture compete and clash within the urban system. 

Cultural nodes have been established with a mission to nurture local culture, share it 

with the global community, or facilitate political interactions. Usually, such projects 

tend to institutionalize, revealing, explicitly or implicitly, the cityôs historical and 

cultural connections in a physical space that may be unfamiliar or antithetical to 

societyôs culture, disproportionately serving a spatiality at present. In that 

representation, which may be large or small, it is assumed that they have a specific, 

visible character due to the many decisions made in the operation of the choice model 

(e.g., whether a node is converted from its historic district). So, by reflecting the 

prominence of a particular definition of culture as contemporary, this spatial 

character has broadened beyond the term; on the other hand, the meanings of culture 

are made relatively narrow in the general perspective of culture in contemporary 

cases.  

The second category of core cultural spaces comprises óurban cultural catalystsô that 

stimulate cultural development in their immediate surroundings by encouraging 

pedestrian movement in widely publicized areas. Centerpieces of the local 

redevelopment of the micro-scale section consist of urban streets, paths, squares, 

alleys, parks, greens, and living rooms, which have multiplier anchors to the 

generators of culturescapes. 

Urban streets, paths, squares, and alleys are potential cultural indicators, primarily 

located in residential areas, along businesses, or in mixed-use buildings, serving 

numerous activities (transportation, commerce, socialization). Urban culture has 
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visible components, including how citizens get from one place to another by driving 

on streets, walking along sidewalks, and accessing existing structures.269 On the 

streets, culture can be understood at different levels and through various approaches, 

including the geospatial, discursive, and economic, in which informal rules govern 

interpersonal and public behavior. Culture can emanate from street names, explicitly 

turning it into an urban street culture through multiple crossings of built things side 

by side. So, values, dispositions, practices, and styles are associated with particular 

sections of daily life and routines.270 Elements of popular culture, a source of cultural 

commodities which are ñbought, sold, listened to, viewed, etc. (e.g., music, food, 

dance, literature, etc.)ò with the themes of the street and squares.271 So there are 

visual and sensory backdrops and messages that sell products and merchandise that 

many citizens consume. Hence, their collectivity and functionality are essential in 

the proliferation of urban lifestyles, urban collective culture, and civic affirmation. 

Other full-time public leisure destinations are urban green and public parks that 

elevate the cityôs quality of life. This is the role of cultural infrastructure: providing 

leisure activities and educating citizens. To do that, there are symbolic ways of 

communicating cultural meaning that can lead to cultural diversity. There is 

maintenance of cultural sustainability, fostered by the intimate relationship with 

local people, including their history, values, cultural representation, and patterns of 

use, which makes the cultural property of the park matter.272 Parks serve recreation, 

educational, and social programs for the multicultural and class population; that 

number of urban programs that have used community participation and 

empowerment strategies are running local cultural resources through cultural 

organizations of all types (inclusion of a broad spectrum of community members: 
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civic and social groups, educators and students, artists, community leaders, public 

agencies, etc.).273 

The urban living room is a new term self-adapted by some people engaged in or 

enmeshed with domestic spaces, reflecting their relationships with such spaces 

through the urban fabric or layout that offers human relations and bonds, or blurs the 

boundary between human/nonhuman worlds. ñCultural thingsò flow around the 

urban fabric to the urban living ground of the city in a multiplicity of ñmundane and 

imaginative ways.ò274 Culture dissolves more intimately when urban geography 

transforms into inviting, exotic, and eccentric alternatives that are woven into 

urbanitesô daily lives between the intimacies of home and the formalities of the 

workforce. 

3.3.3.2 Cultural Flagships 

In the last twenty years, urban governance has been reoriented towards an 

institutional and managerial approach, which has opened the way for entrepreneurial 

action in bottom-up cultural infrastructures, especially the building of extensive 

cultural facilities in historical/ central districts. This approach received attention in 

European cities and spread to other countries as an experimental, politically charged 

work designed to attract large audiences.275 As an associated and extravagant 

infrastructural category alongside cultural nodes, culture-led regeneration projects, 

so-called cultural flagship projects, place a stronger emphasis on economic growth 

and internationalization, elevating the cultural production of architecture to the 

global, national, and local scales, often manifesting as iconic or signature 
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architectural works to upgrade the image and brand of the city.276 The main idea is 

that cultural planning strategies evolve from rigid frameworks into more adaptive, 

tactical, and future-oriented processes that integrate target groups and potential users 

into newly created reverberated spaces when considering flagship projects. Culture-

led urban regeneration projects are conscious manipulations of culture legitimized 

by the political elite and institutional power by excluding other spatial formations 

from the production of striking, dynamic cultural-innovation architectures, in which 

municipalities reorient resources toward innovation-oriented, experimental products 

of urban architecture. This approach highlights the transformative interplay of power 

relations and architectural innovation in reshaping urban spaces in certain forms of 

municipal action and fostering cultural change through ófast-urban policy.ô277 

According to Harvey, the city has been portrayed as a creative, exciting place to visit 

and consume, an image that necessitates improving its competitive position. To be 

more specific, he argues that: ñGentrification, cultural innovation, and physical 

upgrading of the urban environment (including the turn to post-modernist styles of 

architecture and urban design), consumer attractions (sports stadia, convention, and 

shopping centers, marinas, exotic eating places) and entertainment (the organization 

of urban spectacles on a temporary or permanent basis) have become much more 

prominent facets of strategies for urban regeneration.ò278 So, there is a competitive 

edge in the spatial division of consumption that creates arguments for fostering 

cultural gentrification in the flow of the cityôs popular history. Also, the flagship 

developments, former brownfield sites in inner cities, located within deteriorating 

residential neighborhoods, both physically and socially, have high development 
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potential and accessibility, where cultural identity is being reforged in a melting pot, 

in the authenticity or falsification of cultural memory in placemaking. This 

falsification issue was criticized at the beginning of the 21st century by the scholars 

Evans and Miles, who argued that they do not often generate new openings of arts 

and cultural activity; when they do, they harm local cultural production because 

consumption is more than that.279 

Building on that, iconic cultural hubs, creative campuses, landmarks, museum 

projects, and cultural diplomacy initiativesðwhether in architectural workmanship, 

management, institutionalized practices, or religious figuresðcan also be 

acknowledged as contributing to the public good by attracting large audiences, often 

through event-based programming that reflects their local contexts and situational 

dynamics, and occasionally by providing space for experimental or politically 

charged forms of cultural expression.  

Generally, óMuseumsquartersô in the urban cores of many cities become open-ended 

sites of urban regeneration through urban culture and its discursive framing of self-

transformation.280 Museumquarter of Vienna and Museum Island Berlin have 

characteristics of plural urban contexts that have self-reflective discourses on the 

transformation of urban culture. As flagship projects of culture, the discursive 

struggles contributed to the role of urban cultural politics through the meanings of 

Europeanization and even globalization.281 There is also a struggle to protect the 

long-established institutional consensus for redefining the collective spatial vision of 

the future in response to contemporary restructuring challenges and practices in 

cultural infrastructure. 
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The other controversial examples are the Beaubourg EffectðCentre Pompidou in 

Paris ð and the Bilbao EffectðGuggenheim Museum Bilbao in Spain, which are 

catalyst projects for tourist magnets and image-making (city marketing) devices to 

promote economic growth and stimulate cultural demand and activity. There can be 

a misleading causal relationship between urban flagships and the economic upturn 

of a city, as they are often showcased as examples of how singular arts and cultural 

developments have led to the bombastic proliferation associated with the óEuropean 

City of Cultureô title.282 

In prominent locations in city centers, discussions around cultural policymaking 

often draw on local heritage through flagship projects. This heritage is open to 

multiple and contextually contingent interpretations, reflecting diverse meanings, 

identities, tastes, values, and collective memories through architectural constructions 

that serve as shared urban symbols of civic contestation. Initially, these efforts focus 

on historical heritage and various collective memories. Subsequently, brokerages 

and local networks are established through positive experimentation with cultural 

institutions. Finally, spatial framingðreferring to intricately interwoven, multi-level 

processesðdemonstrates the shifting urban meanings relevant to cultural 

regeneration, often realized through high-profile buildings in profitable and 

attractive locations to achieve collective political action and urban cohesion. The 

frame significantly impacts land revaluation and land-use changes by appropriating 

public spaces for flagship projects in neo-bohemian neighborhoods, driving local 

urban and economic development through ñbrand-oriented urban cultural 

consumption.ò283 

For flagship projects, ódigital cultural hubsô can also play a role in developing new 

technologies that create two distinct cultural environments simultaneously and in the 

same place. One involves shaping a physical reality that reflects the identity of local 
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culture through hard elements (such as architectural heritage and cultural 

infrastructure) and soft components (like stories, imprints, and event legacies that 

leverage the cityôs heritage). The other exists in the digital realm, utilizing virtual 

reality to extend these cultural narratives. With the progressive emergence of ódigital 

cultureô in the latter half of the 20th century, the digital layer was added to cultural 

networks, becoming an essential part of everyday life in existing culturescapes.284 

As such, the physical cultural elements have local identity, while virtual reality exists 

in the digital realm. This extends traditional spatial limits in a more fluid 

organization, pushing the cultural dimension into a more fragmented, complex 

situation. So, a hybrid condition indicates a shift from cultural to digital signage, 

which has meant many thingsðfrom theatre productions, exhibitions, workshops, 

and public programsðto image-making on digital grounds. Todayôs digital 

revolution is cultural and technical, critically affecting the infrastructural basis and 

unfolding upon the surface of creative human resources within a value chain of 

cultural attractiveness and participation. 

The digitalization of culture in cities and public spaces significantly impacts 

collective and political participation, influencing local governance. While the 

digitalization of cultural interaction in activities triggers an expansion of the roles of 

encounter, interaction, and urban life, there is an increasing practical inclination 

toward these spaces and the synchronization of urban cultural space with the latest 

technological advances. 

Digital facades, partitions, and floors are grappling with the cultural sectorôs rapidly 

changing needs for advertising and for representing the city as a cultural capital. This 

is done by fostering a cultural mindset grounded in values of agility, responsiveness, 

innovation, experimentation, and a citizen- and tourist-focused approach.285 As 
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Raymond Williams describes, technological determinism is accompanied by cultural 

and social determinism; the rise of digital culture and the later stages of the 20th 

century have led to unexpected uses in urban planning, changing how we conceive 

of cities and cultural reflections, redefining public space today.286 So, digital media 

in urban cultural forms were swiftly incorporated into architecture and urban 

planning through flexible associations across various networks. 

There is a trilogy in the cultural monitoring of digital cultural hubs. Its primary 

element is ócultural vibrancyô. This concept is achieved through cultural 

sustainability, which ensures the existence and appeal of cultural venues and 

amenities by producing, disseminating, validating, and supporting arts and culture as 

integral parts of daily life within communities. Cultural vibrancy is reflected in 

outdoor urban spaces and indoor digital environments, integrating culture into both. 

Outdoor urban spaces manifest cultural activities through public art, performances, 

and festivals, while indoor digital environments extend cultural interactions into the 

virtual realm, offering innovative and accessible platforms such as virtual galleries, 

online performances, and digital storytelling. The second element is the ócreative 

economyô, where urban cultural heritage increasingly utilizes advanced techniques, 

technologies, and strategies to preserve specific locations across various forms of 

media reproduction. Such cultural infrastructures include digital modeling, 

immersive virtual and augmented reality, cinematography, and audio-visual 

archives. These elements are integrated into cultural spaces and transformed into 

flagship cultural projects, serving as key tools for city marketing and tourism. The 

third element is óenabling an environmentô that provides various territorial assets to 

stimulate urban areas by assessing their capacity to welcome, integrate, and instill 

confidence in space-time cultural interactions, ultimately enhancing the sense of 

belonging and attachment to a place.287 
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Cultural transfer duplicates specific values nurtured by local and digital culture in 

different scenarios of flagship projects. This is achieved by identifying urban 

connectors in the city that make it more familiar, inclusive, and open, rather than 

alienating enclosed networks that shape the cityôs image.288 So, the city regained 

fascination with the spectacle, and new performative events are slowly again being 

brought to life as part of a regained fascination with the óspectacleô and focus on new 

technologies to capture the attention of the mobile citizens. As such, architectural 

implementations reveal cultural and historical scenes through a digital infrastructural 

network that simulates the urban cultural and economic fabric in reality by 

generating a digital ecosystem and generating socio-cultural spillovers via the 

visuality of culturescapes in the city. 

3.3.3.3 Undefined Cultural Spaces 

There are ambiguous grounds for the intervention of culture, which facilitates such 

encounters through informal cultural spaces. When reflecting deeply on the issue of 

culture in such contexts, ambiguity and overlap in the message often arise, along 

with a lack of specificity in classifying the cultural spaces of conflict. However, 

while making the subjective or abstract notion of space involves the cultureôs 

objective idea of place, more qualified spaces can be optimized. 

These include culture-derivative spaces, cultural intermediaries as third spaces, self-

portraits and subjectivities, individual entrepreneurship, and diverse performative 

spaces. Since meanings, activities, and specific landscapes are all implicated and 

shrouded by the culturescape, undefined cultural spaces are distinguished by the 

stories, meanings, and sentiments that pervade them. There is nostalgia, which gives 

 

 

288 Ethier, ñConnecting the Dots.ò 
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way to a more lyrical approach to an adopted urban culture in a place of memory in 

self-portraits and subjectivities.289 

A creative or cultural turn is present in this intervention, as Kunzmann refers to it in 

2004 as a friendly virus, with culture, contest, and creativity serving as guiding 

forces in engaging the public in shaping a cultural agenda.290 In this manner, 

performative, individual, and subjective ones gather around specific intelligent 

experiments in the public sphere, which amplify particular objects and projects to 

lead a more comprehensive cultural project. 291 

A transgressive conceptualization of cultural space has emerged for the strategic 

reproduction of multiple identities within a polycentric mix of other forms of 

exploitation, variation, oppression, and subjection, in both hegemonic and counter-

hegemonic conditions. So, it can be said that undefined cultural spaces are 

characterized by a new óundecidabilityô, where conditions of dominance (such as 

contemporary urban conditions) can turn into ógrounds of intervention.ô292 

Cultural infrastructure enables the concept of ócultural infrastructural citizenship,ô 

which concerns ñhow the access (or lack thereof) to state-provided infrastructure 

determines citizensô livelihoods.ò293 This citizenship first emerges in peripheral 

communities, where urbanites seek full civic dignity and aim to secure their cultural 

rights in democratic settings shaped by totalitarian urban cultures. This marks a 

paradigm shift in the 21st century, driven by the reconfiguration of cultural 

 

 

289 Iv§n Villarmea Ćlvarez, ñUrban Self-Portraits and Places of Memory: The Case of Terence 

Daviesô Of Time and the City,ò in Cityscapes: World Cities and Their Cultural Industries (2014). 
290 Kunzmann, ñCulture, Creativity, and Spatial Planning,ò 386. 
291 Lasse Andersson and Bo Stjerne Thomsen, ñPerformative Experiments and Cultural Re-

Planning: Recapturing the Spectacle of the City,ò Nordic Journal of Architectural Research 20, no. 

1 (2008): 39ï51. 
292 Homi K. Bhabha, The Location of Culture (London: Routledge, 1994). 
293 Antonio Moya-Latorre, ñYouthful City Making Through Peripheral Cultural Infrastructure,ò in 

The Cultural Infrastructure of Cities, ed. Alison L. Bain and Julie A. Podmore (Newcastle upon 

Tyne: Agenda Publishing, 2023), 127ï40. 
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production and consumption cycles within culturally built environmentsðwhether 

in peripheral or central districts. 

Pursuing full urban citizenship thus goes beyond traditional social rights by 

reframing them as cultural rights that protect the identities of minorities, historically 

excluded communities, and newcomers in cities. Through the cooperation between 

cultural infrastructure and infrastructural citizenship, more hopeful, socially just, and 

politically progressive urban futures can be created by increasing the capacity of 

socio-material cultural ecosystems. These ecosystems exceed the limits of buildings, 

spatial platforms, and cultural networks, operating across macro, meso, and micro 

scales. 

Because culture encapsulates human endeavor as a socio-spatial mediator within 

cultural infrastructure, more possibilities arise in the inter-scalar dimensionð

moving beyond self-built cultural spaces and beyond classical understandings of 

citizenship. Cities are open to such change primarily because the continual 

malleability of spiritual, material, and technical cultural infrastructure within urban 

hierarchies introduces new ways of existing in contemporary cities and enables 

fairer, more diverse urban systems. 

In this sense, urban cultural infrastructure is not a fixed system of organizationðnor 

could it be, given the inherent dynamism of cultureðbut an evolving, multiscalar 

assemblage. The dominant tendency of cities in the 21st century is to continually 

rescale cultural infrastructure, as culture permeates and reorganizes the patterned 

sociospatial interdependencies that constitute infrastructure itself. 

Cultural infrastructure in the 21st century has shifted from being a neglected or 

unknown dimension of architecture and urban planning to a fundamental driver of 

urban growth and social welfare. This chapter has established that ñcultural 

infrastructure is a multidimensional and lived phenomenonò that cannot be reduced 

to a single scale. It contributes to literature precisely by clarifying this complexity: 

Rather than allowing cultural infrastructure to remain a loosely defined or overly 

metaphorical term, this study operationalizes it through a coherent, scaled model that 
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reduces conceptual ambiguity. It demonstrates how cultural infrastructure functions 

simultaneously as a socio-spatial assemblage, a governance mechanism, and a lived 

cultural ecology. By tracing these articulations in the empirical context of Konya, 

the chapter demonstrates how cultural infrastructure becomes observable, mappable, 

and, to varying degrees, measurable and comparable across scales. This provides a 

methodological pathway that can later be tested in other cities, offering planners and 

scholars an actionable model for understanding how culture shapes urban 

architecture. In line with this positioning, the chapterôs conceptual argument can be 

further specified through the following articulation of cultural infrastructure and its 

spatial logic. 

Cultural infrastructure is articulated in this chapter as a relational and evolving 

assemblage rather than a fixed inventory of cultural assets. It emerges through the 

continuous interaction of cultural practices, institutional and governance 

arrangements, material settings, and the routines of everyday urban life. Reframing 

culture as an infrastructural condition enables cultural spatiality to be examined 

across both visible and invisible urban domains, foregrounding embeddedness, 

informality, and the politics of access, maintenance, and use. Within this framing, 

cultural infrastructure is approached as an ecosystem of interdependent functions 

through which culture operates simultaneously as a driver of urban image and 

identity, a platform for economic value and creative production, and a medium for 

learning, encounter, and public life. To render these dynamics analytically tractable, 

the chapter advances an explicitly multiscalar approach that traces cultural 

infrastructure across urban form and policy environments: at the macro scale through 

strategic imaginaries and city-wide structuring logics that condition distribution and 

accessibility; at the meso scale through district- and quarter-level processes of 

clustering, anchoring, and rescaling; and at the micro scale through localized 

catalystsðnodes, sites, and culturescapesðwhere cultural intensity concentrates 

and becomes experientially legible. Taken together, these propositions establish a 

methodological bridge to empirical analysis by making cultural infrastructure 
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mappable and comparable through scale-sensitive indicators and spatial tracing 

(Figure 3.5). 

 

Figure 3.5 Framing cultural infrastructure for spatial tracing294 

This conceptual and methodological clarification provides the transition to Chapter 

4, where the multi-scalar model is traced through cultural mapping in Konya, 

selected as the primary field of inquiry and framed as an urban cultural archetype. 

Chapter 4 operationalizes the framework by translating the macroïmesoïmicro 

structure into a mapping logic that can identify cultural infrastructures, their spatial 

patterns, and their interdependencies across scales. In doing so, the thesis moves 

from the conceptual configuration established here to systematic spatial tracing and 

interpretive synthesis in the next chapter. 

 

 

294 Created by the author. 
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CHAPTER 4  

4 RECONFIGURING CULTURAL INFRASTRUCTURE THROUGH KONYAôS 

URBAN CULTURAL FORMATION  

Konyaôda Mevl©na kadar y¿kseklerde u­masa bile varlēĵēnē bize onun kadar 

kuvvede kabul ettiren ikinciðSel­uk epopesi de d¿ĸ¿n¿l¿rseð¿­¿nc¿ bir varlēk 

daha vardēr, folklor(k¿lt¿r). 

ð Ahmet Hamdi Tanpēnar, 1969 

Konyaôs urban development process depends on certain physical (location, 

topography, and regional transportation) and functional (transit trade, political, 

religious, and cultural center functions) advantages that have prepared a suitable 

embeddedness for cultural infrastructure in terms of the cityôs accumulated spatial 

significance of urban architecture. 

The study applies the model of cultural infrastructure developed in Chapter 3ðwith 

its macro, meso, and micro scalar configurationsðto Konya as a metropolis after the 

1980s. Against this background, Konya presents a particularly rich context for 

examining how cultural infrastructure is reconfigured across scales, as the urban 

layout has expanded from the historic core towards the peripheries, especially during 

the 21st century. The historical city center of Konya displays a distinctive pattern of 

centrality and easy-access zoning, which is strategically mobilized for cultural 

activities, facilities, and resources. Within this pattern, multi-cultural clustering in 

the city center produces systematic approaches to capturing cultural assets through 
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regeneration, the multiplication of land uses, major events, and diversity as a choice 

at local and regional levels in the canvas of cultureôs circuits and articulated forms.295 

Konyaôs approach to cultural planning differs from that of many other Turkish cities 

in the way culture is internalized as a guiding principle of urban development rather 

than treated as an add-on. Here, culture is not only preserved as heritage or staged as 

spectacle, but is progressively integrated into transport, environmental, and spatial 

infrastructures, so that ócultural infrastructureô and óurban infrastructureô become 

mutually constitutive. Municipal cultural affairs continually valorize the historic 

center to situate óa cultural reachô at every scale by refurbishing the center and trying 

to ódissolve the boundariesô between citizens, newcomers, tourists, and other city 

users. In this sense, Konyaôs cultural infrastructure makes the otherwise abstract and 

complex discourse on culture more legible in the urban architecture of the city: the 

tensions, overlaps and hybridizations between religious, historical, commercial and 

contemporary cultural practices are materially expressed in macro, meso and micro 

scales, allowing the complexity of culture to be read through the very form and fabric 

of the city. 

Old/core city centers such as Konyaôs have been undergoing various cultural 

infrastructure strategies, including the designation of cultural zones, the emergence 

of nodes experiencing population growth, and changes in land use. In this sense, 

Konya is used as an urban archetype to decipher the bases and classifications of 

cultural infrastructure. There are multiple links through which the practice of 

articulation directs cultural identity production within the urban frameworkð

through differences, fragments, and structuresðacross relatively stable cultural 

infrastructures. In the main center of Konya, distinct urban architectural elements are 

rearticulated in different ways under specific historical conditions, forming 

assemblages with cultural forces that combine and articulate at the same time. This 

duality generates a complex infrastructure of the cityôs cultural habitus, where 

 

 

295 Duxbury, Garrett-Petts, and MacLennan, Cultural Mapping as Cultural Inquiry. 
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elements are spatially related through both their differences and similarities, and 

where their cultural embodiment is held together in articulated discourses that 

theorize the elements of urban culture.296 

The main center generates the three central districts of the cityðKaratay, Selçuklu, 

and Meramðunder municipal governance, and all three touch and extend the 

cultural infrastructure as a starting point for sprawl. This makes the area an 

óarchaeological site,ô to be fixed and adjusted to adjacent systems, structures, and 

practices within a complex and dense urban ground. It is surrounded by a rich urban 

infrastructure that is relatively compact and locally focused, enabling cultural 

clustering around the core and its distribution across the districts. In contemporary 

discourse, Konya is increasingly framed as a ñmodel cityò through the ñKonya 

Model of Municipal Governance,ò articulated by the metropolitan municipality and 

its strategic planning documents (Konya Modeli Belediyecilik), particularly towards 

the end of the first quarter of the 21st century.297 This model foregrounds integrated 

transport investments, environmental, architectural, and landscape projects, and an 

active cultural policy that overlays new facilities onto historically embedded 

structures, so that cultural infrastructure is mobilized simultaneously as heritage 

preservation, urban marketing, and a growth-oriented development tool. Within this 

framework, cultural values, human-centered services, and urban infrastructure are 

conceived as a single, integrated system. 

On this basis, the following sections examine how the historic core around Alaeddin 

Hill functions as a cultural prologue and, together with a series of urban axesðeast, 

west, north, and north-westðconstitutes the macro-scale cultural zoning of the city. 

They further analyze and operationalize this framework through cultural mapping, 

showing how embedded centrality is extended and contested through cultural 

 

 

296 Stuart Hall, ñRethinking the óBase-and-Superstructureô Metaphor,ò in Papers on Class, 

Hegemony and Party, ed. Jon Bloomfield (London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1977), 43ï72. 
297 Konya B¿y¿kĸehir Belediyesi. Konya ķehir Modeli (Konya Modeli Belediyecilik). Accessed 

December 2, 2025. https://modelkonya.konya.bel.tr/. 
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clusters, quarters, and districts at the meso scale, and through core cultural spaces 

and flagship projects at the micro scale, articulated along major transport corridors 

and within differentiated cultural zones. In doing so, they reveal how Konyaôs urban 

culture and its cultural sustainability emerge from the interaction between cultural 

infrastructures and wider urban infrastructural systems. 

4.1 Core Historical Center: Alaeddin Hill as a Cultural Prologue  

The urban development of Konya began with the topographical formation that 

created ramparts around the city centerôs highest point, forming a micro-scale 

cultural infrastructure today that can be considered macro-scale development in 

ancient times, when cities were not densely populated. This prepared suitable urban 

infrastructure for a flat cityscape. The elevation of the land created a focal point 

called Alaeddin Hill, named after the Seljuk Empire, a prestigious location and 

landmark in the foundation of the city on the flatness of the Konya Plain, which 

triggered the cityôs urbanization. The hill became a center of a control spot where 

administrative infrastructure was placed to rule the city, which extended radially 

around an amorphous circular ring, as indicated by its form on the satellite view. It 

was also called Alaeddin Tumulus, a mixture of clustered mounds and a hill-fort site 

in different sources, and adorned with urban architectural infrastructures.298 Ancient 

civilizations created a closed city model on the hill by regulating its irregular form 

into a circular plan, covering roughly 10 hectares and layered with archaeological 

structures that contain ancient ruins from the citadel.299 Considering this feature, the 

 

 

298 The mound, believed by some researchers to have been an artificially constructed area upon the 

sultanôs order, has been scientifically proven to be an approximately 5,000-year-old archaeological 

tell, based on the architectural findings obtained from the archaeological excavations conducted on 

behalf of the Turkish Historical Society at Konya Alaeddin Hill in 1941. See also Mustafa Önge, 

ñ19. Y¿zyēldan G¿n¿m¿ze Deĵiĸen ve Dºn¿ĸen Bir K¿lt¿r Mirasē Olarak Konya Alaeddin Tepesi,ò 

TUBA-KED Türkiye Bilimler Akademisi Kültür Envanteri Dergisi, no. 13 (2015): 125ï43. 
299 Remzi Oĵuz Arēk, ñAlaeddin Tepesi,ò Konya 7, no. 49 (1942): 15ï18. 
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hill became a socio-cultural and historical archive carrying important information 

about the cityôs cultural identity due to its location. 

Excavations conducted by the Turkish Historical Society in 1941 at Alaeddin Hill 

revealed that the settlement in this area dates back to the Bronze Age (4500-2000 

BCE).300 From the Frigian, Greek-Roman, and Byzantine periods, there were 

different layers of city walls on the hill, indicating a cultural-geographical settlement 

and civic life norms, which gave the city an urban identity until the Seljuk and 

Ottoman periods.301 The hillôs formation within inner-city walls was artificially 

elevated through human endeavor, and the mediating role of culture is exploited as 

ña different ontological reality in the cultural re-evaluation of nature.ò302As in 

ancient cities, the hill was referred to as the óacropolis of the cityô, characterized by 

outstanding architectural features and serving as an administrative, commercial, 

residential, religious, and military center until the end of Byzantine Konya.303 Named 

Ikonion and Conia under Christian rule, the city was conquered by the Seljuks in 

1069, who renamed it Koniah or Kuniyyeh, then Konya, aligning it with the Arabic 

language Kuniya and Koniyeh.304 It was the capital of the Seljuk Empire from 1097 

to 1308; this long tenure left a deep-rooted history bound by Seljuk cultural 

sovereignty. So, the cityôs identity was bound to knowledge of the local cultural 

supply, with the presence of many significant Seljuk architectural pieces and, more 

 

 

300 Sevim Bulu­, ñKonya Al©eddin Tepesi Hºy¿ĵ¿ ve Yapēlan Arkeolojik Kazēlar,ò in XIII. Vakēf 

Haftasē Kitabē, ed. Ķbrahim Ateĸ, Sadi Bayram, et al. (Ankara: VGM Yayēnlarē, 1996), 107ï9. 
301 Koray Özcan and Mahmut Serhat Yenice, ñArkeolojik Mirasēn S¿rd¿r¿lebilirliĵi: Korumaï

Geliĸtirme Stratejileri Ķ­in Bir Yºntem ¥nerisi: Konya Alaeddin Tepesi T¿rkiye ¥rneĵi,ò 

International Journal of Human Sciences 5, no. 1 (2008). 
302 Feyza Top­uoĵlu, ñArchitecture Taking Shape Between Nature and Culture: The Primitive Hut 

as a Man-Made Creation,ò Tasarēm+Kuram 18, no. 35 (2022): 1ï18. 
303 Helmuth von Moltke visited Konya in 1839, noting that Alaeddin Hillðthen in a highly ruinous 

stateðcontained several edifices and referring to it as an acropolis, as also discussed in this study. 

See Helmuth von Moltke, Moltkeônin T¿rkiye Mektuplarē, trans. Hayrullah Örs (Istanbul: Remzi 

Kitabevi, 1969). For more detailed information on Alaeddin Hill and its architectural heritage, see 

also Mustafa Önge, Conservation of Cultural Heritage on Alaeddin Hill in Konya from the 19th 

Century to the Present (unpublished masterôs thesis). 
304 Tuncer Baykara, T¿rkiye Sel­uklularēnēn Sosyal ve Ekonomik Tarihi (Istanbul: IQ Kültür Sanat 

Yayēncēlēk, 2004). 
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significantly, the citadel, citadel walls, and baileys (city walls), which set the stage 

for the coalescence of architecture and assemblage. The formation of multilayered 

cultural infrastructures in and around the hill results in a productive assemblage in a 

Deleuzian sense, becoming a new means of expression, territorial/spatial 

organizations, institutions, and behaviors, as a new realization of being an urban 

Konya. Thus, on and around Alaeddin Hill, within the macro-scale consideration of 

Konyaôs infrastructure, networks are established that focus on connectivity and land 

use within the hierarchy formed by the cityôs axes. This is the outcome of a long 

process of physical transformation, visible in the historical references and edifices 

of old Konya (Eski Konya), which has progressively reshaped the surrounding 

cultural districts and, in the 21st century, has given rise to a ónew Konyaô built upon 

the old city (Figure 4.1). 

 

Figure 4.1 Old and new Konya with Alaeddin Hill as the central node305 

The archives of the remaining city walls were evidence of Konyaôs palimpsestic 

ontology, a mixture of permeable cultures from different civilizations. Citadel walls 

served as a defensive core, creating a cultural settlement within their periphery, and 

there were no secondary walls or baileys until the 11th century. To understand how 

culture symbolically shaped the hill infrastructure and the implications for todayôs 

urban culture, walls were the first footprints, revealing the protean forms that 

underlie the cultural infrastructure. The citadel walls of the city and the entrance 

 

 

305 Left: Adapted from Özcan and Yenice (2006); Middle: Sketch by Ahmet Tevhit Bey (1897), 

Konya Municipality Archive; Right: 360konya.com. 
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gates were impressively decorated with human, human-angel, and animal figures 

(lions and eagles) on their front facades, facing outward, in a stonemasonry style 

before the Seljuksô rule (Figure 4.2 and Figure 4.3).306 There were ditches around the 

precinct covering the hill, with water supplied from the Meram Stream in the urban 

west, which connects local cultural identity with cultural ecosystems in an 

interdistrict dialogue via gates opening intra-city connections, where radial 

extensions are still sustained today by looking at the city plans above. One can 

understand the cityôs identity through the remnants of its lost boundaries today, 

reflected in the animal figures, lion statues that represent the power of the pre-Islamic 

empires, and human-angel engravings at the Archaeology Museum of Konya and the 

Ķnce Minareli Medrese (Stone and Wood Works Museum). 

 

Figure 4.2 At Pazarē Gate in Charles Texierôs 1828 engraving, with angel figures in 

the Ķnce Minareli Medrese and lion statues seen in the Archaeology Museum307 

 

 

306 Traces of human and animal figures, lion statues, and eagle-shaped human beingsðonce 

symbolic elements of the cityðunderwent significant transformation after the Islamic period. 

Eagle-shaped human figures were reconfigured into double-headed eagles for religious reasons, as 

figurative representations were discouraged in cultural and architectural structures. 
307 Upper images: Konya Tarihi Archive; lower two: authorôs photography. 
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By looking into the gravures of Charles Texier in 1828 above and Leon de Laborde 

in 1838 below, material, visual, and rhetorical sign systems of culture over the walls 

and openings through gates were unfolded and displayed in important cultural nodes 

where the city is promoted today, within the borders of both the citadel and city 

walls, in communication between architecture and culture. 

 

Figure 4.3 L®on de Labordeôs 1838 engravings of the inner-city walls on Alaeddin 

Hill, with city symbols308 

The hill was situated at the center of a cultural focus arising from old transportation 

arteries, which determined the borders and extensions of the axis towards other 

districts and intercity roads. The core as a center has been exposed to cultural 

evolution since ancient times, suggesting gradual development from the cityôs 

original characteristics. The citadel walls, which remained in use from the Seljuk 

through the Ottoman period, underwent ideological re-signification and informed the 

construction of new outer city walls approximately 9.5ï10 meters high, as 

documented in the nineteenth century by the French archaeologist and architect 

Charles Texierôs descriptions and engravings (see Figure 4.2) and corroborated 

 

 

308 KUDEB and SALT Archive, ñVarious Photos of Konya,ò accessed December 14, 2021, 

https://archives.saltresearch.org/handle/123456789/68455. 
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through Halil Ķnalcēkôs comparisons based on Ottoman metrology.309 The city walls 

were six kilometers from the citadel walls, and daily life took place between them. 

The positioning of the walls made Konya an enclosed city like other Anatolian cities 

shaped by the Anatolian-Seljuk civilizations.310 In 1221, during the empireôs 

expansion, these walls were repaired and rebuilt to provide safety. This 

reconstruction was necessitated by the deterioration of the walls following the war, 

which led to the cityôs capture from the Byzantines. This refers to the physical 

construct of the city, associated with a full range of protective cultural behavior 

surrounding most of the city in a circular form, with a perimeter of 4.7 kilometers, 

using new and reused stone-masonry construction from other monuments or 

buildings of previous periods.311 Therefore, infrastructural forms can be interpreted 

to identify the cityôs cultural typology and its typomorphology through inward-

oriented urbanization. The meaningscape of defensive wall construction as a cultural 

resource becomes a material and objective phase of sustainable urban planning 

actions that upscaling dynamics transform Konya, even as it is effective in todayôs 

cultural sustainability goals, creating cartographic projections via a miniature of 

Matrak­ē Nasuh in 1534 and other replicas/mappings reconfigured through 

municipal promotion of the city (Figure 4.4).312 

 

 

 

309 For different measurements, see Ahmet Gºkhan Kaynakcē, 18. Y¿zyēlēn Ķlk Yarēsēnda Konya 

(PhD diss., Hacettepe University, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü, 2020). See also Charles Texier, Küçük 

Asya: Coĵrafyasē, Tarihi ve Arkeolojisi, vol. 2, trans. Ali  Suad (Ankara: Enformasyon ve 

Dok¿mantasyon Hizmetleri Vakfē, 2002). 
310 Koray Özcan, Anadolu Türk Kent Tarihinden Bir Kesit: Selçuklu Döneminde Anadolu Türk Kent 

Modelleri (2006). See also Uĵur Tanyeli, Anadolu-T¿rk Kentinde Fiziksel Yapēnēn Evrim S¿reci 

(XIïXV. Y¿zyēllar) (PhD diss., Istanbul Teknik Üniversitesi, 1987). 
311 Mustafa ¥nge, ñAl©eddin Tepesi II: Sel­uklu Dºneminin Sonundan 19. Y¿zyēla Kadar Konya 

Al©eddin Tepesi Hakkēnda Notlar,ò Ķpek Yolu 23, no. 268 (2010): 38ï42. 
312 The miniature drawing is also discussed in the section on the Urban West AxisïMeram. 
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Figure 4.4 Matrak­ē Nasuhôs Konya: original miniature (left), electronic socket 

reinterpretation (middle), and ceramic reproduction (right)313 

The citadel walls were not numbered and named directly in the sources. There was 

no concrete data on the number of gates leading to the citadel walls.314 In some 

sources, only Sultan Gate and Saltanat Gate were mentioned as being related to the 

imperial palace, serving as control points for entrance and exit to the executive 

building. Research findings show that there were twelve gates on the city walls in 

the 13th century, as mentioned in sources during the reconstruction process under 

the reigns of Sultan Mesut and his brother Gēyaseddin Keyh¿srev.315 In Seljuk cities, 

there were generally seven or twelve gates, representing cosmological and spiritual 

orders related to religious beliefs about the galaxy and heaven. Names of the city 

walls are largely reconstructed from oral history, surviving remains, and the 

directions of historic inter-city roads. In this study, drawing on and cross-referencing 

the gate-name classifications derived from historical sources and drawings by Haĸim 

Karpuz, Ahmet Gºkhan Kaynakcē, and Mustafa ¥nge (Figure 4.5), the twelve main 

 

 

313 Konya Selçuklu Municipality Archive; authorôs photographs from various Konya exhibitions, 

2024. 
314 Ahmed Eflakî, an astronomer during the Karamanid period, in his work containing important 

information about thirteenth-century Konya and the period in which Mevlana lived, mentions the 

existence of a gate known as the ñSultanôs Gate.ò 
315 Ahmet Yasa, Anadolu Sel­uklularē Dºneminde T¿rk-Ķsl©m ķehri Olarak Konya (PhD diss., 

Hacettepe University, Institute of Social Sciences, 1996). 
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gates have been relocated and identified, and only these overlapping, convergent 

attributions are used. 

 

Figure 4.5 Reconfigured map of Konyaôs historical urban core316 

The names of the gates as shown in the reconstructed map (Figure 4.6) are Saltanat 

on the citadel wall, (1) Larende(Karaman)(1), Atpazarē(2), Telli(3), Aksaray(4), 

Debbaĵlar(5), Ertaĸ(6), Halkabeg¿ĸ(7), Sille(8), Antalya(9), ¢eĸme(10), and 

Yeni(11), Yapulaĵ(12).317 However, until the 17th century, some gates were closed, 

as Evliya Çelebi noted during Ottoman rule. Larende, Aksaray, Sille, and Antalya 

 

 

316 Adapted from Haĸim Karpuz (2004), Mustafa ¥nge (2011), Ahmet Gºkhan Kaynakcē (2020). 
317 Yēlmaz ¥nge, ñAlaaddin Keykubad Dºneminde Konyaôda Ķnĸa Edilmiĸ Mimarlēk Eserleri,ò 

Sel­uk ¦niversitesi Sel­uklu Araĸtērmalarē Dergisi 3 (1988): 49ï60. 
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gates, as their names suggest, were aligned with intercity roads. The other gates were 

named after the professions, characteristics, and attributes of cultural spaces. Some 

of these were closed when the area around Konya expanded beyond the city walls 

during the Karamanids and in the Ottoman period after the conquest. Evliya Çelebi 

wrote that the walls had twelve gates in the Seljuk Era, but four were opened, and 

the rest were abandoned due to urban sprawl in the middle of the 17th century.318 In 

the first half of the 18th century, Swedish linguist and flaneur Jean Otter, who visited 

Konya, stated that the walls had twelve gates and that each gate had a tower above 

it. Otter reached this number by including the closed gates, since the towers above 

them were still standing, based on information he received from the surroundings 

(Figure 4.6).319  

 

Figure 4.6 The twelve gates as urban thresholds in Konya, based on the Konya 

ķehriônin Haritayē Umumiyesi and literature surveys320 

 

 

318 Evliya Çelebi, Evliya Çelebi Seyahatnamesi, vol. 4, trans. Zuhuri Danēĸman (Istanbul: Zuhuri 

Danēĸman Yayēnevi, 1970). See and check the flaneurôs plans in Ahmet Gºkhan Kaynakcē, 18. 

Y¿zyēlēn Ķlk Yarēsēnda Konya (PhD diss., Hacettepe University, 2020). 
319 Mehmet Ali Uz and Ahmet Iĸēk, ñAdēm Adēm Eski Konya-1,ò Merhaba Haber (2009). Accessed 

November 4, 2020, https://www.merhabahaber.com/d/file/09-27-04-11-2009.pdf. 
320 The locations of the Ertaĸ Gate and Halkabeg¿ĸ Gate are estimated by the author according to 

descriptions in historical records, due to discrepancies in available sources. Map created by the 

author. 

https://www.merhabahaber.com/d/file/09-27-04-11-2009.pdf
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In 1766, German cartographer and explorer Carsten Niebuhr mentioned that the 

walls had seven gates: Atpazarē, Yeni, Ertaĸ, ¢eĸme, Yapulaĵ, Larende, and an 

unnamed gate. He also indicated the locations of these gates by numbering them on 

the city plan he drew, as seen in Figure 4.7. These site-specific namings of the gates 

reflect specific features in close districts that were culturally appropriated to reflect 

the axial connectivity to outside environs of the city walls, where axes were 

stabilized within the territories of the districts.321  

 

Figure 4.7 Carsten Niebuhrôs 1766 plan of Konje (Tab. VIII)322 

For instance, Atpazarē Gate opened onto a bazaar, the oldest and most famous horse-

trading center, surrounded by inns, baths, and religious structures.323 ¢eĸme Gate 

collected water channels from the Meram Stream in the west, where the water system 

was probably connected via a designated fountain. Yapulaĵ Gate refers to Yapēlē 

Kapē in Turkish, which means well-built gate near luxurious mansions. The name of 

the Ertaĸ Gate refers to a compound noun in Turkish, er (man) and taĸ (stone), that 

represents a monumental stone sculpture of a headless manôs body depicted in 

 

 

321 Kim Dovey, ñAssembling Architecture,ò in Deleuze and Architecture, ed. Hélène Frichot and 

Stephen Loo (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2013), 131ï48. 
322 Carsten Niebuhr, Reisebeschreibung nach Arabien und andern umliegenden Ländern: Mit 

Anmerkungen und einem Nachwort von Frank Trende, Foliobände der Anderen Bibliothek 21 (Die 

Andere Bibliothek, 2018). 
323 Uz and Iĸēk, ñAdēm Adēm Eski Konya-1.ò 
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Labordeôs drawings (Figure 4.8), which was probably decapitated after the Seljuksô 

invasions. Also, in Niebuhrôs city map from the citadel, three road networks served 

as the basis for todayôs three cultural axes, which are delved into detail in this thesis. 

On his map, outside the city walls, there are different textures: commuter towns are 

composed of vineyards, orchards, fields, graveyards, and unoccupied land, where the 

city is inclined to expand eastward, forming one of the most important axes of the 

21st century. 

 

Figure 4.8 L®on de Labordeôs 1838 engravings of Konya and its outer city walls, 

traditionally attributed to the Seljuk Sultan Alaeddin Keykubad324 

The remaining city walls today are a reminder of architectural heritage that primarily 

appears at the highest part of the walls, rising as tower structures or unconsciously 

protected beneath the bases of todayôs attractive cultural and creative city promotion 

areas (Figure 4.9). The holistic structure of the walls, unfortunately, put in a position 

of erasure of territory as the deterritorialization of Seljuk borders (covering the 

boundary of citadel and city walls, today kept under conservation and a city cultural 

 

 

324 Haĸim Karpuz, Konya Fotoĵraf Tarihi (Konya: Sel­uklu Belediyesi Yayēnlarē, 2008). 
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promotion tool by turning into a óDar¿ôl M¿lk Projectô325 of Konya Metropolitan 

Municipality over the cityôs acropolis and the existing cultural edifices within the 

historical city. The authorities try to express them through a new way of functioning 

to provide cultural sustainability, as a project serves as a form of compensation for 

past mistakes in preserving historical artifacts and reterritorializes the invisible 

boundaries through culturescapes in the traces of city walls and citadel walls.  

 

Figure 4.9 Konya city wallsðLabordeôs 1838 engraving (left) and early photo of 

Zindankale (right)326 

The municipality of Konya encompasses the óactivationô of cultural sights through 

the engagement and social participation of citizens, tourists, visitors, and spectators 

to maintain the sense of the walled city. This is achieved by maintaining Konyaôs 

primary cultural infrastructure and cohabitating with the historical administrative 

 

 

325 Darüôl Mülk refers to the entire territory under the sovereignty of the Seljuk state and designates 

Konya as the Seljuksô throne city. Today, a comprehensive conservation and rehabilitation project 

of Seljuk heritage and architecture within the historic city walls is being promoted by the Konya 

Metropolitan Municipality through parcel-based interventions. For more information, see Darüôl 

Mülk, Turkeyôs largest revitalization project, at https://www.darulmulk.com.tr/. 
326 Fortification Wall of a Castle, Konya, General View, Ko­ University Suna Kēra­ Library Digital 

Collections, accessed March 12, 2024, 

https://libdigitalcollections.ku.edu.tr/digital/collection/p21054coll3/id/8818/rec/31. 
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center as part of the layers and levels of cultural sustainability through the Darüôl 

Mülk Project, since the hill and its surroundings have become an important part of 

the urban planning and implementation process in its socio-historical development. 

One of the prominent and partially protected cultural flagship projects is located on 

Zindankale (Ahmedek) (see Figure 4.6 and Figure 4.9), now called Kapsül 

Technology Platform, between Sille and Antalya Gate, adjacent to the city walls 

towards the west, and was constructed in 1214.327 The Zindankale area, where the 

walls surround the densest part of the city, containing the administrative, religious, 

and commercial centers, ended with a hexagonal structure that played an important 

role in the cityôs defense and also served as a garrison, mint, and prison.328 Due to 

the inclusion of densely woven castle walls in the area, the ancient ruins of the walls 

were conserved today under the name Zindankale Sanat Galerisi as an art gallery, 

which was conceived as the Selçuklu Civilization Museum by creating a Diorama of 

Konya, where the basement is full of the city walls. In the diorama, it is seen that the 

cultural infrastructure is based on the walls of Konya, where a double row of 

necklaces adorns the cityôs neck. As cultural tourism intensified, some sections of 

the former walls were integrated into hotels, with ruins preserved and displayed in 

the buildingsðoften embedded in the ground/floor surfaces (Figure 4.10). 

 

Figure 4.10 City-wall conservation: diorama (left); wall remains embedded in a 

tourist hotel (right)329 

 

 

327 Zindankale Yerleĸkesinin Ge­miĸi Kaps¿lde,ò Konya Bülteni, accessed March 2024, 

https://konyabulteni.com/zindankale-yerleskesinin-gecmisi-kapsulde/. 
328 Kaynakcē, 18. Y¿zyēlēn Ķlk Yarēsēnda Konya. 
329 Photographs taken by the author. 
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In parallel with such flagship interventions on and around the former fortifications, 

the Suri­i ¢arĸēsē project within the ķ¿kran urban renewal area reclaims a section of 

the historic walled core as a branded commercial and social quarter inside the former 

city walls, promoted by Meram Municipality as óKonyaôs new brand.ô330 Suriçi 

¢arĸēsē brings together restored and newly built shops, offices, and public spaces, 

and reconnects long-established local bazaars such as Altēn ¢arĸē, Bedesten, and 

T¿rbeºn¿ ¢arĸēsē331 through a continuous pedestrian axis within the historic core. In 

doing so, it seeks to sustain and reanimate the memory of the old citadel through 

contemporary retail, gastronomy, and cultural activities, positioning the walled 

center as both a living marketplace and a symbolic showcase of the cultural 

sustainability of the city-wall infrastructure and urban life in the contemporary era 

(Figure 4.11). 

 

Figure 4.11 Suri­i ¢arĸēsē: city wall remains, restored houses converted into cafés 

and recreational spaces, and house fronts used as inner courtyards332 

 

 

330 Meram Belediyesi, Suri­i ¢arĸēsē, accessed December 3, 2025, https://surici.meram.bel.tr/.  
331 These areas are explained in the Urban East Axis section. 
332 Photographs taken by the author. 
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The historical presence of the city walls still shapes the urban fabric, which 

consolidates the antecedent elements of cultural infrastructure. Such an 

infrastructure initiated the expansion of the city concept beyond the city walls 

through urban cultural agglomerations.333 Konya sprawled beyond the fortified 

boundaries in an amorphous form, reflecting the pre-Seljuk townsô lack of axiality, 

geometric order, and articulated spatial organization.334 To pattern and rethink the 

cultural infrastructure in this disorder, applying cultural mapping is inevitable to 

show a culturally coherent system in the city.335 

The hill in the middle of the city became one of the most significant cultural nodes 

at the micro-scale of cultural infrastructure today, with its urban morphology 

comprising the ruins of the castle, inner citadel, and city walls, which were buried 

and lost over time. It hosted the articulation of many religious and administrative 

structures; the well-known one is Alaeddin Mosque, which was completed during 

the reign of Sultan Alaeddin Keykubad to glorify his name as a grand mosque of the 

past and todayôs Konya. According to the city archives, the mosque is a scenic 

feature that shapes the silhouette and development of Konyaôs cityscape.336 The 

mosque is a symbol of Konya that was fortified, and a royal residence was 

refurbished by Sultan Alaeddin Keykubad, lying on that hill that today bears his 

name, as the culture of construction that sustains the memory under the cultural 

capital of tangible and intangible architectural assets is important to understand what 

culture can do for a city. 

The other religious monument was the Eflatun Church, which was important in the 

Byzantine period and was converted into a masjid in the 18th century, then into a 

clock tower in the 19th century, before being demolished at the beginning of the 20th 

 

 

333 Edward Soja, Postmetropolis: Critical Studies of Cities and Regions (Oxford: Blackwell 

Publishers, 2000). 
334 Tanyeli, Anadolu-T¿rk Kentinde Fiziksel Yapēnēn Evrim S¿reci, 1987. 
335 Duxbury, Garrett-Petts, and MacLennan, ñCultural Mapping as Cultural Inquiry,ò 22. 
336 Mustafa Önge, Conservation of Cultural Heritage on Alaeddin Hill in Konya from the 19th 

Century to Present Day (PhD diss., Middle East Technical University, 2011).  
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century. There were other structures as well, the most prominent of which was the 

Kēlē­arslan Kiosk, named after Sultan Kēlē­arslan, one of the great Seljuk rulers and 

the grandfather of Sultan Alaeddin. Standing in front of the mosque as a signature 

landmark that still survives today, the kiosk was accompanied by important 

government buildings during the development of the hill (Figure 4.12).337 

 

Figure 4.12 Konyaôs inner citadel, an imperial residence and architectural landmark 

since the 13th century, forms the core of Alaeddin Hill338  

 

 

337 Ibid. 
338 Charles Texier, K¿­¿k Asya: Coĵrafyasē, Tarihi ve Arkeolojisi (2002); Gertrude Bell, 

ñPhotograph taken by Gertrude Bell in Turkey, May 1905ò, Kili ncArslan II Kiosk, Alaeddin 

Mosque, Eflatun Masjid, May 5, 1905, GB/3/1/4/1/98, Gertrude Bell Archive, Newcastle 

University, Newcastle upon Tyne, accessed December 3, 2022, https://gertrudebell.ncl.ac.uk/p/gb-

3-1-4-1-98. 
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Today, the remaining 21st-century culturescapes on the hill that create an immediate 

sensation of traditional architecture are the Alaeddin Mosque, its observation terrace, 

the kiosk of the Mansion of Sultan Kēlē­arslan, and buried sections of the citadel 

walls, which are under archaeological excavation (Figure 4.13). Additional 

structures in the cultural memory of the citizens are adapted to tourist and local use, 

consisting of conventional halls and tea gardens for recreational and ceremonial 

purposes from the upper vista of the hill. Via harsh restoration works, the hill was 

exposed to a cultural industry339 project that used instrumental, utilitarian approaches 

to the tangible cultural assets of the city by the authorities.340 So, there is an 

articulation of alternative design applications by different city administrations based 

on cultureôs material and non-material dimensions, creating ambiguity about 

decentralizing the node by shifting the legitimacy of culturescape to an institutional 

landscape. 

 

 

Figure 4.13 Sceneries of Alaeddin Hill: conservation of the Alaeddin Mosque and 

Kēlē­arslan Kiosk and infrastructural changes (Late 19th CenturyïPresent)341 

 

 

339 The term cultural industry is reproduced from the study of Theodor Adorno and Max 

Horkheimerôs Culture Industry and Enlightenment as Mass Deception in 1972, which refers to 

intentional spatial economic growth by enhancing urban heritage with the endeavors of local 

governors in this study. 
340 Please follow the transformation of the cultural assets on Alaeddin Hill in Figures 4.13 and 4.14, 

which show the areaôs restoration works and development process. 
341 ñKonya Manzarasēò, n.d., Ali Saim Ülgen Archive, SALT Research, accessed December 9, 2025, 

https://archives.saltresearch.org/handle/123456789/77837.; right photograph taken by the author. 
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Around the hill, the memory of the lost citadel walls was marked by tramway lines 

that created a boundary and a sociocultural network connecting the center to the 

peripheral districts. In 1992, a full-circle tramway line around the hill (Alaeddin-

Selçuk University and Alaeddin-Adliye line) was established, based on the cultural 

adaptation of horse carts and horse cars from the 1910s (Figure 4.14).342 The 

tramway line created a city silhouette of cultural spots in the area. It bordered the hill 

and served as a barrier, preventing urbanites from getting direct access, as the inner-

city walls did in the past. The hillôs circular features shaped the cityôs urban cultural 

silhouette, supported by cultural amenities. 

 

Figure 4.14 Development of transportation infrastructure surrounding the cultural 

assets on Alaeddin Hill343 

As a cultural core, the hill became a public space for observing daily life and 

understanding the cityôs identity. Until the 21st century, changes occurred through 

newly emerging cultural infrastructures over and around the hill, maintaining its 

strategic embeddedness through multidimensional cultural and spatial layers. 

Furthermore, an architectural competition was held in March 2023 to redesign the 

area through archaeological excavations, establishing a link between cultural 

heritage, urban culture, and citizenship (Figure 4.15). As a result of the competition, 

the cultural infrastructure of the hill was decided to be sustained and preserved, with 

its material and symbolic identity unlocking other cultural potentials and local 

contexts. 

 

 

342 Artur Aydogdyyev, Konya Eski Elektrikli Tramvaylarēn Yeniden Ķĸlevlendirilmesi ve Kente 

Kazandērēlmasēna Yºnelik Bir Model ¥nerisi (masterôs thesis, Konya Teknik Üniversitesi, 2019). 
343 Ahmet Sefa Odabaĸē, Konya Ķmajē: Mekanlar ï Ķnsanlar (Konya: Konya Ticaret Odasē, 2003); 

right photograph taken by the author. 
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Figure 4.15 The Alaeddin Hill Arkeopark competition, organized by the Konya 

Metropolitan Municipality in 2023, shows the winning project344  

Alaeddin Hill serves as a cultural prologue and core in the Darüôl Mülk area within 

the city walls, forming the heart of Konyaôs old city. By the end of the first quarter 

of the 21st century, gentrification in the legacy project area had triggered the 

systematization of the cityôs historical identity through municipal efforts that 

promote cultural infiltrations. These efforts are driven by concepts such as culture-

led urban regeneration, urban culture, cultural industries, and the creative city, all of 

which position culture as the fourth pillar of sustainable development. Culture is 

increasingly part of the daily lives of citizens, tourists, and newcomers, which 

recharacterizes the area through ócultural vibrancyô within the value chain of culture 

(e.g., building, archeology, marketing and advertising, retail, and tourism).345 

The cultural vibrancy character of Konya can be encompassed by the concept of 

cultural capital through the ócreative economyô to stimulate an economic ecosystem, 

generating socio-cultural spillovers over cultural venues and facilities in the Darüôl 

Mülk cultural regeneration project of the old city center of Konya which creates an 

óenable environmentô in the historical city center around Alaeddin Hill and the 

extensions of the city via urban population where axial formation triggered in the 

historical formation (Figure 4.16). 

 

 

344 ñMimari Proje Fikir Yarēĸmasē,ò accessed September 2, 2023, 

https://kilicarslanyarisma.konya.bel.tr. 
345 Anne Gadwa Nicodemus, ñFuzzy Vibrancy: Creative Placemaking as Ascendant U.S. Cultural 

Policy,ò Cultural Trends 22, nos. 3ï4 (2013): 213ï22, 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09548963.2013.817653. 
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Figure 4.16 Darüôl Mülk project locations around Alaeddin Hill346 

The municipality of Konya promotes the activation of cultural sites, particularly 

highlighting the historic core, lifestyle, and representation of the ruling era of the 

Great Seljuk Empire through the engagement and participation of citizens and 

tourists. The dominant cultural and ideological figures, scenes, traditions, and motifs 

of Konyaôs multifaceted historical journey are represented in the cityôs core through 

digital platforms. This includes a square with a showroom at the Exhibition Center 

(Darüôl M¿lk Sergi Sarayē), along with the adaptive reuse of a Storehouse (Depo 

No.4) and a Stonehouse (Taĸ Bina), all situated around Alaeddin Hill. These 

structures represent some of the most significant flagship projects of the Darüôl Mülk 

ideology as digital cultural hubs (Figure 4.17). 

 

Figure 4.17 Flagship cultural projects of the Darüôl Mülk around Alaeddin Hill347 

 

 

346 Konya Metropolitan Municipality Archive. 
347 Created by the author. 
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The introduction and promotion of Konyaôs urban culture are invested in through the 

consolidation of public space interaction in an adaptive reuse project called the Taĸ 

Bina Introduction Center (Konya Tanētēm Merkezi). It was initially built in 1917 by 

Mimar Muzaffer as a teacherôs house, then as a rectorate building, and later as the 

Faculty of Architecture at Selçuk University.348 Taĸ Bina, located on the northwest 

side of Alaeddin Hill, played a crucial role in Konyaôs urban exhibition as a 

collective memory of its educational and administrative infrastructure. After 2024, 

it serves as a digital cultural hub for city promotion tools and office buildings. The 

transformation of Taĸ Bina into a digital introduction center underscores the 

municipalityôs vision of presenting Konya not only as a repository of rich cultural 

heritage but also as a forward-looking city. By bridging traditional urban functions 

with digital narratives, Taĸ Bina articulates a dynamic cultural identity that resonates 

with both local and global audiences, reinforcing Alaeddin Hillôs status as Konyaôs 

cultural core since 2022. The adaptive reuse project aligns with Hallôs concept of 

articulation, highlighting the interconnectedness of historical preservation, cultural 

identity, and modern urban narratives through digital communication via popular 

screen culture and scripts as material consequences. The reconfiguration of cultural 

forms and practices, in preserving relative autonomy for cultural and ideological 

elements, brings existing elements into new patterns and connotations. In the socio-

historical context of Konya, virtual simulations, digital storytelling, and platforms 

foster a shared cultural experience that blends historical preservation with modern 

technological innovation. 

 

 

348 Konya B¿y¿kĸehir Belediyesi, ñTaĸ Bina,ò accessed December 30, 2024, 

https://www.konya.bel.tr/hizmet-binalari-ve-sosyal-tesisler/tas-bina. 
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Figure 4.18 Taĸ Bina and digital interfaces are used for cultural promotion349 

Via thematically curated rooms, the building creates a dialogue between past and 

present, offering immersive experiences such as the óCultural Mosaic Roomô 

(reflecting Mevlanaôs philosophy during the Seljuk period), where mirrors and 

digital screens reflect Konyaôs historical civilizations (Hittite, Roman-Byzantine, 

and Seljuk), and the óLiving Culture Room,ô which highlights the cityôs ongoing 

traditions in gastronomy and handicrafts.350 By bridging traditional urban functions 

with digital narratives, Taĸ Bina articulates a dynamic cultural identity that resonates 

with both local and global audiences, reinforcing the cultural centrality via Alaaddin 

Hillôs significance as the cultural core of Konya. 

Besides the hill as a core, the dominance of the Seljuk sultans is reflected not only 

in their political legacy but also in the architectural imprints that shaped the cityôs 

cultural and spatial identity. The second project within the digital cultural hub is the 

Darüôl Mülk Exhibition Center, which opened to the public in 2023 and is located 

across from the Alaeddin Mosque and the Kēlē­arslan Mansion, where the exhibition 

front becomes Kēlē­arslan Square (also named as Konya City Square), named after 

Sultan Kēlē­arslan. Urban culture and architecture during the prosperous years of the 

Anatolian Seljuk Empire were shaped by human actions and materials on spatiality, 

 

 

349 Photographs taken by the author. 
350 Ibid. 
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influenced by prominent figures and ideologies. The exhibition center, representing 

the rule of the Anatolian Seljuk Empire and the period when Konya served as the 

capital from 1097 to 1308, reflects the cityôs brightest era, marking its silhouette and 

culture primarily through the power figures as rulers. 

As part of a project initiated in 2017 by the Ministry of Culture and the Konya 

Governorship Provincial Directorate of Culture and Tourism, efforts included rescue 

archaeology, digital archaeology, industrial archaeology, forensic sciences, and 

sculpture to identify the Seljuk Sultans of Turkey, state officials, and their family 

members by analyzing pathological elements and shaping their figures into 3D skull 

replicas.351 

Digital culture in architectural and urban heritage demonstrations involves cultural 

attractions through events driven by digital applications, technologies, and displays 

that extend beyond physical bodies and spaces. This project creates spheres of 

identified cultural-creative networks for public demonstration (Figure 4.19). 

 

Figure 4.19 Exterior and interior views of the Darüôl Mülk Exhibition Center352 

 

 

351 Konya B¿y¿kĸehir Belediyesi, ñDar-¿l M¿lk Sergi Sarayē,ò accessed December 30, 2024, 

https://www.konya.bel.tr/proje/darulmulk-sergi-sarayi. 
352 Photographs taken by the author. 
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Unlike the cityôs living culture, the generation of simulations via the spatial 

production of screenscapes creates 360° screen experiences of the historic city 

formed on Alaeddin Hill. This allows users (citizens) and viewers (tourists) to 

explore how the city might have appeared in the past, offering a ónewô perspective 

on iconic landmarks and cultural happenings. The project explores the hipsterization 

of culture, tracing how narratives and interactions of urban culture shift through 

anatomically referential sculptures of Ottoman sultans articulated via digital 

tectonics (Figure 4.20). 

   

Figure 4.20 Digital experiences illustrating the historical formation of the city353 

One year after its transformation in 2024, Depo No.4, a historical warehouse known 

as the Monopoly Building from 1935, has been reimagined as a cultural hub as 

musealization, led by the architecture firm called Yalēn Mimarlēk, preserves the 

buildingôs structural integrity and highlights Konyaôs rich civilizational heritage 

through exhibitions, events, and digital installations. The project focuses on 

preserving the historical structure by ensuring its authenticity and maintaining its 

architectural integrity. It also emphasizes curation, selecting and presenting artifacts 

and exhibitions that showcase Konyaôs cultural legacy and its prominent role in 

Turkish-Islamic history. Additionally, the project incorporates digital integration, 

utilizing interactive displays, virtual simulations, and digital storytelling to enhance 

 

 

353 Photographs taken by the author. 
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the visitor experience and foster deeper engagement with the cityôs heritage (Figure 

4.21).  

 

Figure 4.21 Depo No.4 and the transformation of the former Monopoly Building into 

a digital musealization project354 

The exhibition explores the articulation of Konyaôs identity as a core of Turkish-

Islamic civilization, uncovering hidden layers of its civilizational memory. It brings 

together a narrative of cultural continuity, beginning with Matrak­ē Nasuh, who 

visually chronicled the city, and extending to the architectural legacy of the 

ófoundersôðfigures who shaped Konyaôs historical and spatial identity. The 

exhibition also features more than 60 madrasahs, the scholars who taught there, and 

the works they produced, forming an integrated journey through civilization to make 

visible the founding traditions and collective memory of Konya while reflecting on 

their significance for the future.355 

The architecture of Depo No.4 adapts to the demands of digital culture with large 

programmable displays, media facades, and urban screens where ódigital tectonicsô 

transform the building into a responsive cultural infrastructure, shifting perceptions 

of lived culture within its historical context. Digital displays offer real-time 

interactions and reframe the relationship between architecture, urban culture, and 

 

 

354 Photographs taken by the author. 
355 For more information, see the official Depo No.4 website at https://www.depono4.com.tr. 
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digital storytelling, turning the building into a platform for cultural expression and 

urban growth (Figure 4.22). 

 

Figure 4.22 Informational exchange between digital interfaces and urban culture in 

the interior exhibition Medeniyet Kurôan ķehir356 

Looking deeply at these potential developments in and around Alaeddin Hill, the 

cultural prominence of the hill as the core cultural space highlights Konyaôs rich 

heritage and provides a foundation for expanding urban growth and cultural 

potential. Assemblage thinking offers a descriptive orientation to the city as 

continuously produced through the interplay of history and potential (or the actual 

and the possible). The drawn framework by the municipal strategic and integral 

cultural planning assembles urban commons and the potential for a ógenerative 

cultural infrastructure,ô highlighting how Alaeddin Hill functions as a nexus of 

historical continuity and future-oriented urban transformations. Development axes 

radiating from this focal point have determined the direction of urban formation by 

articulating the hillôs influence on the cityôs spatial configuration, creating an 

assemblage that integrates the hillôs historical significance and generative role within 

the urban overall cohesion. 

 

 

356 Photographs taken by the author. 
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4.2 Axes of Urban Cultural  Sprawl: Developing Cultural Infrastructure 

Around the Core 

Strategically, the hill initiated urban formation with local and historically initiated 

axes developed through a network of other cultural infrastructures. The city 

developed radial-axial articulations around the center, where the historical city gates 

were open, creating extensive orientations.357 The presence of polycentric cultural 

infrastructures triggered the formation and radiation of urban axes. From the Seljuks 

to the Ottoman period, axes became the organizing and way-finding infrastructure 

around the center through the solidarity of social-spatial condensations of culture. 

Three principal axes determine Konyaôs main district divisions, historically formed 

respectively as Karatay on the east, Meram on the west, and Selçuklu in the north, 

along the cityôs development direction and alongside religious structures (Figure 

4.23).  

  

Figure 4.23 The three main axes of Konya radiating from the historic city gates and 

shaping the district divisions of Karatay, Meram, and Selçuklu358 

From the Ottoman Empire to the Turkish Republic, a historical and religious focus 

existed in which the center and its surrounding built environment became densely 

populated by various socioeconomic orders. So, a necessity arose to sustain the cityôs 

 

 

357 Yusuf K¿­¿kdaĵ, Caner Arabacē, and M. Serhat Yenice, ñTarihi S¿re­ Ķ­inde Konya ķehrinin 

Fiziki Geliĸimi,ò Karatay Sosyal Araĸtērmalar Dergisi 5 (2020): 1ï38. 
358 Map created by the author. 
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expansion in line with conventional wisdom on the cultural aspects of urban 

regeneration. In the urban era, there is greater cultural resolution in citiesô 

entrepreneurial and urban marketing strategies as part of a broader cultural 

infrastructure. So, in the 21st century, it is more difficult to determine a fundamental 

óurban center.ô Hence, polycentricity in the urban macroform brings diversity to the 

constitution of sociocultural relations, with a renewed focus on cultural materiality, 

which matters in urban architecture. 

The first, most important, and recognized axis from the development and cultural 

memory of the city is the Urban East Axis, also referred to as the Alaeddin Hill-

Mevlana Museum axis towards the east in the Karatay district, which forms the old 

city center. Along the axis, cultural clusters are based on local cultural resources and 

organizations that influence creative industries, urban cultural tourism, and urban 

regeneration.  

There is a second axis called the Urban West Axis, which is more indeterminate and 

fluid than the Urban East Axis due to the geographical characteristics of the Meram 

districtôs greenscape and waterscape, which connect the core center as a transit center 

for recreational and leisure purposes. Additionally, from Alaeddin Hill to the railway 

station, Republican modernization spurred rapid urbanization and culture-led 

transportation by creating another sub-axis in the Meram region towards the west.359 

The longest axis of the city runs northward through the Selçuklu district, referred to 

in this study as the Urban North Axis. It emerged from the modernization of 

education and transportation networks, which merged the periphery and the center 

and reshaped urban spaces by accelerating population growth and migration to the 

city. So, óculturenomics,ô as a meta-word, is affected by trade and transportation 

along roads leading to Ankara and Istanbul, determining the direction of the cityôs 

 

 

359 The southward development of the city consisted of residential areas and industries, which were 

situated within agricultural and rural zones that were not suitable for creating any centralization of 

cultural infrastructures. 
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development.360 Moreover, there is a decentralized neighborhood in the northwest, 

Sille, which is closely connected to other central districts, and polycentric 

development in the city has significantly influenced the urban fabric on a macro scale 

due to urban growth. Through urban sprawl around central districts, a new 

relationality is established within the urban assemblage, integrating cross-border, 

heterogeneous cultural elements. This integration occurs through three central 

districts in connection with Sille, via the appropriation of new articulated forms 

within the cultural infrastructural superstructure.361 This integrated process of 

agencement (arrangement or fitting together)362 in Sille ðtogether with Karatay, 

Meram, and Selçukluðwas shaped by municipal acts across a wide range of cultural 

flows and aligns with multiculturalist approaches, fostering a diverse and 

interconnected urban environment in Konya (Figure 4.24). 

 

 

360 The term culture and economics merged as culturenomics as a meta-word in academia to 

represent the culture-driven economy of the city. 
361 Amelina, ñTheorizing Large-Scale Societal Relations,ò 360. See also John Trimbur, 

ñArticulation Theory and the Problem of Determination: A Reading of óLives on the Boundary,ôò 

Journal of Advanced Composition 13, no. 1 (1993): 33ï50. 
362 Please see the derivation of assemblage from French to English translation Graham Livesey, 

ñAgency, Assemblages, and Ecologies of the Contemporary City,ò in Agency: Working With 

Uncertain Architectures, ed. Florian Kossak, Doina Petrescu, Tatjana Schneider, Renata Tyszczuk, 

and Stephen Walker, vol. 5 of Critiques, 114ï24 (Abingdon and New York: Routledge, 2010). 
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Figure 4.24 The three central axes of Konyaôs cultural infrastructure in relation to 

the cityôs parallel urban development363 

Cultural articulation from the axes creates bottom-up cultural venues as set pieces, 

and dominant urban artifacts generate other cultural aggregations from primary 

cultural elements.364 This resulted in the cityôs convex form, indicating an irregular 

 

 

363 Map created by the author. 
364 Philippou, ñCultural Buildings and Urban Areas,ò 1280. 
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urban layout, as it shows an axial articulation of spatial organization in line with the 

hegemony of different cultures under urban sprawl.365 

4.2.1 Urban East Axis - Karatay: Historic Core -Oriented Cultural 

Infrastructure  

The Karatay District spans an area where the cultural prologue of the city initiated 

significant urban development in Konya, extending eastward from Alaeddin Hill. 

The historic core of the district, developed within and outside the baileys, gave rise 

to the Urban East Axis, also known locally as the Alaeddin Hill-Mevlana Museum 

Axis, radiating from the historic core through cross-border interactions, extending 

from the inner walls to the city wall entrances at the Telli and Atpazarē Gates. The 

extension established a primary cultural baseline for the axial process that developed 

between the cityôs first and second development centers, which spread eastward as 

population increased during the Seljuk Golden Age, when Konya became widely 

popularized. This resulted when Konya became a famous city of ñscience and culture 

with the immigration of scientists, poets, artists, and Sufi scholars from Asian 

countries during the period of I. Alaeddin Keykubad (1220-1237 AD)ò via settlement 

with the great Sufi mystic Mevlana Celaleddin Rumi when founding the Mevlevi 

order and belief in the city in the 13th century.366 The uncontrolled sprawl beyond 

the fortified boundaries began with the urban articulation of a second centralization 

following the breakdown of the hierarchical order of the core, which had occurred 

due to commercial functions, such as bazaars and shopping districts, typically 

located outside the city walls near the gates. This sprawl merged with new socio-

cultural settlements, leading to dispersed housing developments. Between the core 

as the first and second centralization, the Urban East Axis emerged as an assemblage 

 

 

365 Mehmet Top­u and Ayĸe Sema Kubat, ñMorphological Comparison of Two Historical Anatolian 

Towns,ò in Proceedings of the Sixth International Space Syntax Symposium (n.p., June 2007). 
366 Gamze Temizel and Melis Attar, ñFaith Tourism Potential of Konya in Terms of Christian 

Sacred Sites,ò European Scientific Journal 11, no. 10 (2015): 127ï46. 
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or emergent property of significant meso- and micro-cultural infrastructures, 

fluctuating between territorial closures at different times.367 Different pieces of 

cultural infrastructure in the assemblage around the axial formation are singularities, 

individually and historically unique and significant for the cultural sustainability of 

culturescapes. 

Starting in the 13th century, the east axis has had a broader network through religious 

and commercial identities, extending from the shopping districts around the hill to 

the Mevlana district (Figure 4.25). At the beginning of the 19th century, the axis 

followed administrative and commercial buildings as it extended eastward, including 

old municipality and governorship buildings forming a square in front called 

H¿k¿met Meydanē, the Government Square of Konya. Also, Republican traces and 

postmodern architectures can be traced along the axis of Konya Metropolitan 

Municipalityôs flagship projects, which raised the quality of the extension towards 

the east to create a sophisticated built environment through the endeavors of faith 

tourism. 

 

Figure 4.25 The historical and contemporary development of Urban East Axis, 

extending from the hill toward the Mevlana district368  

The Governorship Building is situated between Kayalēpark, an important and well-

known bus and tram stop today, and the Government Square. Kayalēpark and its 

surrounding area, built during the Republican period, served as the final stop for 

 

 

367 Graham Livesey, ñAgency, Assemblages and Ecologies of the Contemporary City,ò in Agency, 

ed. Florian Kossak et al. (London and New York: Routledge, 2009), 128ï42. 
368 Konya Metropolitan Municipality Archive. 
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municipal vehicles for a long time due to its central location. It was connected to 

horse-drawn trams directed towards the hill and the railway station. According to 

many sources, the Governorôs Building was constructed using the ruins of the city 

walls and exhibits architectural characteristics of the First National Architectural 

Movement.369 The Governorship Square served as a welcoming place and an 

entrance to Konyaôs shopping culture, located near the Bedesten area (Figure 4.26). 

  

 

Figure 4.26 The Governorôs Building, early horse-drawn trams, and contemporary 

tramway systems, as shown in the lower images in front of Kayalēpark370 

4.2.1.1 An Intermediate Cultural Quarter Bedesten 

Culture interacts synergistically with the cityôs economy to support cultural 

sustainability. In Konya, local cultural networks, in terms of activity-wise cultural 

sectors for economic development, are juxtaposed with traditional bazaar areas as 

trade centers.371 The central role of the bazaar areas has been to generate urban form 

 

 

369 Konya Valiliĵi, ñKonya H¿k¿met Konaĵē Tarih­esi,ò Konya Valiliĵi Resm´ Web Sitesi, 

accessed December 30, 2024, http://www.konya.gov.tr/konya-hukumet-konagi-tarihcesi. 
370 Konya Metropolitan Municipality Smart Public Transportation System (ATUS), ñTramvay 

Tarihçesiò, accessed December 8, 2025, https://atus.konya.bel.tr/tramvay-tarihcesi. 
371 Montgomery, Cultural Quarters, 295. 

  



 

 

169 

and define the growth patterns as an active part of the cultural-economic 

development process.372 The accumulation of cultural spaces in the cityôs economic 

center, which includes warehouses, distribution centers, manufacturing facilities, 

various goods, and monetary exchanges, is essential to creating cultural interaction 

spaces related to the local economy along the main cultural development axis.  

The oldest trade center of Konya, located on the southeast of Alaeddin Hill, is called 

Bedesten (covered bazaar) in Karatay district and intersects with the arterial Mevlana 

Street, which dates back to the Anatolian Seljuk period. The bazaarôs spatial layout 

extended beyond the city walls to the east. The Bedesten, originally an assemblage 

of commercial areas within the cityôs walls, has evolved into a cultural connector at 

the intersection of multiple street layout articulations, becoming an attraction center 

by creating internal relations between the articulations of adjacent urban matters. 

This central position strengthens the direct eastward axis between the core of 

Alaeddin Hill and the Mevlana District by reinforcing the linkage between these two 

foundational nodes. 

Within the cultural adaptations from Seljuk to Ottoman times, Bedesten was founded 

on the southern part of the city walls, producing a Long Bazaar, a single, busiest, and 

most valuable bazaar. This bazaar transformed its built environment into a big 

commercial zone by adding many new community marketplaces, inns, baths, 

mosques, and other articulated commercial networks (Figure 4.27). 

 

 

 

372 Mohammad Gharipour, ed., The Bazaar in the Islamic City: Design, Culture, and History 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012). 
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Figure 4.27 Location of the historical Konya Bedesten Bazaar in the Long Bazaar 

along the city walls during the Ottoman period, and perspectives of the enclosed 

local commercial arteries373 

The urban culture of the city settles in an assemblage of activity, built form, and 

meaning to create place characteristics on a human scale, pedestrianized proportions, 

characteristically functionalized shops, and traditional character with unique visual 

and spatial features in response to the monumental religious architecture nearby 

(Mevlana Tomb, Selimiye, Aziziye, and Kapē Mosque, etc.). Bedesten, with its 

extensions to the present day, creates a cultural fund through its structures and the 

products sold along its narrow pathways, helping preserve the cityôs cultural assets. 

However, Bedesten lost its cultural extensions towards past city gates, becoming 

more fluid, heterogeneous, and modular as adjustments were made to other 

infrastructures.374 The areaôs size diminished due to the placement of other 

governmental institutions and socio-cultural conventions during the rapid 

urbanization process until the 21st century, leaving a plot bounded by roads and 

arteries.375 

Bedesten is a cultural indicator that embodies the cityôs values and carries both 

commercial and monumental importance in the historical city center, where 

traditional and retail trade are intensively concentrated. The characteristics of shops 

 

 

373 Mehmet Sait ķahinalp and Veysi G¿nal, ñOsmanlē ķehircilik K¿lt¿r¿nde ¢arĸē Sisteminin 

Lokasyon ve ¢arĸē Ķ­i Kademelenme Yºn¿nden Mek©nsal Analizi,ò Milli Folklor  24, no. 93 (2012), 

156 and Konya Metropolitan Municipality Archive. 
374 Wendy Steele and Crystal Legacy, ñCritical Urban Infrastructure,ò Urban Policy and Research 

35, no. 1 (2017): 1ï6. 
375 To understand the changes in the boundaries of Bedesten, please see Figures 4.27 and 4.29. 
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maintain their proportions on a human scale, representing the area as a cultural site 

where the sale of goods becomes a tradition and an exhibition of material and civic 

culture.376 The sectors in Bedesten are based on the cityôs geographical features and 

cultural adaptation/craftsmanship. The products mainly include the binding, carpet, 

hat, kitchen, confectionery, pastry, quilt, bakery, sieve, and flour industries 

placement of the bazaar streets named according to cultural occupations: shops 

named shoemakers, spinning wheels, blacksmiths, leather makers, bakers, kebab 

makers, felt makers, carpenters, quilters, spoon makers, skewers, tin makers, salt 

makers, and oil makers.377 The traditional separation of occupancies makes the urban 

morphology of the place more distinctive, whereas today it remains the same; due to 

changes in the cultural consumption sector, Bedesten is accepted as a pre-structured 

system of a cultural space where global culture popularizes the settled cultural 

infrastructure (Figure 4.28). 

 

Figure 4.28 Todayôs Bedesten shops represent various trade sectors, particularly 

those showcasing Konyaôs renowned local cuisine378 

 

 

376 Osman Tutal and Mehmet Topçu, ñThinking with Universal Design in Historical Environment,ò 

ICONARP International Journal of Architecture and Planning 6 (2018): 63ï80. 
377 Mehmet Uysal, ñTarihsel S¿re­te Geleneksel Konya ¢arĸēsē Ķ­in Bir Mek©nsal Analiz,ò Milli 

Folklor 22, no. 86 (2010): 149-62. See also Ali Baĸ and Tahsin Bozkurt, ñKonya Bedesteni,ò Selçuk 

Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi, no. 10 (2003): 507ï29. 
378 Photographs taken by the author. 
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Historical and living culture bring to light traditional-regional and popular-

subordinated culture-driven practices within the Bedesten cultural network. The 

profile of the customers, mentor-protege relations, sincerity and trust between 

customer-seller relationships, the soundscape of the production of local and 

traditional products, direct observation of the production practices, and the 

adaptation of spending time in coffee-houses of courtyards and inner streets, 

socializing near the religious and monumental structures, stimulate the urban culture 

of the area (Figure 4.29).379 The Bedesten network, Alaeddin Hill, and Mevlana 

region create an axis that becomes a main street, acts as a square, and reflects the 

products and culture of the city to carry the extensions of the traditional inner streets. 

 

 

379 Uĵur Sadioĵlu and Ķbrahim Eseroĵlu, ñKentsel Dºn¿ĸ¿mde K¿lt¿rel Birikimin S¿rekliliĵi, 

Kimliĵin Muhafazasē ve Aidiyetin Geliĸtirilmesi: Konya-Bedesten ¥rneĵi,ò in Sürdürülebilir Kent 

ve ¢evre Yºnetimi ¦zerine Yazēlar I (Ankara: Hacettepe ¦niversitesi Yayēnlarē, 2017), 223ï47. 
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Figure 4.29 Map of the Bedestenôs connection within the cultural network along the 

Alaeddin HillïMevlana Museum Axis380 

Bedesten is popularized through municipal cultural initiatives, commercial activities 

that showcase sophisticated artisan skills, and individualsô access to culture over 

centuries that have cooperated with the cityôs cultural industries. This artisan and 

social culture settled within the cultural network of the archeological site of Alaeddin 

Hill and the Mevlevi Dargahôs legacy area, as an arterial extension of historical 

public and residential footprints of commercial culture.  

The areaôs reorganization via urban regeneration as a particular project sustains the 

street order and urban tissue. It is more densely built, with stores occupying parallel 

 

 

380 Map created by the author. 
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and perpendicular street crossings along the cultural axis of Alaeddin Hill-Mevlana 

Museum. The first restaurants of the city, which are remembered in the collective 

memory of citizens as the first retailers to serve officers and foreigners, dating back 

to the beginning of the 20th century, are still active and have been turned into 

permanent traditional eateries of the food culture to promote urban life. However, 

the local food and shopping culture can still symbolize permanent and local meaning 

for daily users and traditionalists (ceremonial consumers) and a transitory and 

practical sense for tourists and newcomers. 

Throughout the centuries and decades, the historical bazaar area has been one of 

Konyaôs most rapidly changing areas, and the Konya Metropolitan Municipality has 

undertaken several urban renewal projects under the Darüôl Mülk Project, a culture 

and heritage-led regeneration plan. Towards the end of the first quarter of the 21st 

century, the dilapidated commercial and trade centers adjacent to the museum site 

and Mevlana Square, where Bedesten extended beyond internal relations via 

Mevlana ¢arĸēsē and Altēn ¢arĸē, are the articulation of adjacent infrastructures of 

the bazaar areas that have undergone an urban transformation project called Türbe 

¥n¿ ¢arĸēlarē. The name comes from the popular saying óbeing in the front dargah,ô 

which will be explained in the upcoming section in Meram. T¿rbe ¥n¿ ¢arĸēlarē is 

a cultural tourism project that leverages urban cultural capital to revive the urban 

fabric of the 1980s as part of culture-led urban regeneration, showcasing the strong 

potential of the Mevlana Cultural District. This has strengthened the Urban East 

Axisôs potential by developing a new tramway route that extends the hill towards the 

end of the east axis, passing through the Mevlana region (Figure 4.30). 
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Figure 4.30 Location of T¿rbe ¥n¿ ¢arĸēlarē and street perspectives381 

The historical Ottoman Wheat Bazaar (Tarihi Buĵday Pazarē) in front of the Atpazarē 

Gate at the end of Bedesten from the south, which embodied the cityôs central and 

famous commercial memory, was also reconstructed for the wheat-based agricultural 

heritage of Konya as part of the cultural value, recreation, commerce, and traditional 

cuisine for creating branding heritage place for cityôs reputation and sustaining the 

old practices. The new appearance of the bazaarôs infrastructural silhouette is 

reevaluated for ceremonial purposes as a city promotion tool for the Konya 

Metropolitan Municipality on Ramadan nights and Bedesten shopping days, which 

are organized multiple times throughout the year (Figure 4.31). 

 

 

381 Aerial view redrawn by the author from the Konya Metropolitan Municipality Archive; 

photographs taken by the author. 
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Figure 4.31 Wheat Bazaar represents Konyaôs wheat-based agricultural heritage382 

The Bedesten and its adjacent cultural infrastructures result from a culturally 

sensitive approach to urban planning that scales architecture by producing and 

consuming cultural resources in indoor and outdoor environments. This is achieved 

through intersecting street networks that connect the core with second development 

centerðhere informally referred to as the cityôs óstar sitesô to denote their visibility, 

symbolic weight, and nodal significance within Konyaôs cultural and spatial 

formation. 

4.2.1.2 Second Development Center: Mevlana Cultural District 

From a cultural standpoint, Konya is best known for its loci, the religious and 

spiritual center of the eastern part of Alaeddin Hill, which became the second center 

of the city.383 In the past, the second center was formed outside of the city walls. It 

started with the formation of the dervish lodge, which led to the hill losing its former 

 

 

382 Tarihi Konya Fotoĵraflarē Archive and photographs taken by the author. 
383 See Figure 4.29 for the location of the second development center on the east part of Alaeddin 

Hill.  
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impositions as it became a single-centered city through the expansion of the cultural 

network between Alaeddin Hill and Bedesten.   

In 1228, Mevlana Celaleddin Rumi (who was considered a great humanist, poet, and 

philosopher) and his father, Bahaeddin Veled (one of Middle Asiaôs most critical 

religious scholars called Sultan-ē Ulema), were brought to the city by the call of 

Sultan Alaeddin Keykubad in the brightest period of the Anatolian Seljuk Empire. 

Their settlement in the city, enabled by migration from Belh and Sam, increased 

Konyaôs reputation and the appeal of cultural-religious tourism from the 13th century 

to the present day.384 

Konya expanded beyond its city walls as the population and spatial needs grew after 

Mevlana popularized the city.385 Islamic communities and large neighborhoods were 

established in the newly created zones during the cityôs eastward expansion (see 

Figure 4.11). The religious majority of the residents who support Mevlanaôs ideas 

and the Mevlevi belief increased in that settlement zone. Concentric systems of 

spatial development emerged as religious sect members settled, altering the pace of 

cultural infrastructure development.  

Konya markets Mevlana as a cultural figure of world stature in its urban culture with 

semazen figures, Mevlevi beliefs, and spiritual and universal values. After his death 

on December 17th, 1273, the city marked him and his thoughts as a product of 

popular culture and a symbol of faith tourism of the cultural industry, commemorated 

by a ceremony called ķeb-i Arus.386 In urban daily life, one can easily see the 

Mevlana effect in the mass production of culture and its products in the city. As a 

result of creating a common understanding of his beliefs, the sect of Mevlana in 

 

 

384 Yakup ķafak, Mevlana Celaleddin-i Rumi (Konya: Konya B¿y¿kĸehir Belediyesi K¿lt¿r 

Yayēnlarē, 2007). 
385 Konya Valiliĵi, ñMevl©na Celaleddin-i Rumi,ò Konya Valiliĵi Resm´ Web Sitesi, accessed 

November 13 2022, http://www.konya.gov.tr/mevlana-celaleddin-i-rumi. 
386 ķeb-i Arus, known as the ñNight of Unionò or ñWedding Night,ò is a central event in the 

teachings and spiritual practices of the Mevlevi Sufi Order as the subsequent spiritual union 

between Rumi and God in the traditional Mevlevi culture. 
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Konya, in front of the Mevlana Tomb, became the most prestigious section of Konya 

through his mindful teachings and advice on religion, making it an inviting place for 

Mevlevi culture.387 Cultural solidarity was created with Mevlanaôs arrival in the city, 

where social and cultural interactions are sustained after his death through the 

enhancement, probability, and reproduction of tolerance towards others. The 

spiritual atmosphere around his tomb shows the constant presence of a cultural 

realm. Creating culturescapes that foster a cross-cultural ambiance enhances the 

cityôs tolerance toward outsiders as ñthe acceptance of the other rather than opposing 

the other.ò388 

The Ottoman Empireôs domination accelerated after the 14th century, when 

unrestricted patterns and the integration of diverse architectural styles created 

cultural stability, transforming the cityôs image. The new second center was qualified 

with the density, thickness, and complexity of the óphysical thingsô that register 

culture in the urban context, linked with the main city center. In the citizensô adopted 

culture, there is óFront Dargahô (türbe önü) labeling, as the habit of using a particular 

expression from the years that the Mevlevi Sect was founded in the middle of the 

second center in a square surrounded by settlements. Through the integration of the 

sect, the area became a more prestigious cultural district, particularly in terms of 

socio-cultural and economic factors during the 15th and 16th centuries.   

Until the 19th century, the axis between Alaeddin Hill and the Mevlana Museum, 

and the area around the Mevlana Tombôs front, became densely populated. Many 

religious structures, including mosques, madrasahs, and graveyards, were built as 

resilient legacies of architectural signification, articulated with their permanence. 

The urban architecture around was influenced by the tombôs structure and its dome, 

namely Kubbe-i Hadra, which are cultural-symbolic structures of Turkish-Islamic 

 

 

387 Ebru Erdoĵan, ñUrban Aesthetics: Visual Quality Evaluation of óKonya T¿rbeºn¿ô the Historical 

Urban Square,ò Open House International 41, no. 1 (2016): 43ï50. 
388 Somayeh Karimi, ñTolerance and Pilgrimage: The Experience of Tolerance at Mevlana Jalal ad-

Din Rumi Mausoleum,ò Sociology of Social Institutions 5, no. 12 (2019): 32. 
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architecture, serving as an icon of Seljuk and Ottoman enlightenment, with the 

ornamentation symbolizing Mevlanaôs humanist approaches and principles of 

tolerance and peace inscribed on its surface.389 

The ófront dargahô concept became an attraction for housing development nearby 

(Figure 4.32). Konyaôs most important examples of the characteristic houses and 

mansions were also in that territory. There was a tradition that local citizens generally 

desired a house from the district. At the same time, in the meadow area of Meram, 

examined in the next chapter of this study, citizens wanted to own vineyards, 

symbolizing their status as a noble and wealthy family by owning two houses in 

prestigious sites.390 

 

Figure 4.32 Tomb of Mevlana between 1885 and 1910, shown in relation to 

surrounding housing developments391 

After the closure of dervish lodges and lodges in 1925, the tomb changed from a 

religious stance, which was more private and sacred, to a public area and started to 

serve as a museum, which is named óKonya Asar-ē Atika Museumô in 1926.392 The 

museumôs name changed to óMevlana Museumô under the new regulations in 1954, 

and no ceremonial events occurred during those years. After changing the museumôs 

name, new demands were created for Sema and ķeb-i Arus ceremonies (Figure 4.33). 

Sema originated in the spiritual journey to maturity within the mystic beliefs of 

 

 

389 Erdoĵan, ñUrban Aesthetics,ò 46. 
390 The Turkish version of the sentence is ñTürbe önünde evin Meramôda baĵēn olsun.ò 
391 Getty Research Institute, ñLe turb® Mevlana, Koniaò (A19.F02a), accessed December 8, 

2025, https://www.getty.edu/research/collections/. 
392 Mehmet ¥nder, ñKonyaôda Mevlana Derg©hē Merkez Arĸivi ve Mevlev´haneler,ò Osmanlē 

Araĸtērmalarē / The Journal of Ottoman Studies 14, no. 14 (1994). 
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Sufism (Mevlevi order), representing an ascent to heaven and a return to earth. It is 

also explained by the scientific view that turning is a fundamental condition of 

existence, in which everything turns due to the planetôs movement. This is narrated 

through a moment when Mevlana hears a rhythmic sound from one of the Bedesten 

goldsmith stores. It was stated that when he listened to the knocking sounds of 

hammers, a state arose as a semazen stance because of those sounds, and he began 

to turn around himself.393 

 

Figure 4.33 The tomb area was converted into a museum, and restoration work was 

carried out on both the landscape and the turquoise dome in the 1960s394 

The museum area, with ceremonies held under its symbolic dome, becomes part of 

the urban cultural flagship ideology of the cultural district, creating a subculture of 

Sufism that conforms to totalitarian culture through its mores in the 21st century, and 

participates in the municipalityôs Mevlana Cultural Valley Project. The stability of 

the cultural infrastructure enables the articulation of centralized networks extending 

from the districtôs center to its periphery. So, between local and global culture, the 

museum becomes a catalyst for various planning actions associated with community 

 

 

393 Tahsin Yazēcē, ñMevlana Devrinde Sema,ò ķarkiyat Mecmuasē 5 (1963): 135ï50. The semazen 

stance can be explained as a whirling performance by slowly opening their arms to the sky. In this 

position, semazen raises his right hand towards the sky. In this position, semazen raises his right 

hand towards the sky, begging Godôs mercy. The mercy and prosperity to the public are distributed 

by the left hand, looking towards the ground. The head is slightly bent to the right. The face is 

completely turned to the left. So, there is an expressionist stance, with a closed-eye silhouette, 

white-skirted clothing representing cereal, and a hat that references a headstone. This posture is a 

journey towards otherworldliness. This stance is commercialized in Konyaôs cultural industry. For 

more information, please check Theodore X. Barber, ñFour Interpretations of Mevlevi Dervish 

Dance, 1920-1929,ò Dance Chronicle 9, no. 3 (1986): 328ï55. 
394 SALT Archive, ñMevlana M¿zesiônin Avlusu,ò accessed September 20, 2022, 

https://archives.saltresearch.org/handle/123456789/201110. 
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activities and a cultural development framework through its cultural assets. It offers 

other interlinked networks as an emergence of a mission to nurture a local culture. 

Front Dargah and the attraction effect of Mevlana are situated in óculturally 

representative figuresô of the area that support culture-art-tourism-history within the 

operational perspective. The place is desirable for intellectuals and authorities, 

accounting for tangible cultural assets and cultural organizations that can identify 

other cultural infrastructural relationships. The front area of the Mevlevi sect 

intersects with another religious infrastructure, the Selimiye Mosque, and becomes 

an important square for the óCultural Road Festivalô organized by the Minister of 

Tourism and Culture.395 That creates a picturesque environment for the cityôs cultural 

promotion, aligned with the ideologies of cultural tourism and the museum area. The 

site is a proper example of an ensemble of cultural apparatus for the city, in which 

heterogeneous outcomes of architectural forms are hierarchically organized around 

a selected and excluded mechanism of culture (Figure 4.34).396 

     

Figure 4.34 Mevlana Museum and Square; Selimiye Mosque representing the front 

dervish lodge and spiritual festival area in the 21st century397 

The need to represent such cultural meaning embedded in space under the 

cultural/ideological subjugation by admitting culture articulates new networks of 

thematic or narrative properties in the district via spatial extensions. So, the urban 

 

 

395 Cultural Road Festivals, organized by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism since 2022, are held 

in culturally prominent cities; Konya is among them. Through these festivals, the Konya 

Metropolitan Municipality highlights the cityôs cultural, architectural, and historical heritage by 

offering unique cultural experiences across various cultural venues. 
396 To understand the term apparatus, see Foucaultôs conceptualization of the dispositif and its 

relationship to the city. 
397 Photographs taken by the author. 
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identity, with its image of tolerance through Mevlana, as evidenced by his frequent 

use of engraving his figure on square names, billboards, and place names, promotes 

the city internationally (Figure 4.35).398 This articulates the presence of cultural 

providers as a spectacle to spread and be valued through cultural sustainability. The 

tramway line, with its route, creates a city silhouette of the cultural spots in the area, 

which act as cultural operators along the extension of the Alaeddin Hill-Mevlana 

Museum axis towards the east radial axis (see Figure 4.29 and Figure 4.30), thereby 

creating other cultural districts.  

 

Figure 4.35 Interconnected cultural and commercial spaces along the axis399 

In this articulation from local specificities to global culturescape creation in the 21st 

century, there are bottom-up approaches to creating dynamic spaces in the cultural 

production-consumption network. Mevlana Cultural District led the formation of the 

Mevlana Cultural Center, which emerged from the Mevlana Museum, as a cultural 

node of continuous historical religious heritage, adapted to contemporary urban 

culture. Also, city promotions result from endeavors of ófaith tourism,ô conceiving 

the area as a cultural intermediary of architecture by turning it into a cultural 

 

 

398 Özgür Sarē, Tourism as a Tool for Development: The Case of Mawlana Tourism in Konya 

(Saarbrücken: Lambert Academic Publishing, 2011). 
399 Photographs taken by the author. 
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commodity. Since the cityôs cultural promoters engage in the production of 

architectural products, large-scale output occurs, which ñsubmits to the laws of 

culture for the conquest of the largest possible market.ò400 Mevlana Cultural Center 

and additional cultural infrastructure projects in the area act as cultural 

intermediaries, drawing on specialized knowledge of the adopted cultures of the old 

and new centers, thereby fostering cultural competence for the appropriate 

production and consumption of culture.401 Hence, in the cultural network, either 

Alaeddin Hill, Mevlana Museum, or Bedesten, and the existing contours of the 

cultural infrastructure, extend towards the Mevlana Cultural Center, and cannot be 

autonomous in the organization or internal dynamics of the network. Within 

Bourdieuôs concept of cultural intermediaries, the Mevlana Cultural Center 

showcases the traditional and ritually adapted representation of symbolic goods and 

services. The center constitutes urban space as cultural memories, and the historical 

and popular values of spatiality and practices are cumulated.402 As such, urbanites 

and visitors can blur the distinctions between high art (institutional discipline of 

Sufism) and popular culture (cultural industry) in a dilemma between the 

professional judgment of the actual work and their taste and perception of leisure 

activity. That leads to creating a culture-driven development alongside the area. 

The Mevlana Cultural Center project was conceived through a national competition 

organized by the Ministry of Culture in 1991, and the centerôs design is based on 

Mevlanaôs philosophy and urban cultural identity, drawing on his memory and 

research.403 One of the most significant purposes of this project was to create a proper 

venue for local- and global-scale Sema ceremonies as cultural events. The project 

created a dilemma by imposing such a cultural ritual in the context of urban 

 

 

400 Pierre Bourdieu, ñThe Market of Symbolic Goods,ò Poetics 14, nos. 1ï2 (1985): 17. 
401 Judith OôCallaghan, ñArchitecture as Commodity, Architects as Cultural Intermediaries: A Case 

Study,ò Architecture and Culture 5, no. 2 (2017): 221ï40. 
402 Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste, trans. Richard Nice 

(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1984). 
403 Hasan ķener, Mevlana Kültür Merkezi, in Konyaônēn 1950 Sonrasē ¢aĵdaĸ Yapēlarē (Istanbul: 

YEM Yayēnlarē, 2021). 
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placelessness, where its tangible and intangible determinants were detached from the 

Mevlana Tomb and turned into a museum. The ritualôs displacement and newly 

adopted spaces began to occur across the city, whether in open or closed public 

spaces, and spatial needs to accommodate ceremonies arose at the end of the 1980s 

(Figure 4.36). 

 

Figure 4.36 The placelessness of the Sema rituals, which are now performed in 

various locations beyond their traditional setting404 

The revival of such a cultural node occurred between 1991 and 2004 due to economic 

crises in municipal and ministerial budgets, and its spatialization became difficult.405 

Organizations that represented local cultural practices in different places had lost the 

characteristics of their ritual identities. There was an urgent need to organize ķeb-i 

Arus ceremonies, which the citizens triggered as a tradition for the cultural economy 

of the Mevlana cultural cluster. So, it is crucial to ensure a cultural node where webs 

of meaning and ways of doing create a shared sense of culture in an incomplete and 

heterogeneous space. 

Mevlana Cultural Center is the result of culture-led urban regeneration of the 

historical and cultural resources, with utilization that activates the economy through 

culture. The attraction effect of Mevlana and the promotion of the cityôs image create 

 

 

404 Konya Metropolitan Municipality Archive. 
405 Nuri ķimĸekler, Yēlan Hik©yesinden Ger­eĵe Dºn¿ĸen Proje: Mevlana K¿lt¿r Merkezi (Konya: 

Konya B¿y¿kĸehir Belediyesi K¿lt¿r Yayēnlarē, 2008). 
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a deep symbolic value in traditional architecture, with a contemporary interpretation 

of the search for appropriate design solutions inspired by the Mevlana effect and 

quotes through the Mevlevi belief.  

The nearby clustering affects the site in a more normative, geometrically dominant 

way through spatial construction. It creates a node of attraction through religious 

incorporation, marked by a centripetal concentration of performing halls within the 

cultural facilities (Figure 4.37). 

 

Figure 4.37 Mapping the Urban East Axis: the HillïBedesten DistrictïMevlana 

MuseumïMevlana Cultural Center corridor406 

The building symbolizes cultural tolerance through the unity of its interior and 

exterior, expressed in the selected color white, which conveys the communal signals 

of an invitation to a multicultural society. The project, set in the national competition, 

draws on the design of the Mevlana Museum in its dome. The Semahane, which 

covers the most enormous hall of the building (a place that held Sema), was 

conceptualized with similar proportions to the important religious-cultural 

structures, which are Hagia Sophia, Sultanahmet, and Selimiye Mosquesô plans, 

 

 

406 Map created by the author. 
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which refer to a spatial-spiritual quality and maintain the culture of such religiosity 

(Figure 4.38).407 

 

Figure 4.38 Main elevation of the Mevlana Cultural Center, including interior and 

exterior views of the Sema performance hall408 

Local cultural resources belonging to Mevlevi belief are exhibited in the main hall 

and exhibition hall with the felt padding, illumination, ornamentation, art of water 

marbling, calligraphy, ceramics and glass artworks, prayer bead ateliers, wooden 

engravings, and trinkets and decorations of Mevlana and his famous quotes are 

represented and sold during the specific exhibition times in connection with the Sema 

ceremony. Also, Mevlanaôs quotes on religion and tolerance are inscribed on the 

exterior of Sema Hallôs arcade to welcome diverse societies. Both interior and 

exterior halls are explicitly built for Sema ceremonies on Saturday nights for ķeb-i 

Arus, held once a year on the 17th of December, and are organized for a memorial 

week of Mevlana and his beliefs. 

The programmatic arrangement of the center within the continuation of the cultural 

infrastructure axis displays the settled urban culture over Sema rituals connected with 

the tramway route. Through that connection, the vision for creating new cultural 

institutions has been realized, leading to the formation of the node, with the Mevlana 

Cultural Center, Ķstiklal Harbi ķehitleri Museum, Panorama Museum, and Ķrfan 

Cultural Center articulated through customized spaces along the axis. Their cultural 

vision, expressed through their architectural stance, is amplified through a strong 

 

 

407 Numan Cebeci, ñOkurlardan,ò Mimarlēk Dergisi, no. 245 (1991), 

http://dergi.mo.org.tr/dergiler/4/299/9147.pdf. 
408 Photographs taken by the author. 




















































































































































































































































































