THE EFFECTS OF LOCAL CONSERVATION CAPACITY
TO THE MAINTENANCE OF HISTORIC CITY CENTERS
AS A GOVERNANCE PROCESS:
GAZIANTEP AND SANLIURFA CASE STUDY AREAS

A THESIS SUBMITTED TO
THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF NATURAL AND APPLIED SCIENCES
OF
MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

BY
BURAK BELGE

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR
THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
IN
CITY AND REGIONAL PLANNING

JUNE, 2012



Approval of the thesis:

THE EFFECTS OF LOCAL CONSERVATION CAPACITY TO THE
MAINTENANCE OF HISTORIC CITY CENTRES AS A GOVERNANCE
PROCESS: GAZIANTEP AND SANLIURFA CASE STUDY AREAS

submitted by BURAK BELGE in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the
degree of Doctor of Philosophy in City and Regional Planning Department,
Middle East Technical University by,

Prof. Dr. Canan OZGEN
Dean, Graduate School of Natural and Applied Sciences

Prof. Dr. Melih ERSOY
Head of Department, City and Regional Planning

Prof. Dr. Numan TUNA
Supervisor, City and Regional Planning Dept, METU
Examining Committee Members:

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Nil UZUN
City and Regional Planning Dept. METU

Prof. Dr. Numan TUNA
City and Regional Planning Dept. METU

Prof. Dr. Gl ASATEKIN
The Dept. of Architecture, Bahgesehir University

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Anli ATAOV
City and Regional Planning Dept. METU

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Mige AKKAR ERCAN
City and Regional Planning Dept. METU

Date: 04.06.2012



| hereby declare that all information in this document has been obtained
and presented in accordance with academic rules and ethical conduct. |
also declare that, as required by these rules and conduct, | have fully cited
and referenced all material and results that are not original to this work.

Name, Last Name: BURAK BELGE

Signature:



ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTS OF LOCAL CONSERVATION CAPACITY TO THE
MAINTENANCE OF HISTORIC CITY CENTERS AS A GOVERNANCE
PROCESS: GAZIANTEP AND SANLIURFA CASE STUDY AREAS

BELGE, Burak
PhD, Department of City and Regional Planning
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Numan TUNA

June 2012, 343 pages

In Turkey, although there are many similar implemented or ongoing conservation
interventions, some of historic city centers are in better condition than other ones
in terms of urban conservation. Conservation discourse describes the
conservation of historic city centers as a shared and sustaining responsibility of
various actors. At that point, locality is essential because of near and directs
relations with historic environment. However, there are basic problems to develop
a synergy based on shared responsibilities of local actors in historic centers.
Therefore, the study focuses on the question of “What is the role of local
conservation capacity in the maintenance of historic city centers as a governance

process”.

The study essentially discusses two issues, local conservation capacity, which is
determined as an amalgam term of capabilities of local authority and local

community, and urban maintenance, which is used in widening context to



determines not only rehabilitation projects, but also interventions of local

community let to survive of historic buildings.

The method of the study is established as a comparative structure bases on case
study researches. Comparisons are made between varying levels of local
conservation capacity to determine their relations with success in urban

maintenance.

As a result, in defined context, the historic city centers of Gaziantep and S$anliurfa
are studied as case study areas to evaluate success in urban maintenance as a

function of local governance in terms of local conservation capacity.

Key Words: Local Conservation Capacity, Urban Maintenance, Historic City

Centers, Gaziantep and Sanliurfa
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TARIHI KENT MERKEZLERININ BiR YONETISIM SURECI OLARAK DUZENLI
BAKIM-ONARIMINDA YEREL KORUMA KAPASITESININ ETKILERI;
GAZIANTEP VE SANLIURFA ORNEK GALISMA ALANLARI

BELGE, Burak
Doktora, Sehir ve Bolge Planlama B&lIUimi
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Numan TUNA

Haziran 2012, 343 sayfa

Tuarkiye’de tarihi kent merkezlerine uygulanmis veya uygulanmakta olan birgok
benzer nitelikte koruma calismasi olmasina ragmen, kentsel koruma
cercevesinde degerlendirdigimizde bazi tarihi kent merkezleri digerlerine goére
daha iyi durumdadir. Koruma soylevi tarihi kent merkezlerinin korunmasini farkh
aktorlerin ortak ve surdurllebilir bir sorumlulugu olarak tanimlamaktadir. Bu
noktada, yerellik, baska bir ifade ile yerel aktorler, tarihi ¢evre ile olan yakin ve
dogrudan iligkileri nedeni ile vazgecilmez bir role sahiplerdir. Fakat tarihi kent
merkezlerinde yerel aktorlerin ortak sorumluluklarina dayanan bir paylasim /
synergy gelistiriimesinde yerel kapasitelerle iligkili problemler bulunmaktadir. Bu
nedenle, galisma temel olarak “Tarihi kent merkezlerinin bir yonetisim slreci
olarak duzenli bakim-onariminda yerel koruma kapasitesinin roli nedir?”

sorusuna odaklanmistir.

Calisma konuyu temel olarak iki boyutta tartismaktadir. Birinci boyut, yerel

otoritelerin ve yerel halkin kapasitelerinin bir bileseni olarak tanimlanan “yerel

Vi



koruma kapasitesi” kavramidir. ikinci boyut ise tarihi yapilarin korunmasina imkan
taniyan ve sadece otoriteler tarafindan uygulanan sagliklagtirma projeleri ile
sinirll kalmadan yerel halk tarafindan uygulanan mudahaleleri de kapsayan

“kentsel bakim-onarim” kavramidir.

Calismanin yéntemi 6rnek c¢alisma alanlarinin karsilastiriimasina dayanan bir
yapida kurgulanmistir. Karsilastirma dedisen duzeylerdeki yerel koruma
kapasitelerinin, dizenli kentsel bakim-onarimin basarisi Uzerindeki etkileri ile

yapiimaktadir.

Sonug olarak, tanimlanan gergeve igerisinde, Gaziantep ve Sanliurfa Tarihi Kent
Merkezlerindeki yerel koruma kapasitesi yerel ydnetisimin bir bigimi olarak

dizenli kentsel bakim-onarimi karsilastirmali bir bicimde degerlendirmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yerel Koruma Kapasitesi, Kentsel Bakim-Onarim, Tarihi

Kent Merkezleri, Gaziantep, Sanlurfa
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. The Subject of the Thesis

In urban conservation discourse, the management of historic city centers is
defined as a shared responsibility of actors in different levels from central
government to local authorities or from NGOs to individuals. That type of
responsibility requires consciousness and awareness in all levels of society.
Especially, the level of consciousness and awareness at local levels has crucial
effects on historic cores. However, in Turkey, there are some basic problems for
the development of a governance model that based on shared responsibilities of
local actors in historic centers. Basically, these problems might be studied in two

sides, the lack of capabilities of local authorities and the lack of social capacity.

On one side, the technical, financial and administrative capabilities of local
authorities (Municipalities and Province Special Administrations), which have the
responsibilities of management of historic city centers, are insufficient to create a
synergy / shared responsibilities with local community for the conservation of

historic city centers.

On the other side, fragmented ownership pattern in historic city centers increase
the numbers of stakeholders, who have real estate interests. In addition to

property owners, there are organized/non-organized or powerful/weak or



individual/grouped stakeholders, who have various interests, such as tradesman,
property owners, tenants, users, investors and tourists. However, their
involvement degree and influence to the conservation historic city center is low
within a direct relation with the lack of community capacity. Consequently, historic

city centers, mostly, are suffering from a total lack of care.

In addition to incapability of local actors, although the conservation of historic city
centers is a manner of multidisciplinary studies and professional expertise (highly
specialized operation), the interdisciplinary working capabilities of conservation
experts are not sufficient to create a synergy in Turkey. Conservation experts
(bureaucrat, technocrat or technical team members) such as urban planners,
restoration experts and architects do not want to lose their power / authority /

roles in the conservation process.

However, the main issue is that, although urban conservation is clearly a shared
responsibility process, the historic city centers are unique-vulnerable heritage and
their characteristics have to be secured by conservation experts. Therefore, the
negotiable content of local involvement in urban conservation is dilemma
between the conservation and participation literature. In other words, the
conservation of historic city center has to be primary concern of local involvement.

Then, the needs and responsibilities of local community will be discussed.

At that point, in Turkey, urban maintenance in historic city centers is a crucial
topic for study. In Turkey, some of historic city centers have in better condition
than other ones. Although there are ongoing or implemented conservation
interventions, a regular process to maintain historic setting of centers could not
be established. That lack of maintenance of varying degree of quality of life
causes an interest of the relation between local conservation capacity and

maintenance.

In defined context, the study aims to discuss on the hypothesis states that;
shared responsibilities between local actors and involvement of local community
with diverse capabilities enhance the success of conservation by urban

maintenance in historic city centers.



In the management of historic city center, maintenance usually means minimum
intervention let to survive of historic buildings is a crucial topic. In the study, the
term of maintenance is enriched as a concept of urban maintenance in a
widening frame including not only building but also street, public spaces,
infrastructure and so on. In other words, maintenance is discussed in a wider
context of historic setting. Furthermore, the term is used a widening context to
determines not only rehabilitation projects implemented by varying authorities,
but also maintenance interventions of local community individually or within a
cooperation. Feilden and Jokiletho (1993) define maintenance as a program that
aims to keep the cultural resources in a condition preventing loss of any part and

it is the highest forms of conservation.

The study aims to examine the conservation capacity at local level in Turkey,
then, develop the forms of urban governance for the management of historic city
centers according to changing local dynamics, case by case. Therefore, main
question is set as “What is the role of local conservation capacity in the

maintenance of historic city centers as a governance process”.

Although main question bases on role of local conservation capacity, an exact
cause-effect evaluation could not be established because of such qualitative
structure of aspects in local conservation capacity. Therefore, a comparative
method is chosen to discuss the relation between local conservation capacity and

urban maintenance.

In relation with the main question, the study looks for the answers of the following

sub-questions;

— What is the relation between institutional capacity of local authorities and

implicitly urban maintenance in historic city centers?

— How the institutional capabilities of local authorities let to involvement of

other actors to urban maintenance in historic city centers?

— What is the relation between individual capacities of local people’s and

their will of involvement to the urban maintenance in historic city centers?”



— How local communal capacities effect their involvement to the

maintenance of historic city centers?”

— What are the dimensions and success of urban maintenance in historic

city centers?

— What are the forms of local governance in terms of urban conservation

maintenance?

1.2. The Scope of the Study

In fact, there are various actors in urban conservation process in international,
national or local levels. The attitudes of international and national bodies are
similar for each case that is determined by general principles or regulations.
However, local actors are inseparable components of socio-spatial context of
historic centers. On one side, the social capacity of local communities, that is an
amalgam of social capital, consciousness, identity and awareness, has a direct
effect on conservation processes. Because, they use, live, work or have property
in historic centers. On another side, local authorities (municipalities and special
province administrations) have power to implement or control and also are
responsible for conservation activities at local level. Therefore, the study mainly
concentrates on the capabilities of local actors with their success in urban

maintenance as a governance process.

In the study, local conservation capacity is determined as an amalgam term of
capabilities of local authority and local community. At that point, in addition to
actors’ own or inner capabilities are discussed with related indicators.
Furthermore, relations between local actors, networks between them are
evaluated as other dimensions of local capacity to set a synergy in locality.
Consequently, four dimensions of local conservation capacity are described as;
inner institutional capacity of local authority, outer institutional capabilities of local

authority, individual capacity of local people and communal capacity.

At that point, the study focus on historic city centers, core of cities where

basically commercial and petty industrial activities exist, to examine the effect of



local conservation capacity. Because the core based on these activities has a
potential of economic turnovers from commercial activities that will positively
effect and enhance the capabilities and awareness of local communities, who are
not only property owners, but also craftsmen, tenants and their associations /

chambers.

Expertise and consciousness intensive structure of urban conservation is
enhanced by international principles. In other words, valuation is a crucial issue
in urban conservation. However, evaluation of ascribed values by varying actors
is another discussion point in urban conservation. There is a widening literature
about valuation in urban conservation. In this study, although there are evaluation
for consciousness and community appropriation, the study focuses on the levels
of individual capacity on levels of involvement in urban maintenance process.
Ascribed values by key conservation experts and local community for historic city

center might be content of a further study.

1.3. The Method of the Study

The method of study based on three sections. Primarily, literature review on local
governance and urban conservation as a governance process are completed to
set conceptual frame of the study. Then, urban conservation practice and legal-
administrative framework is evaluated in terms of local governance to analyze
urban conservation agenda in Turkey. By the way, the method of the study is
established as a comparative structure bases on case study researches. Finally,
in the case study section, a comparative study is presented the relations between

local conservation capacity and urban maintenance in details.

Following this introduction chapter, Chapter-2, literature review basically
compromises two sections as local governance and urban conservation. In local
governance section, primarily the term of governance is discussed with different
points of view to get an overall idea. At that point, local governance as a network
is seen a fundamental base to discuss local conservation capacity in terms of
urban conservation. Because, views underlining network approaches let to

evaluate nodes, which should be seen as local actors and their relations with



together. After that, studies bases on comparison of local governance indicate
the effectiveness of local governance and capabilities of local actors determine.
In other words, actors’ performance in local governance becomes a crucial issue.
Consequently, institutional capacity of local authorities and capacity of local
community is seen as two dimension of local conservation capacity. At that point,
those two dimensions include inner and outer capabilities of local authorities, and

implicitly individual and communal capacity of local community.

Furthermore, governance is evaluated in terms of urban conservation with
described roles of local authorities and local community in international
documents. Then, capacity and its indicators become a clear issue to determine
varying levels of local governance in urban conservation. After that, discussions
in local governance and urban conservation let to determine a new concept of
“Local Conservation Capacity” indicating varying level of capabilities of both local
authority and local community together. In defined context, possible outcomes of
varying levels of local conservation capacity in urban maintenance are discussed
with dimension of urban maintenance as planning, management and intervention

issues.

As a result, success of urban maintenance in historic city center is determined as
a consequence of increasing level of local conservation capacity. This implicate
relation includes qualitative variables, so a comparative research is chosen to

evaluate relation in detail (Figure 1-1).
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Figure 1-1: Conceptual frame of literature review

As mentioned above, essential issues in methodological framework base on a
comparative structure. Comparisons are made between varying levels of local
conservation capacity to determine their relations with success in urban
maintenance. Therefore, dimension of local conservation capacity that are local
institutional capacity and local community capacity are determined with their inner
and outer dimensions. At that point, inner capacity conceptualize own capabilities

of local actors, while outer capabilities describe their mutual relations.

In defined context, aspects of each dimension and their general indicators of local
conservation capacity (Figure 1-2) are discussed within the conceptual frame of
the study. Inner institutional capacity includes five main aspects as; leadership,
organizational and functional capacity, technical capacity, financial capacity and
staff qualifications. Leadership as a representative issue, guiding capacity and
networks-relations with others are the aspect of outer institutional capacity. On
the other hand, individual capacity bases on consciousness / responsiveness and

community appropriation. Networks, formal / informal groping, spatial



togetherness, trust in community and local leadership are the aspects of
communal capacity. These aspects are briefly discussed with general terms of
local governance. After that, each aspect is re-evaluated with specific terms and
vulnerable characteristics of historic settings to determine appropriate and

essential variables.
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Figure 1-2: Dimensions of local conservation capacity.

On the other side, urban maintenance conceptualizes with three dimensions as
planning, management and intervention. Planning dimension includes vision and
mission setting, problem definition, strategic documentation, base studies and

analyzes, decision-making in a wider context, prioritization and monitoring.



Secondly, management dimension of urban maintenance includes administrative
financial and technical aspects. Finally, intervention has a comprehensive
structure including documentation, approved projects, appropriate materials and

equipment and condition surveying.

In defined context, the study focuses on dimensions of local conservation
capacity and urban maintenance together, and compares their relations aspect

by aspect by a matrix (Table 1-1).

Table 1-1. Comparison of relation between dimensions of local conservation

capacity and urban maintenance
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As a result, success in urban maintenance is a function of local governance in
terms of varying levels of dimensions in local conservation capacity. There is a
direct relation between increasing success and increasing capacity with multiplier

effects (Figure 1-3).
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Figure 1-3: Success in urban maintenance as a function of varying levels of local

conservation capacity.

1.4. Case Study Areas, Gaziantep and Sanhurfa Historic City Centers

In Turkey, parallel to international flows, the roles of local authorities has been
increased in urban conservation with planning responsibilities and financial or
administrative arrangements. The details of legal and administrative
transformation in urban conservation and recent circumstances are

comprehensively discussed in Chapter-4.

Briefly, the responsibilities of central authorities like GEEAYK had been mostly

transferred to regional bodies “Regional Conservation Councils” with the Law
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2863 - 1983 dated. After 2004, recent legal and administrative frame has been
established with 2004 dated and 5226 numbered Law changing the Law 2863.
The structure of High and Regional Councils are mostly preserved. The
responsibilities and financial facilities of local authorities, the Municipalities and
Special Province Administrations, were re-defined. As stated above, the details of

these processes are discussed in Chapter-4.

In defined context, local authorities have an authority or freedom on maintenance
activities by a new unit knows as KUDEB (Conservation, Implementation and

Monitoring Bureau).

In addition to changes in legal and administrative framework, local authorities, the
governorships or the municipalities have implemented varying scale of
conservation activity like a competition. Especially, institutions like “Historic

Towns Association in Turkey” set a base for this competition.

As a comprehensive experience, in 2004, Cultural Heritage Development
Programme in the GAP Region started with co-finance of the EU and GAP
Administration. The Programme includes two main sub-programmes with the
coordination of a consortium of CEKUL, WYG International Proje Yénetim A.S

and Betaplan and their Technical Assistance Team settled in Sanhurfa.

The first sub-programme was the preparation of an Integrated Strategic Action
Plan with the Governors and the Mayors of nine cities in the GAP Region with the
coordination of Technical Assistance Team. The programme that compromises
130 action plans between 2005 and 2015 was approved by the EU and GAP
Administration in December 2006. Although the implementation of Integrated
Strategic Action Plan interrupted with varying reason, the programme enhances

conservation capacity in the region.

The second sub-programme was a grant programme for local applicants, who
would be the Municipalities, the Governorships, Universities or NGOs, aimed to
implement pilot projects within the context of development programme. In defined

context, 31 varying scales projects that were restoration, rehabilitation, inventory,
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tourism development or intangible heritage based project had been co-financed
with 12.000.000 Euro budget (GAP-CHD Programme, 2012).

The author had worked as an urban planner and expert in METU-TACDAM
(Middle East Technical University-Centre for Research and Assessment of
Historic Environment) during preparation and implementation of “Rehabilitation
Project in Historic Commercial Center of Sanliurfa” between 2004 and 2007. In
addition to implemented project, METU-TACDAM established a consultancy
model in Sanhurfa with the Municipality of Sanliurfa till 2009. After local elections
in 2009, that consultancy model has been interrupted with varying reason.
However, experiences between 2004 and 2009 underline the importance of
relation between local authorities and local community to set a sustainable
conservation dynamic and synergy in historic city centers. On the one hand,
implemented projects and researches with local authority triggered a
conservation process in Sanlurfa, on the other hand even recently implemented
conservation interventions could not be conserved in a relation with lack of local

capacity.

In defined context, success and deficiencies in Sanlurfa case, especially
problems in monitoring and lack of maintenance even in, where conservation
interventions recently completed, causes “question mark” about the relations

between local conservation capacity and urban maintenance.

As a result, the historic city center of Gaziantep is selected with Sanliurfa to
evaluate the varying levels of local conservation capacity. Sanliurfa and
Gaziantep are similar in terms of population, physical structure, geography and
social structure, etc. Also, there are similar base urban conservation activities,
such as EU financed projects, rehabilitation activities, after 2004, when the legal

and administrative framework re-arranged in Turkey.

In two case study areas, the Mayors of the Metropolitan Municipality of Gaziantep
and the Municipality of Sanliurfa triggered a process of urban conservation
activities in varying scale since local elections in 2004. Although, Gaziantep has
more socio-economic potential than Sanliurfa, socio-spatial context of historic city

centers are so similar with traditional on-going activities along main axes and

12



within varying scale inns and bazaars. After 2004, there are completed or on-
going conservation activities such as restoration, rehabilitation or environmental
design projects that are mostly managed by the Municipalities. However, the
historic city center of Gaziantep is seen well-maintained than Sanlurfa’ one at

prima facie.

Therefore, while similarities in historic city centers in case study areas and their
local conservation capacities determine boundaries of the study, differences in

terms of urban maintenance enhance curiosity in research topic.

1.5. The Content of the Study

The thesis consists of seven chapters. Firstly, the introduction, primarily defines
problems in historic city center to determine research question. Then in a relation
with problem definition, main and sub-research questions are defined. After that
the scope and content of the study are presented. Also, the comparative method

of the study is briefly discussed.

The second chapter following the Introduction, the second one deals with the
theoretical and informative issues regarding the topics of local governance in
terms of capacity discussions. The terms of governance are evaluated to get an
overall view on local governance in this chapter. Then, varying approaches to
local governance are discussed to enhance appropriateness of network
discussions for such a capacity study. Comparison of local governance is
structured on two sides of locality, local authorities and local community,
according to effectiveness and efficiency in governance. After, literature on
institutional capacity of local authorities and local community capacity are

evaluated.

Urban conservation is evaluated as a governance process in terms of
international documents and urban conservation agenda in the third chapter.
Firstly, governance terms in urban conservation related documents and recent
discourse are evaluated to determine a frame for detailed discussions. Then, in a

relation with governance discussions, capacity in urban conservation is evaluated
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with varying levels of local governance. By the way, the concept of local
conservation capacity is developed to describe capacities of local authority and
local community together. At the end of the third chapter, possible outcomes of
increasing local conservation capacity are discussed, and then urban
maintenance is evaluated with varying aspects as a challenging issue in urban

conservation.

After evaluating governance and urban conservation literature summarized
together in Chapter 2 and 3, urban conservation activities are investigated to
evaluate the level of governance. Primarily, contemporary international
conservation agenda is examined with varying issues like the critiques of
gentrification and mass transformation, donor financed cases and best practices
in terms of shared responsibilities between local actors. After that, the recent
legal and administrative frameworks in urban conservation in Turkey are
investigated in terms of urban maintenance. Especially, urban rehabilitation

projects are discussed as a popular intervention type by local authorities.

In the fifth chapter, the method of study is represented in details. Firstly, the
reason of the selection of case study areas bases on local actors and
rehabilitation activities are presented with similarities and difference. Then, such
completed or on-going conservation activities in historic city center are evaluated
with varying levels of involvement of local actors. By the way, urban rehabilitation
projects, especially implemented by the Municipalities yet now, are discussed as
a type of maintenance activity. In defined context general frames of case study
areas, the historic city centers of Gaziantep and Sanliurfa are defined. In this
section, reasons for chosen only historic city centers and only municipalities and
local tradesmen for detailed discussions are presented in detail. Then,
conceptual frame of the method is determined step by step. The indicators and
their possible sources of data to measure each dimension and aspect of local
conservation capacity and success in urban maintenance are described. After
that, the structure of comparison of cases step by step is discussed. Lastly, the
research in case study areas is expressed with primary and secondary datasets

and their efficient usage of them by appropriate analyzing process.
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The sixth chapter represents case studies that evaluate local conservation
capacity and urban maintenance in historic city centers of Gaziantep and
Sanhurfa in details. Firstly, brief historic development and conservation activities
in historic city centers are explained to determine significant characteristics of
case study areas. Then, local conservation capacity in the historic commercial
center of Gaziantep is evaluated in a relation with success in urban maintenance
aspect by aspect. After that, same aspect based structure is used to evaluate
local conservation capacity in Sanliurfa. At the end of case study chapter,
comparison of local conservation capacity in urban maintenance is examined by

an evaluation matrix.

The seventh chapter, conclusion, primarily indicates general results of research
about urban maintenance in Turkey and varying levels of local conservation
capacity. The forms of governance in urban conservation, as alternative for local
involvement scales in urban planning, is described as unigue contribution of the
study. After that, the relations between local authorities and an urban governance
model are discussed as topics for further studies.
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CHAPTER 2

LOCAL GOVERNANCE

2.1. Governance as a Term

“

According to the Oxford Dictionary, governance means “...the action or manner
of governing a state, organization, etc.” or “...archaic rule; control”. These
definitions point out the governing activity in a political base and controlling
manners of the term is enhanced. However, in the 1980s, the meaning of the

term has begun to expand with the developments in political sciences.

There is a wide literature’ about governance and local participation in planning

theory that is briefly investigated to get an overall understanding. However, in this

! Lindblom 1959-1965, Etzioni 1968, Davidoff 1973, Faludi 1973, Fagence 1977, Rosener
1978, Mazziotti 1982, Friedman 1987, Hall 1983-1992, Healey 1992-1995, Portes 1998,
Hillier 1995-2002, Dryzek 1990, Forester 1993, Giddens 1994, Mathie et al 1997, Sewell
et al 1997, Taylor 1998, Petts et al 2000, Sanoff 2000-2006, Frewer et al 2001, Frankin
2002, Sengul 2002, Coaffee 2003, Townsend 2004, Mantysalo, 2000-2002-2004,
Roberts 2004, Stewart 2004, Muir 2005, Richardson 2005, Harry 2005, Lane 2005,
Phillips 2006, Maginn 2007
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chapter, the concept of local governance is evaluated relations or networks

between local actors.

Habermas (1984, 1987) mentions from “an ideal speech situation” to define a
condition that allow to the involvement of all participants in a rational and
constraint free-communication in the public sphere for a depth of mutual
understanding in a relation from “Communicational Rationality Theory”, which
emphasizes a rational consensus would be achieved by various actors in a
governance process. Communicative rationality is a trigger for a change in the

understanding of governing in terms of political sciences

At that point, Pierre (1999, 376) indicates that political sciences has withessed
two significant paradigm shift during the 1980s and 1990s. First one is
“institutionalism” has change its meaning from a design problem of system to a
bunch of factors explaining changes in policy outcomes, state-society relations
and capabilities of governments. The second one is the concept of governance

and studies focused at different analytical and institutional levels.

In relation with second paradigm shift, Rhodes (1996, 625-53) claims, in his
seminal text -“Governing without Government”, that governance is not synonym
of government or the activity of govern in terms of political sciences. Instead,
governance defines a change in the meaning of government. That refers to a new
process, or a new method, or changing rules of the game in the activity of

governing and the role of government.

Similarly, Paproski (1993, cited in Harpham and Boateng, 1997, 65) indicates the
crucial distinction between government and governance as the notion of civil
society. Stoker (2002, 17) enhances the new definitions of the term of
governance by referring to the development of governing styles which blurs the

boundaries between public and private sector.

In this context, Graham, et al (2003, 1-3) defines a frame for governance within
interactions between governments and other social organizations. The term is
used for a new process of decision making in a complex world of various actors

in different levels. The zones of governance are changed from global space to
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national space and national space to regional space. So, the term of community

governance may be used in the local levels.

The development of governance term as a paradigm shift and it's framework in
different levels of actor determine a widening socio-spatial discussions. Therefore,
this terminology would be discussed in relation with urban context as “urban

governance”.

Harvey (1989, 4) indicates a shift to “entrepreneurialism” in urban governance
within the context of relative autonomy after the early 1970s, when local
authorities began to take challenges from the top of governments. He
emphasizes that; urban government / local authorities want to secure a better
future for their populations. So, more public-private partnership is needed for new
sources of fund, employment or technical support (Harvey, 1989, 7). Therefore,
he develops alternative strategies for urban governance to have better position in
a competitive environment of the production of goods and urban services and
suggests that, the urban region may improve its competitive position with respect

to spatial division of labor and consumption (Harvey,1989, 8).

While Harvey’s strategies on competitive production of goods and services
accept urban governance as public-private partnership, the meaning of urban
governance has been extended to whole processes of decision-making. In such
case like Porto Alegre, Brazil urban governance is a tool of participatory
democracy starting from the neighborhood levels to the management of whole
city (Gret and Sintomer, 2002).

Pierre (2005, 452-453) describes three points of view for governance from
different perspective. First one sees governance as a theory. Although there is no
a full-comprehensive theory for governance, this view defines governance as an
analytical framework for the institutions of local state, processes and mechanism.
Second view of urban governance has emerged in the UK during the 1980s and
1990s as a model of public-private cooperation at local level. Last one describes
governance as an empirical phenomenon that means political institutions may

play various roles in various forms of governance patterns.
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As a comprehensive view, The United Nations (UN-HABITAT, 2002) defines
urban governance as; “... the sum of the many ways individuals and institutions,
public and private, plan and manage the common affairs of the city. It is a
continuing process through which conflicting or diverse interests may be
accommodated and cooperative action can be taken. It includes formal
institutions as well as informal arrangements and the social capital of

citizens”.

The United Nations’ above definition will be used as the current understanding of
literature and is accepted as appropriate definition of the study. Because that
point of view underlines varying actors with their varying interest in urban
environment, such as historic city centers, where different local actors work, live,

visit or have property in it.

As seen in the UN'’s definition, urban governance is a complex and multi-
dimensional term that varies according to dependents from national to local
scales, or from individuals, organizations to local governments, or public-private
relations to local-central government relations. In defined context, different
models (modes) of urban governance have been defined with regard to changing
aspects. These definitions of models (modes) are evaluated to get the

characteristics of urban governance are stated below.

Rhodes (1996, 653-660) describes six separate uses of governance. Firstly,
governance is defined as the minimal state. According to this definition, the size
of government is reduced by privatization and cuts in service provision. Second
use is corporate governance that means more commercial interventions in public
services in a competitive environment. At that point, “openness — the disclosure
of information”, “completeness — integrity” and “accountability” are claimed as
fundamental principles. Thirdly, governance is use to define new public
management terms that had two meanings managerialism and the new
institutional economy. Managerialism, basically, might be defined as the use of
private sectors management methods in the public service. But, the new
institutional economics refers to introducing incentive structures (such as market

competition) into public service provision. Both of them share the terms of
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competitive environment, markets, customers and outcomes. Also, input-output
structures are discussed. Aforementioned first three use of governance mainly

concentrate on management terms of concept.

Harpham and Boateng (1997), as another point of view, approaches governance
from the terms of urban services and discussed this topic within the limits of that
approach. They (1997, 66) indicate that, there should be an action space for
governance between government and civil society. So, the production of services
and the representation of civil society are described as two sides of governance

equation.

On the other hand, last three uses that are described by Rhodes (1996) define
more comprehensive frame of public science and social context with
various actors, their capabilities and their relation as networks. In defined
context, fourth use is “good governance”. Especially, the approach of the World
Bank and its documentation use this concept towards Third World Countries.
According to this approach, good governance involves; an efficient public service,
an independent judicial system, accountability in public funds, independent
auditing system, respect for the law and human rights and a pluralistic
institutional structure. In relation with necessities, the World Bank indicates the
needs of encouragement of competition, reforming civil service, budgetary
discipline and decentralize administration. Consequently, greater use of NGOs is
enhanced (Rhodes, 1996, 656).

“

As fifth use, governance is seen as a socio-cybernetic system means “...each
can contribute relevant knowledge of other sources. No one has all the relevant
knowledge or resources to make the policy”. The approach highlights the
limits of governing by a central actor (Rhodes, 1996, 657-658), so it enhanced

the need of a participatory environment in policy works.

Last use defined by Rhodes (1996, 658) conceptualizes governance as self
organizing networks. Therefore the context of governance is defined as
managing networks that are widespread form of social relations. Within the
context of mutual relations, the network form of governance enhanced “reputation,

trust, reciprocity and mutual interdependence” in community scale.
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Consequently, definitions accept governance as networks are usable for
discussion in varying scales. Networks basically compromise focal points and
relations between points. In this study, the basic concern is that, if local
conservation capacity is evaluated as a network, the relations of local actors and
their capabilities could be discussed in a local governance process. Therefore, in
the next section, literature on local governance is going to be discussed as a

network.

2.2. Local Governance as a Network

Aforementioned uses that are defined by Rhodes (1996) indicates the extending
scale of the concept of governance. But, the last use, the network form of
governance has an overall point of view above other uses, because of
embedded networks between various actors with their aims and

capabilities.

Rhodes (1996) gives a list for the shared characteristics of governance in terms
of networks. Firstly, governance is broader than government, because of non-
governmental actors and it is independent from organizations. Then, there is a
continuing interaction between network members. Thirdly, decision making is
a negotiation process based on trust and has to be agreed by other participants.

Finally, there is a significant level of autonomy from the state.

These shared characteristics, also, give us a clue for the discussion on the
performance of urban governance that topic is going to be discussed in following

sections of the study.

In defined context of governance as a network, Pierre (1999) describes four
models of urban governance that refers to participants, objectives, instruments
and outcomes. First model of governance is “Managerial Governance” that
emphasizes the managerial aspects of governance, which is seen as public
process to resolve common issues, while there are participatory terms on the
other side. This model, especially, enhanced the roles of professionals and

managers instead of elected officials for the efficiency of service provision (Pierre,
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1999, 377). Second model is “Corporatist Governance”, in which there is a
high degree of political involvement, proportional representation and powerful
voluntary organizations. This model based on patrticipatory nature of collectivist
political culture (Pierre, 1999, 380). Third model is the “Progrowth Governance”
mainly based on the economic development by means of public-private actions
that may boost the local economy. Therefore, actors / participant of this
governance model are especially elites and senior elected officials, who have
benefits / interest from developed local economy (Pierre, 1999, 383). Last model
is “Welfare Governance” that based on compensate of state on local economy
and urban politics. Therefore, especially this model of governance defines a
network between local authorities and national (state) officials and that network
may be influence by administrative and political changes, or both of them (Pierre,
1999, 385).

As a similar approach, Davies (2002) states the concept of governance as
autonomous, self-organising and networks as a tool of political analysis. Davies
discusses the concept within the limits of urban regeneration activities,

specifically and describes three forms of governance;

— Governance by government that means local authority serve for the

welfare, so few interaction between councils and business leaders

— Governance by partnership means local partnerships are formal parts of

government policies, so little local autonomy, trust is seen

— Governance by regime defines a more local political autonomy model of
governance based on trust and collaborative synergy let to sustainable
and self-organizing network (Davies, 2002, 316).

In this context, Stoker (2002, 18) defines propositions to draw a clear framework
for urban governance as a network. Primarily, he claims that governance
refers to a set of institutions and actor, who will be in or out of government. But
the positions of private and voluntary sectors are enhanced in not only service
provision terms, but also strategic decision making (Stoker, 2002, 19). As a

critical point, the legitimacy discussion about non-governmental sectors is not
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matter, because there is always somebody else who does not accept rules within

any political system (Stoker, 2002, 21).

Secondly, Stoker (2002, 21) sees governance as a process of the blurring of
boundaries and responsibilities between various actors to tackle with social and
economic issues. This approach underlines the new or increasing
responsibilities of institutions and actors, especially within the private and
voluntary sectors. As another underlying feature of governance as a network that
as a process identifies the power dependence between involved actors.
Individual or institutional actors in network that aim to solve a common issue
needs others and exchange knowledge or resources with others. In other words,
governance is an interactive process, because no single actor, public or
private, has the knowledge and resource capacity to tackle problems
unilaterally. Consequently, governance is about autonomous self governing
networks of actors (Stoker, 2002, 21).

Above definitions on modes / models of governance and defined context are
mainly based on relations with formal processes between national and local level

or relations within locality.

However, DiGaetano and Strom (2003) suggest a more comprehensive analysis
for urban governance. They (2003, 365) claim that, not only formal institutional
structures define political systems, but also political institutions in each city or
various scales are interlinked by informal arrangements that is called as modes

of governance.

DiGaetano and Strom (2003) identify five modes of urban governance. First
mode of governance is the Clientelistic that forms on individualistic and
particular relationships between politicians and their interest / clients. Second one
is the Corporatist modes of governance that mainly develops programs instead
of pragmatic public-private governing relations. This mode looks for consensus
and coalitions of powerful economic and community interest. The Managerial
modes of governance that is based on formal, bureaucratic and contracting
relations between public officials and private sector interest is the third mode of

governance. Therefore, decisions are made by public officials instead of
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pragmatism or consensus building. The fourth mode of governance is the
Pluralist is mainly shaped with competitive environment on various interests.
Therefore, the pluralist modes focus on conflict management. The last one, the
Populist modes of governance, are seen where politicians and community

activities look for a high degree of participation in democratic base.

As a result of discussions in urban governance (Rhodes 1996, Pierre 1999,
Davies 2002, Stoker 2002 and DiGaetano-Strom 2003), it is obviously seen that,
although there are different approaches on urban governance modes, defined

modes are descriptive for variations in networks.

So, urban governance modes should be re-arranged according to various local
context that includes, sometimes, embedded social, political and economic

structures.

In other words, urban governance is a context dependency term based on
various structures of networks. In the next section of the study, the context
dependent structure of urban governance is going to be discussed refers to the

comparison discussions in urban governance

2.3.  Comparison of Local Governance

As seen in aforementioned discussions, there is no one perfect or pure
governance model that might applied to all urban conflict or decision making
process. The success or implementation process of an urban governance model
might be resulted with changing consequences in various local contexts.
Therefore, the measurement is one of the recent research questions on
discussion about governance. By the way, the discussion on measurement let to
another research that based on urban governance process in various contexts,
local, regional, national or international. In this section, firstly, the studies on the
measurement of urban governance are evaluated to get an overall understanding

and crucial variables.

Harpham and Boateng (1997, 74) see the performance discussion in governance

as one of the aspects emerge strongly in the literature. Their performance
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discussions mainly based on the relations between government and civil society,
called as “action space”. In order to measure “action space” for good governance

is discussed refers to;
— “the priorities in governance and specific actions”,

— “the appropriate actors, their capacity and mobilization for action”,

“required resources and political support” and

“monitoring process” (Harpham and Boateng, 1997, 76).

As seen, basically, their evaluation criteria are based on two side of governance

process, actors and institutions and their sense of responsibility.

As another early study, Pierre (1999, 374-375), who defines governance as a
process of blending and coordinating public and private interests, points out the
capabilities of local government organizations, so he refers to different models of
governance describe different systems of values, beliefs and practices. In

addition to local context, he emphasizes the significance of national context.

As an international point of view, the United Nations Human Settlements
Programme (UN-HABITAT, 2002) focuses the term of Good Governance that
means “...citizens are provided with the platform which will allow them to use
their talents to the full to improve their social and economic conditions”. So, the
welfare of the citizens might be guaranteed by urban governance process. The

principles of Good Governance are claimed as (UN-HABITAT, 2002);

“Sustainability in all dimensions of urban development

— Subsidiarity of authority and resources to the closest appropriate level

— Equity of access to decision-making processes and the basic necessities

of urban life

— Efficiency in the delivery of public services and in promoting local

economic development
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— Transparency and Accountability of decision-makers and all

stakeholders

— Civic Engagement and Citizenship

— Security of individuals and their living environment”

Foregoing studies mainly discusses performance aspects within general terms of
governance. At that point, DiGaetano and Strom (2003) describe a clear analysis
to compare urban governance. Structural, Cultural Analysis and Rational
Actors are declared as three approaches to comparative analysis of urban
governance. First one has an origin of Marxian and Weberian political thought
based on the importance of social and economic relations. So, structural analysis
deals with processes of distribution, conflict, power and domination. The second
one focuses on culture as the main explanatory factor to compare differences in
national context, where historically and socially embedded system of values has
been developed. The last approach underlines the role of self-interest in
collective action within a relation with strategic and rational individuals.
(DiGaetano and Strom, 2003, 357-360).

However, DiGaetano and Strom (2003, 363) use the concept of institutional
milieu of urban governance that are the complexes of formal and informal political
and governmental arrangement, which intervene interactions through the
structural context, political culture and political actors. In other words, institutional
milieu of urban governance indicates the context dependency of discussions.
Institutional milieu includes formal and informal arrangements. The former one
refers to institutions that are government bodies, political parties, interest group
organizations and partnership. The latter one is discussed above as “modes of

governance” that defines the governing relations within formal institutions.

The modes of governance are described by governing relations by government
officials and private sector, governing logic, key decision makers and
objectives. According to these aspects, DiGaetano and Strom (2003, 365)
identify five modes of urban governance as clientelist, corporatist, managerial,

pluralist, populist.
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These modes and their main characteristics are summarized in Table 2-1 by
DiGaetano and Strom (2003, 366). However, they underline that, these modes
are ideal types and rarely exist in pure forms. Hybrid forms of governance modes

are possible.

Table 2-1: Modes of Urban Governance (DiGaetano and Strom, 2003, 366):
Defining Characteristics (summarized from Pierre, 1999, 388)
Clientelistic | Corporatist | Managerial Pluralist Populist
Brokering or
: Particularistic, . Formal mediating .
Governing l Exclusionary b fi Inclusionary
Relations personaiize, negotiation ureaucratic jamong negotiation
exchange or contractual | competing
interest
Governin Consensus Authoritative Conflict Mobilization
Logic 9 Reciprocity buildin decision management of popular
9 9 making 9 support
Politicians Politicians
Key L Politicians Politicians and
_ Politician and - and .
Decision . and powerful |and civil . community
clients L organized
Makers civic leaders |servants ; movement
interests
leaders
Political . . : . .
Objectives Material Purposive Material Purposive Symbolic

As seen above, DiGaetano and Strom (2003) point out the institutionalized
context of urban governance with four key variables. At that point, Denters and
Klok (2006, 43) point out the importance of three other components in
performance management in urban governance. First of all, performance
management is seen as a result oriented process, so the formulation of
objectives is critical. Then, a system of performance indicators is needed to
evaluate actual achievements in desired results. Finally, a feedback mechanism
has to be set to get the information on goal achievements, effectiveness and

efficiency.

27



Healey (2002, 1783) indicates socially constructed conceptions of the city are in a
turn with governance approaches from reading to city to shaping the city. In other
words, once imagined and located in the public realm, concepts of the city have

considerable power to ‘act’ (Healey, 2002, 1785).

So, strategic urban governance becomes an ongoing activity and seen as an

institutional infrastructure that directly affected by actors’ performance.

As a crucial study, Kubler and Heinelt (2005) focus on local authorities,
community and policy networks with a different analysis method. They evaluate
“the metropolitan reform tradition” based on governmental consolidation and
metropolitan governments and “the public choice approach” refers to institutional
fragmentation of metropolitan areas into autonomous local institutions for service
provision. Then, new metropolitan governance based on cooperative structures
that stabilize network of appropriate policy actors is examined in details (Kibler
and Heinelt, 2005, 9-10).

In defined context, Kibler and Heinelt (2005, 11) emphasizes crucial role of
varying local actors rather that hierarchical relations. Actor behaviors, incentive
structures and political leadership are stated as factors of governance capacity.
As a result of discussion, democratic metropolitan governance is evaluated in
three dimensions — Policy Networks, Oriented Local Government and Civil
Society- by Kiibler and Heinelt (2005, 23).
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Figure 2-1: Triangle of Democratic Metropolitan Governance (adapted from
Kiibler and Heinelt, 2005, 23)

In above triangle, policy networks indicate the relations between local
government and civil society that would be open or closed. In defined context, the
capability of civic society is another crucial factor that might be weak or strong
according to variables such as organized or individual groups. Lastly, the
structure of local government might be input or output oriented. So, the relation
between local government and civil society based on policy networks is evaluated

as a starting point for the discussion in local conservation capacity in the study.

However, aforementioned theoretical approaches and methods are seen as
inadequate to explain why varying modes of governance are appear in the
same period and under similar pressures in a national context by Atadv and
Eraydin (2011). They summarized the changing issues in the modes of
government in different theoretical approaches as institutions, flows (in the
forms of material resources and regulatory power) and governance capacity —
coalitions (Atadv and Eraydin, 2011, 84-89). These three issues are embedded

into socio-spatial context of cities.
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After the evaluation in governance experiences in two metropolitan cities of
Turkey, izmir and Antalya, Atadév and Eraydin declare five crucial aspects in

shaping the different forms of governance;

— “...First, the maturity level of the local political culture in a relation with
economic development and daily life ... experiences from living or

working together may let a bottom-up governance

— Second, in different context of metropolitan areas, varying forms of
interactions and networking may appear and may lead varying types of
coalitions that will be sometimes a NGO or ad hoc type of activities.

— Thirdly, sectoral dynamics are crucial to build link between local and
national governance mechanisms and institutionalized relations between

them
— Fourth aspect is the importance of state traditions at local level.

— The last issue indicates the importance of local dynamics rather than
structural context, because of context dependency in political culture and

capabilities in local scale...” (Atadv and Eraydin, 2011, 119-120)

As a result of discussions and approaches in the comparison of urban
governance, especially, the role of national authority or legal and administrative
framework might be ignored because of similar context in local areas in a nation-
state. In other words, national legal and institutional frameworks are same in
locality studies in the same country. Due to the aim to carry a comparative study
based on differences between local conservation capacity and its effects on
urban maintenance, the study, should be evaluate national characteristics as

similar. Therefore, differences between localities could be evaluated in details.

At local levels the importance of two sides of governance processes that are local
authorities and local community is emphasized. Their capabilities and networks
are crucial to determine urban governance performance in local context.
Therefore, in the following section of the chapter, local actors’ performance and

their determinant variables are going to be evaluated in details.
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2.4. Actors’ Performance in Local Governance

In the previous sections of the chapter, after the definition of governance as a
term, the network type determinations are emphasized because of the relations
between different actors. After that, the approaches for the comparison by means
of varying governance practices refers to local context are enhanced to get an
overall view on context dependency of governance. As a result of these
discussions, it is clearly seen that, at the local context, the varying levels of
involvement of local authorities and local community are resulted in changing

modes of urban governance.

In this section, after the evaluation of discussions about the involvement of local
community in decision making process, the factors on the varying levels of the
involvement of local authorities and local community are going to be examined in

urban governance process as a shared responsibility.

The varying levels of involvement of actors in urban governance are directly
related with the capabilities of actors. Therefore, institutional capacity of local
authorities and capabilities of local community capacity are discussed in details to

evaluate the effects on urban governance.

2.4.1. Institutional Capacity of Local Authorities

In defined context, in this section, the discussions and key terms on the level and
efficiency of involvement are evaluated to determine aspects of institutional
capacity. Also, each aspect is going to be evaluated with its possible indicators,

later.

In general terms, institutional capacity is used to define technical, financial,
administrative capabilities and experience of institutional actors, who manage,
support or have a legal responsibility in local scale. In fact, capacity or
capabilities of local authorities have been discussed with not only public
administration terms but also urban or regional planning and whole decision

making process since 1980s, when decentralization of governing power becomes
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popular. General definitions for the terms of capacity have crucial clues for

following discussions.

Honadle (1981, 577) defines capacity as the ability to make change, intelligent
decision make, develop programs, manage resources and evaluate current works
to guide future. Capacity has a direct relation with the levels of institutionalizing,
in other words, becoming an organization is required for effective capacity. As
another side, capacity includes the abilities for setting effective links with
other organizations, solving problems, coordinating activities and gaining
experience, too (Honadle, 1981, 578). At that point, two dimensions of

institutional capacity are visible as inner abilities and outer links.

As another early research that based on the report of Office of Management and
Budget in Washington (1975), Gargan (1981) describes capacity within the terms
of management that refers to three general areas. First one is “policy
management” includes need assessment, goal setting and evaluation, the
establishment of priorities, resource allocation. Policy management capacity to
guide planning, development and implementation of policies, strategies and
programs is included. The second one is related with “resource management”
that means not only to use resource but also to create resource. The last one is
“program management” that based on requirements to perform and execute

specific policies.

Gargan (1981, 652) declares local government capacity as a function of
expectations, resources and problems. In other words, capacity is related with
capability to solve a problem with current resources within the limits of
expected results. Guiding principle is “...you are only as good as you have to
be”. Gargan (1981, 653-654), also, points out the growing concern for local
government capacity in relation with the quality of urban life that refers to a shift

in urban policy management.

In the context of local governance, Gibbs et al (2001, 103) make a
comprehensive definition for institutional capacity in local and regional economic

development. They define institutional capacity as not only a simple institution’s
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capability, but also institutionalism within an area. It includes reorganizing of

the state and decentralization of power that means effective local governance.

The discussions about local government capacity let to another crucial issue that
is the institutional performance of local authorities. Putham (1993, 15) makes a
research on regional capacity differences in Italy and states that some regions
have a vibrant network and norms of civic engagement, while some others are
vertically structured. In other words, “...some regions are more civic than
others”. Those differences have a direct influence on local capacity in terms of

governance and indicate local links as a network.

This two dimensional structure of capacity local government capacity is
discussed in UNDP’s capacity and assessment guidelines. The review document
of UNDP (UNDP, 2006) indicates the capacity as the ability of individuals,
institutions and societies to do something within planned framework in a

sustainable manner.

In defined context, variables that affect or determine the capabilities of local
authorities are going to be discussed in the following parts of this section. So, not
only factors that affect performance of local authority are evaluated, but also
structures that let or do not let the sharing of responsibilities with other local actor

are going to be discussed in details.

Consequently, in the following sections, local institutional capacity is investigated
as inner capacity that mean institutional self power to act and outer capabilities

that are determined by the networks of local authority.

2.4.1.1. Inner Capacity of Local Authorities

In this section, inner capacity of local authorities is discussed with its aspects in
relation with the sub-question of “How the institutional capacities of local
authorities affect their conservation approach and implicitly urban maintenance in
historic city centers?” However, the inner institutional capacity is evaluated with

general planning terms. The relations with urban conservation are discussed in
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details in Chapter Five, the Method of Study, to determine indicators of inner

capacity in terms of urban maintenance.

Grindle (1996, 8) makes a discussion on hypothetical and real capacity of the
State. Institutional capacity to uphold effective rules of the game, technical
capacity to manage economic strategies, administrative capacity and political
capacity to mediate conflict and respond the needs are declared as the parts of
state’s capacity. These general terms are a starting point for the varying

dimensions of capabilities of authorities

However, local institutional capacity researches are popular with the efforts of
international institutions like the World Bank that wants to bring standard for the
implementations of local programs. Those discussions mainly based on capacity

building for local authorities.

Plummer (1999) evaluates the local government’s capacity within the context of
internationally donor-financed development programs that generally based on
local participation. Especially the performances of municipal actions are
discussed on a relation base between internal capacity and external operating
context, which means a function of legislative, administrative and funding

framework.

In terms of internal capacity, staff capacities are discussed with reference to
skills of actors required for effective responsibility taking and promote community
participation. Skills of various actors, who are going to be manager, interface or
technical staffs, are determined by community relation, technical and
administrative capacities. Then, the central role of engineering departments,
project management units, project cells and zonal offices are declared as tools of
effective municipal structures. Thirdly, financial stability let accountability and
transparency of financial procedures that create a trust in authority is seen as a
crucial part of internal capacity. Lastly, dynamic structure of municipal systems
and procedures that means elasticity to changes is evaluated as an obligation for
a management capacity (Plummer, 1999, 95-109). In a similar context, Onyx and
Bullen (2000, 40-41) emphasize the role of work connections like feeling a part

of community, friendship relations and team-working.
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Evans (2005, 65-66) points out the capabilities of officers as one of the aspects of
institutional capacity in a sustainable development manner. Officers’ education,
motivation, professional and technical expertise are determined as the indicators.
Also, they underline the diversity of age and younger officers for hard working
conditions. Moreover, the training of officers for not only personnel development,
but also inter-departmental relations is focused. As another crucial dimension of
inner institutional capacity, organizational structure of institutions, which means
networks between directorates, integrated relations within different departments

operations and cross departmental links, is mainstreamed as working practices.

Denters and Klok (2006) indicate another perspective enhancing institutional
performance discussions. Especially, they concentrate on institutional
performance to achieve urban sustainability. There are two different
approaches to conceptualize institutional performance. First one sees institution
in a hierarchical structure. Second one is more egalitarian approach. Both of
them indicate the responsiveness of such institution to achieve a goal as
performance of the institution. Former one determines material and conditional
responsiveness. The latter one that focuses on equity enhances the
importance of expected goal achievements, concurrence, openness and
accountability (Denters and Klok, 2006, 51). As another crucial aspect, Denters
and Klok (2006, 53) indicates decision making process is determined by the

political, administrative and policy network levels. (Table 2-2)
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Table 2-2: Two approaches to performance management (Denters and Klok,2006,

45)

Nature of public sector

1. Who defines mission?

Government (as a
corporate public actor)

Political leader

Governance (as a
network of public and
private corporate and
collective actors)

Political leader, other
corporate and collective
actors, citizens)

2(a) Focus of measures?

Effectiveness and
efficiency

Effectiveness, efficiency
and responsiveness

2(b) Who measure?

Producers: quality as
defined by professionals
in terms of universal and
uniform standards

Local stakeholders /
citizens: quality both
defined and partly
assessed by local
stakeholders and citizens

3 Feedback mechanism

Oversight and review

Mutuality on the basis of
consent

backed up by coercion
and incentives

In this study, egalitarian approach based on governance and local stakeholders is
preferable to hierarchical one to evaluate local conservation capacity in terms of
networking. Moreover, discussion of institutional performance offers pluses and
minus within itself. In other words, the causes of increasing or decreasing

performance in a relation with institutional capacity have to be criticized.

Gilmour (2007, 4) indicates the differences between profit organizations and non-
profit or social organizations to compare institutional performance. Although the
recent discourse on institutional framework has become more similar with the
terms of visions, leadership, stakeholders and governance, there are still
important differences. The most important one is while profit organizations use
measures like profit, capital or asset as performance indicators, non-profit or
social organizations especially have qualitative variables based on community
responds (Gilmour, 2007, 5).
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Table 2-3 summarizes the attributes of social or non-profit organizations from
different perspectives. It would be helpful to understand the inner institutional
capacity of local authorities that might be thought as nonprofit organizations. The
most of the attributes are related with inner capacity of institutions. However,

attributes like networking or organizational capacity are evaluated in the following

section 2.4.1.2 to determine outer capabilities.

Table 2-3: Non-profit capacity attributes (summarized from Gilmour, 2007, 5)

Mc Kinsey and Company
(2000)
Scaled Attributes

Frederickson and London
(2001)
Scaled Attributes

LaMore (2002)
Scaled and Scored
Attributes

— Aspirations (mission,
clarity of vision and goals)

— Strategy (targets,
programme, funding
model)

— Organizational skills,

—Human resources

— System and infrastructure,

— Organizational structure

— Leadership and vision

—Management and planning

— Fiscal planning and
practice

— Operating support

— Political capacity

—Networking capacity

—Resource capacity

— Programmatic capacity

—Organizational capacity;

—Management and planning

—Fiscal planning and
practice

— Operating support

— Culture (shared values)

Consequently, as the recent discourse of institutional capacity, UNDP (2008,
2010) indicates three dimension, points of entry, core issues and functional
capabilities in its capacity assessment works. Points of entry include three levels
that are the enabling environment, the organizational and the individual.
Institutional arrangements, leadership, knowledge and accountability are the core
issues. The functional capabilities are determined as necessary structure to
create and manage policies and programs. These dimensions of institutional
capacity compromise not only inner capacity, but also outer capabilities, which
are discussed in the following section (UNDP, 2008, 2). UNDP’s approach to
institutional capacity focuses on three essential variable, performance, stability

and adaptability at outcome level in terms of national goals..
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Institutional performance is a combination of the effectiveness, means degree to
achieve objectives, and efficiency that is a ratio of produced values and used
ones. Institutional stability concentrates on institutionalization and risk mitigation
includes risk identification and solves the problem. Last one, adaptability is
basically determined as an ability to maintain future needs and needs a

continuous improvement (UNDP, 2010, 9).

As a result of aforementioned discussions, leadership, organizational and
functional structure, staff qualifications, technical capabilities and financial
terms are determined as the aspects of inner capacity of local institutions.
Table 2-4 briefly summarizes aforementioned indicators according to determined

aspects of inner capacity of local institutions.

At that point, crucial role of leadership, especially countries like Turkey, should be
underlined to discuss capacity and capabilities of not only local but also national
authorities. Therefore, the aspect of leadership and its indicators are investigated

in another section, Section 2.4.1.3, with outer capabilities.

In Table 2-4, aforementioned views on inner institutional capacity are re-
organized within terms of aspects. Therefore, there are similarities and repetition
within aspects. Moreover, general concepts are determined with terminological
differences. However, after discussions of urban conservation as a governance
process and legal-administrative framework in Turkey are completed in the
Chapter-3 and Chapter-4, appropriate indicators for each aspect of inner

institutional capacity are determined in Chapter-5, the Method of Study.
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Table 2-4: Aspects and General Indicators of Institutional Capacity (Inner

Capacity)

Aspects

Organizational / Functional Capacity

General Indicators

The levels of institutionalizing

References

Honadle (1981)

Policy / program management

Gargan (1981)

Effective ruling and mediating conflicts
Responding the needs

Grindle (1996)

effective organizational structure (key units)
dynamic structure / elasticity to change

Plummer (1999)

networks and integrated relations cross
departmental links

Evans (2005)

expected goal achievements
concurrence
openness / accountability

Denters and
Klok, (2006)

Clarity of vision and goals
Organisational skills and structure

Gilmour (2007)

Institutional arrangements
Streamlined process
Clearly defined responsibilities and roles

UNDP (2010)

Managing strategies,

Grindle (1996)

© >
o=
% § System and infrastructure Gilmour (2007)
©
()
O
- Hard Networks (technological capabilities) Malecki (2002)
Resource management Gargan (1981)
T > financial stability / accountability / Plummer (1999)
2s transparency
L= fiscal planning Gilmour (2007)
L O :
audit systems
participatory planning system UNDP (2010)
skills of_ actors / effe_ctlve r_egpon5|blllty Plummer (1999)
0 promoting community participation
o being a part of community, Onyx and Bullen
‘§ friendship relations / team-working. (2000
= Education / Motivation / Training
‘_:‘,‘ Professional and technical expertise Evans (2005)
o The diversity of age and younger officers
= Human resources .
<
o) Culture (shared values) Gilmour (2007)

Knowledge sharing

UNDP (2010)
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2.4.1.2. Outer Capabilities of Local Authorities

In this section, outer capabilities of local authorities are determined with its
aspects in relation with the sub-question of “How the institutional capabilities of
local authorities determine the level of openness (let to involvement of other
actors to urban maintenance in historic city centers)?” The outer capabilities are
discussed within general terms in this section and its relation with urban

conservation is re-evaluated in Chapter Five, the Method of the Study.

As indicated in general frame of institutional capacity, the outer capabilities of
local authorities are emphasized as the other side of capacity (Honadle, 1981,
Gibbs et al, 2001, Putnam, 1993). Gibbs et al (2001, 103) see capacity as the
institutionalism within an area. Furthermore, Putnam (1993, 15) point out varying

local capacities as “...some regions are more civic than others.”

Malecki (2002, 930) uses the term of competiveness of places that refers to
ability of local economy and society to enhance living standards. In this context,
the soft (social interaction and knowledge flow) and hard (technological
capabilities) networks determine the ability, in other words capacity, of local

authority.

Wallis (2002, 77) underlines another side of local capacity as networking that
means the enabling capacity of local authorities to other actors. Enabling other
actors and let them to take responsibility is seen as an enhancing tool for social

capital in local community.

In a similar base, Van Den, et al (2003, 3) use the term of organizing capacity to
describe the ability of solving problems with all partners, jointly generating new
ideas and developing / implementing policy. Long term vision, formulating
measurable objectives, strategic thinking, qualified leadership, strategic
networking and relevant partnership and external communication are declared as

the elements of organizing capacity.

Gissendanner (2004, 44-45) evaluates the issue of “How voluntary membership

networks create power to bring about publicly significant results for the local
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citizenry or to solve problems and achieve change’. Is this capacity derives from
formal or non-institutionalize forms of cooperation. In defined context,
Gissendanner (2004) defines two analytically separate aspects for the action
powers of governing groups / institutions. First one is “Governance Capacity” as
the ability to act at all. Second one is “Strategic Capacity” that means the ability

of a city to act in a planned, coordinated and rational manner.
Gissendanner (2004, 45) points out that;

“Some cites are better than others at gathering information, activating
resources, coordinating the efforts of actors and organizations throughout
a long period of time and a large geographic area, and self-critically

evaluating their own policies.”

However, the measurement of governance and strategies capacity is still a matter
of research problem. There are no standard indicators to measure especially
governance capacity that is based on the ability of actors to act. However,
strategic capacity is more related with policies that are made, implemented and
adjusted (Gissendanner, 2004, 47).

Gissendanner (2004, 49) defines four measures for governance and strategic
capacity. First one is targeting that means basically main aim or vision of activity.
Second one organizations, which indicates the level of togetherness, are
evaluated in terms of current active groups. Third one is the degree of
coordination change from no communication to basic communication to
cooperation and coordination that means a functional division of labor. Last one
is typical activities that mean the use of traditional tools or innovative

approaches in problem solving.

In other words, governance capacity is related with becoming a group or acting
as a group. On the other hand, strategic capacity can be seen as becoming an
institution / organized group. It is more than acting together. Therefore, in the
study, interactions between local authorities and local community are going to be
evaluated with not only formal structures, but also informal actions to set a

synergy in urban governance like maintenance process in historic city centers.
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Evans (2005, 66) indicate national and international networks and activities as
one of the main aspect of strategic capacity. Also, they underline the importance
of networks between local institutions and programs like Local Agenda 21. In
relation with networks, Gilmour (2007, 11) determines four level of capacity from
clear need for increased capacity to high level of capacity and enhances crucial

role of visibility / known by others, who will be local public or institutions.

The recent discourse of outer capabilities of local authorities can be summarized
by the terms of UNDP (2006, 2008 and 2010). UNDP documents, firstly,
underlines the importance of knowledge that not only refers to creation of
information but also dissemination of knowledge. At that point, intra-level

networks gains importance.

Briefly, UNDP (2010, 8-9) express the role of functional and technical capacities.
Engaging stakeholders, building consensus, defining vision, managing dialogues
with varying actors, formulating policies and strategies, evaluating progress and

managing financial issues are indicated aspects of outer institutional capacity.

As mentioned above, UNDP’s capacity assessment documents (2008, 2010)
include issues on inner capacity of local institution, also focus on outer
capabilities. As seen, functional capacities, core issues and points of entry are
the dimensions of capacity assessments and describe a whole capacity for local

institution like a cube.

Aforementioned views underline varying dimensions in outer capacity of local
authorities. In general terms, outer capacity of local authority is evaluated as an
interaction or cooperation ability with not only local but also national and
international actors by varying tools. Those interactions include both formal and

informal processes together.
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Figure 2-2: UNDP Capacity Assessment Framework. (2010, 8)

In defined context, aspects of outer capabilities are not easy to measure with
exact indicators. However, aspects of outer capacity of local authorities could be
divided into two main frames as guiding activities and networking. In Table 2-5,
“Guiding Local Actors” and “Information Channels and Relations with other
local actors, local communities and NGOs / National Actors /International
Actors”. In the following table (Table 2-5), there are repeating terms refereeing
similar concepts. However, after discussions in the Chapter-3 and Chapter-4,
appropriate indicators for each aspect of outer institutional capacity in terms of

urban conservation are determined in Chapter-5, the Method of Study.

Similar to inner capacity, leadership has a crucial role in outer capabilities of
local authorities. Leader has a position of presenting local authority in widening
frame of relations with other actors. Therefore, in the next section, the leadership

is discussed with varying dimensions and indicators.
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Table 2-5: Aspects and Indicators of Institutional Capacity (Outer Capabilities)

Aspects

General Indicators

References

h
S
o
o4
o
©

©
o

=
o
=
=
=
O]

enabling capacity
let other actors to take responsibility
enhancing social capital

Wallis (2002)

Organizing capacity

long term vision

formulating measurable objectives
strategic thinking,

Van Den, et al
(2003)

Local Agenda 21
Working practices

Evans (2005)

Functional Capacities

o engaging stakeholders, building consensus,
defining vision, formulating policies and
strategies, evaluating progress, managing
financial issues

UNDP (2010)

Information Channels with local actors and
Relations with other local actors, local communities and NGOs /

National Actors /International Actors

Printed materials

Web-site

Info-days, festivals, meetings / Daily
interactions

Plummer
(1999), UNDP
(2010)

visibility / known by others

Evans (2005)

Effective links with other organizations Honadle
Coordinating activities (1981),
I : - Gibbs et al
Institutionalism within an area (2001)
- Putnam
Network and norms of civic engagement (1993)

Soft Networks (social interaction and
knowledge flow)

Malecki (2002)

Strategic networking / Relevant partnership /
External communication

Van Den, et al
(2003)

voluntary membership networks

formal or non-institutionalize forms of
cooperation / targeting

organization / the degree of coordination
innovative approaches in problem solving

Gissendanner
(2004)

national and international networks and
activities

Evans (2005)

dissemination of knowledge

intra-level networks

Stakeholder feedback mechanism
managing dialogues with varying actors

UNDP (2010)
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2.4.1.3. Leadership Discussions in Institutional Capacity

In fact, leadership discussion is embedded into the evaluation of local institutional
capacity. However, leaders especially at local levels have more importance in
dynamic structure of locality. Not only mayors of local authorities, but also leader
— coordinator — chief of some departments could play a crucial role in the history

of region, if leader has “genius” based on experience, vision or only motivation.

In terms of inner capacity of local authorities, leader might enhance the auto-
control mechanism, defining mission and setting a vision or basically motivating
others. On the other hand, for outer capabilities of local authority, leader could
increase the visibility of authority or construct trust for local authority. Therefore,
in this section, the embedded structure of leadership is briefly discussed to

determine the aspects of leadership both in inner and outer capacity.

UNDP (2008, 2) defines leadership as one of the core issues in capacity
assessment. The leadership is determined as the ability to influence or motivate
people. Also, UNDP underlines that leadership should not be seen as whole
authority or the highest position; sometimes it would be informal and manifest

itself in varying levels.

Gissendanner (2004, 51) indicates that varying levels as leaders and followers
are interactive and outcomes of this interaction resulted in changing processes
according to their skills and resources. Moreover, the role of leaders and their
influences on strategic capacity are introduced as policy initiation, policy
implementation, coalition maintenance and external representation. The last two

are more related with the outer capabilities of local.

Evans (2005, 66) expresses the essential role of leadership as the political will.
The central role of mayor and senior politicians are emphasized. Moreover,
political continuity and stability is demonstrated with political consensus for a

sustainable local agenda.

However, aforementioned definitions are too general to exactly analyze the term

of leadership with its aspects and indicators determining level of success. Getimis
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and Grigoriadou (2005) and Hambleton (2005) identify a more stratified frame for

leadership discussion.

Getimis and Grigoriadou (2005, 170) firstly, define approaches for political
leadership, then divide leadership into two sides as positional leader, who
derives his/her power from his/her position, and behavioral leaders get their
power from their own capabilities. But, usually there is no pure positional or
behavioral leader; leadership is the synthesis of both of them. However, recent
changes in discourse from government to governance, has resulted in a new
urban political leadership, strong political leadership instead of executive
leaders (John 2001, Leach and Wilson 2000, Leach and Percy-Smith 2001 cited
in Getimis and Grigoriadou 2005, 171).

They underline the new urban leadership in comparative perspective for Europe
and indicate the differences between southern, where political leaders play an
important role in the balance of powers and in the local decision-making
processes, and northern ones based on shared power between leader and
executive committee (Getimis and Grigoriadou, 2005, 174). Factors affecting
political leadership are defined by Getimis and Grigoriadou (2005, 176) (Figure 2-
3).

In Figure 2-3; formal and informal national rules that shape the power, identity
and context are determined as the vertical political structures, while local
institutional environment is defined as horizontal ones. On the other hand,
personal traits and capacities like ideology, values or charisma is seen as the
personal characteristics. The last aspect is the leadership role in urban
governance model reflecting the relationship leader and other external bodies

whether from the public, private or voluntary sector.

Basically, while the vertical and horizontal political structures mainly determine
“leadership type”, the personnel characteristics and the role of leader define
“leadership style.”Getimis and Grigoriadou (2005, 186) define leadership types
as strong mayor type, committee leader type, collective type and council
manager. Table 2-6 presents an assessment of leadership types based on

possible benefits and risks.
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Urban
Governance

Horizontal
political structures

Figure 2-3: Factor influencing political leadership (adapted from Getimis and
Grigoriadou, 2005, 176)

Table 2-6: Assessment of leadership types (adapted from Getimis and
Grigoriadou (2005, 186, Figure 8.1)

LEADERSHIP
TYPE

Strong mayor
type

Benefits

Input legitimating by election
Effectiveness through
decisiveness and strong
direction

Efficiency through personal
accountability for governance
Visible political leadership

Risks

Risk of solitary hero,
personalized leadership, one
man show

Dominance of executive to the
detriment of council and
citizens

Lack of throughput-legitimating
and citizens ‘involvement

Accountability
Efficiency through close
cooperation with the executive

Difficulties in decision making
Danger of increased role of
non-elected actors

IComm|ttee- — Input-legitimating by better — Lack of throughput-legitimating
eader type . :

representation of the due to dispersed

community responsibilities

— Visible political leader

— Input legitimating by vote and | — Problems of delays in the
Collective consensus negotiations decision-making and the
Type — Internal checks and balances implementation process

— Dispersed responsibilities

— Efficiency due to the — Conflicts between political
Council- importance of the executive and managerial strategies
Manager — Internal checks and balances | — Lack of input-legitimating due

to the role of the city manager
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Enhancing power of Mayors by legal frameworks cause a singular leadership
type as “strong mayor types” in Turkey. Therefore, political leaders are so
visible and effective on decision-making similar to southern European leaders
mentioned by Getimis and Grigoriadou (2005). On the other hand, the risk of one
man shows in Turkey are naturally observed in decision-making processes like
urban conservation. Leader dependency and so the lack of local involvement
causes disruptions in sustainable process like urban maintenance. Those
discussions are going to be re-evaluated throughout the case study areas in

detail in Chapter-Six.

In leadership discussions, another crucial aspect is leadership style. According to
Getimis and Grigoriadou (2005, 181), there are two dimension that determine
leadership style. First one is conceptualized as the leadership orientation
meaning the way in leaders execute his/her responsibilities like policy making,
problem solving, generating capacity, developing agenda and so on. The second
one is the attitudes while using his/her power. Whether act authoritatively
(power over) or act through empowerment (power to). In other words, use own
capacity or look for support or responsibility sharing (Getimis and Grigoriadou,
2005, 181).

Therefore, as a correlation of leadership orientation and attitudes, Getimis and
Grigoriadou (2005, 181) define four styles of leadership; visionary, consensus
facilitator, the city boss and caretaker (Figure 2-4). They, also, present the

assessment of leadership styles (Table 2-7)

48



Figure 2-4: The leadership styles (adapted from Getimis and Grigoriadou 2005,
184, Figure 8.3)

Table 2-7: Assessment of leadership types (adapted from Getimis and
Grigoriadou (2005, 187, Table 8.2)

LEADERSHIP

STYLE Benefits

Innovative, capacity Risk of overload
generation, increased — Disappointment of
legitimacy, efficiency, failure
— Political accountability
— Visible political
leadership
— Facilitator of capacity — Dependence of the
generation interest intermediation
— Increase of efficiency balance
and legitimacy — Lack of strategic
direction
— Risk of ineffectiveness
— Effectiveness — Non-accountable,
— Visible political executive closure, lack
leadership of efficiency
— Maintain cohesion — No capacity generation
because of upholding — No change and
the status quo innovation due to the
lack of flexibility
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In Turkey, leadership styles are mostly combinations of “visionary” and “city
boss” because of enhancing authority and socially embedded structure. The
details are going to be evaluated in Chapter —Six within the limits of case study
areas. But, in general terms, especially the Mayors are usually city bosses during
their execution. If they also a visionary style, that may create a synergy in locality.

At that point, individual characteristics and local context are crucial determinant.

Hambleton (2005) mentions disagreements about leadership, but indicates
widespread agreement on two crucial points. First one is the personal
characteristics of individual leader includes vision, strength, stamina or energy.
Other one is; context matter. He claims that, an effective leadership approach

may not be appropriate for another socio-spatial context (Hambleton, 2005, 191).

Therefore, Hambleton (2005, 192) suggests a situational leadership model by
adapting the writings of Hersey (1984). He points out the degree of relationships

and task to define leadership (Table 2-8).

Table 2-8: The leadership models in varying context (adapted from Hambleton,
2005, 192)

TASK

(Degree to
which task is spelt out)
LOW HIGH
Leadership Leadership through
through selling
participation — Use when followers
HIGH — Use when are unable but willing
RELATIONSHIP followers are
able but
(Degree of two i
way unwilling
communication Leadership Leadership through
through delegation | telling
LOW — Use when — Use when followers
followers are are unable and
able and willing unwilling
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At that point, Hambleton (2005, 195) claims that; the moving from government to
governance causes changes in the exerciser of local leadership. Therefore the
old model of “boss” who determines upper policies has been changed to a
facilitative leader reaches to other stakeholders and resources. Hambleton (2005,
204), lastly, lists the indicators of good local political leadership as articulating a
clear vision, promoting the qualities, gaining resources, developing partnerships,

addressing complex social issues and maintaining support and cohesion.

Aforementioned views underline two dimensions of leadership as style and type
of leaders based on individual characteristics and socio-spatial context. In other

words, leadership is context dependency matter in institutional capacity.

Consequently, in terms of institutional capacity, leadership has two main
dimensions as leadership in inner and outer capabilities. Inner capacity is a
management discussion starting from vision-mission setting to strategic decision-
making. On the other hand, outer capacity is a matter of representation of local
institution in local, national and international levels. The following table, table 2-9
represents general indicators stated by different points of view. Of course, there

are terminological similarities, likeliness and differences.

These general indicators are re-evaluated in Chapter-Five in terms of urban

conservation according to legal and administrative frameworks of Turkey.
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Table 2-9: The general indicators of leadership in terms of inner and outer

institutional capacity.

General Indicators

the ability to influence or motivate people
(personnel)

References

UNDP (2008)

skills and resources
policy initiation,

Gissendanner
(2004)

addressing complex social issues
maintaining support and cohesion

-
<
O
@)
-
& & policy implementation
- E the leadership orientation gﬁ“g]rlizggg
OO the attitudes while using his/her power g
< E (2005)
= —
< 2 a clear vision, . Hambleton
o< promoting the qualities,
v 1T (2005)
o gaining resources
zZ Clearly formulated vision
P Communication standards UNDP (2010)
Management tools
the ability to influence or motivate people UNDP (2008)
(other actors)
skills and resources ,
i ) Gissendanner
Z:' coalition maintenance (2004)
O external representation
9 political will.
LL political continuity and stability Evans (2005)
8 o political consensus
:":J E Outreach mechanism UNDP (2010)
o) , —
m I vertical political structures
<5 horizontal political structures Getimis and
< < personal traits and capacity (ideology, Grigoriadou
O
p charisma) (2005)
l|J_J relationship with other bodies
D personal characteristics (vision, strength,
o stamina) Hambleton
developing partnerships (2005)
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2.4.1.4. The Aspects of Institutional Capacity

As a result of discussion in institutional capacity, literature presents a widening
frame based on varying aspects and their relational indicators. However, such a
widening frame doesn’t let to make eligible evaluation of local institutional
capacity in urban maintenance. Therefore, in the following sections of the study,
two dimensions of local institutional capacity, inner capacity and outer capabilities,
determine frame of further discussions. Inner capacity of local authorities
compromises four main aspects as organizational and functional capacity,
technical capacity, financial capacity and staff qualifications. On the other hand,
outer institutional capabilities include two general aspects as guiding local actors

and information channels / relations with other actors.

In addition to these aspects, leadership is crucial aspect of both inner and outer
institutional capacity. Consequently, Figure 2-5 represent general frame of local
institutional capacity that is going to be used in the following sections. In chapter-
five, measurable and eligible indicators of local institutional capacity are

determined in terms of urban conservation within the context of Turkey.
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Figure 2-5: Dimensions and aspects of institutional capacity.
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2.4.2. Local Community Capacity

In this section, the discussions and key terms about the aspects of local
community capacity are evaluated to understand causes of changing levels of
involvement to urban governance. Therefore, each aspect is identified with its

indicators in detail.

In general terms, local community capacity is defined with the terms of social
capital, consciousness, identity or the sense of belonging and awareness. While
some aspects are individually effective, other may be enhance capacity with
collaborative aspects and create a synergy. Therefore, the individual
characteristics and community capabilities are investigated in the following two

sections as individual capacity and community capacity.

24.2.1. Individual Capacity

In this section, inner capacity of local community is discussed as individual
capacity with its aspects in relation with the sub-question “How local people’s
capacities affect the will of involvement to the urban maintenance in historic city
centers?” The individual capacity is evaluated in general terms, and then the
appropriate indicators in urban conservation process are discussed in detail in

Chapter Five.

Community capacity is usually used to define a collective capital with the synergy
of togetherness. However, varying self-capacity of each individual in a collective
action causes crucial changes. So, basically, individual capacity is evaluated with
general terms. Then, community capacity is determined by means of discussions

on social capital.

Bourdieu (1986, 241-258) defines three fundamental types of capital. First one is
economic capital that easily may convert to money or property, the second one
cultural capital, which is institutionalized in the forms of educational qualifications
and the last one is the social capital that is going to discuss in the following
sections. In a relation with individual capacity, Bourdieu’ definition of cultural

capital is one of the aspects of individual capacity based on education.
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Coleman (1988, 100) uses a more widening frame for individual capacity and
uses the term of “human capital” that is determined by changing skills and
capabilities of individuals. However, Coleman (1988, 109) underlines the private
borders of human capital and sees human capital as private goods like physical

assets, while, social capital is a public good.

In a similar context, Putham (2000, 22-23) indicates the characteristics of
individuals like ethnicity, education, interests and social background to describe

varying links between them.

Therefore, as Chaskin (2001, 19-22) mentionst, the skills, knowledge and
resources of individuals has a crucial effect on community improving process.
Also, some of them have a power to mobilize other that is going to discuss in the

leadership section, in detail.

At that point, Plummer (1999,33) defines a well-established frame for individual
capacity. Firstly, skills and knowledge is enhanced as power to able or will
something else. This power is directly related with political awareness, technical
know-how and management skills. Also, education and literacy, cultural belief
and practice, gender, social and political marginalization and the conditions of
employment like time limits are assumed as the aspects of individual capacity

that affect the level of involvement in urban governance practice.

Macgillivary and Walker (2000, 201) enhance crucial role of peoples’ backs on
the social capital. They discuss individual capacity as human capital based on
self-trust of individual that is enhanced by self-respect, self-confidence, attitudes,

skills, behaviors and skill-knowledge (Macgillivary and Walker, 2000, 203).

A review document (National Statistics, 2001) lists the aspects of individual
capacity as population groups of sex, age, ethnicity, birthplace, family, education,
health status, labor force, income, occupation, etc. Possible changes in these
characteristics may cause changes in individual capacity, On the other hand,
these population groups are not sufficient to set an individual capacity. At that
point, attitudes and values can be seen as the other dimension of individual

capacity. Identity / belonging, belief systems, values and goals, fears, attitudes,
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history, confidence, trust, satisfaction with life and expectations are listed as the
aspects of individual capacity. Varying combinations of these aspects affect not
only individual character, but also individual capacity (National Statistics, 2001,
18).

As a result, individual capacity bases on two main aspects as “consciousness-
responsiveness” and “community appropriation”. The former one is a
capability shaped with accumulation by education and experiences. On the other
hand, the latter one is more than an accumulation; it is embedded within socio-
cultural roots. In defined context, table 2-10 indicates general indicators of
individual capacity. In the following sections, the combinations of general factors

determining varying levels of individual capacity are examined.

Table 2-10: Aspects and Indicators of Individual Capacity (Inner Capacity)

General Indicators References

Aspects

Eg:g;?ilozapltal Bourdieu (1986)
Human capital
=g Skills Coleman (1988)
ge Education Putnam (2000)
§ 2 Skills and Knowledge Chaskin (2001)
o2 Skills / Knowledge / Education and literacy
-1 Political awareness / Know-how Plummer (1993)
§ é Self-trust / Self-respect / Self-confidence Macgillivary and
Attitudes / Skills / Behaviors Walker (2000)
Education / Attitudes / Values and goals / ,
. National
Confidence Statistics (2001)
Satisfaction with life and expectations
Interests
- Social background Putnam (2000)
29 Ethnicity
c s Cultural belief / Gender
£ o Social and political marginalization Plummer (1993)
g g_ Working relations
02 Age / Ethnicity / Birthplace / Family, .
< : National
Labor force / Income / Occupation Statistics (2001)
Identity — belonging / Belief systems / History
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2.4.2.2. Community Capacity

In this section, outer capabilities of local community are determined as
community capacity. Its aspects are evaluated in relation with the sub-question
“How local community’ capacity effect their involvement to the maintenance of
historic city centers?” general discussions on community capacity are introduced
in this section whereas the relations with urban maintenance dimension are set in

Chapter Five.

In defined context, firstly, community capacity is analyzed with the general
framework of social capital theories and varying definitions. Then, the aspect and
indicators of social capital is re-evaluated to determine community capacity, in

detail.

Field (2003, 5-6) introduces a comprehensive framework for the concept of social
capital starting from Classical Social Theory. According to him, first of all,
Tocqueville (1832) uses the term of social glue may help to bond individuals.
Durkheim (1933) organizing solidarity and introduces that people lived in a world
of strangers. Then, Tdénnies use purposive associations (community) and
instrumental association (society) as different concepts. Weber focused on
authority and charisma with a shared “style of life” as the basis of status groups.
Also, Marxian theory of historical materialism bases on social classes instead of
individual characteristics (Field, 2003, 5-6).

However, social capital becomes a concept from a metaphor after 1990s,

Bourdieu, Coleman, Putnam and Woolcock.

In the previous section, Bourdieu (1986, 241-258) defines three fundamental
types of capital, economic, cultural and social capital. Social capital is seen as an
accumulation of real and potential resources that are related with stable
networks or institutionalized mutual relations. So, there is a direct relation
between the potential of group and its membership, who also has not only own
capital, but also the backing of collectively owned capital (Bourdieu, 1986, 241-
242).
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At that point, Bourdieu (1986, 242) indicates another critical point that the use of
a common name, which would be the name of a family, a class, a school or a
tribe. These grouping or collectiveness reinforce or maintain members more or
less. The reinforcement of maintain is based on exchanges, materially or
symbolically. Therefore, the size of the network connections enhances the
volume of the social capital. Social capital is nonetheless independent from its
members, who has consciously or unconsciously social relationship in a spatial

context as a neighborhood, workplace, or even kinship (Bourdieu, 1986, 242-258).

Coleman (1988, 98), says that, social capital is not a single entity; it is a variety of
different entities that included two common elements, aspects of social structures
and action of actors, individual or corporate actions. Social capital is
productive and let to reach desired needs that will be not possible in case of

absence of it like other forms of capital (Coleman, 1988, 98).

In defined context, Coleman (1988) underlines other dimensions of social capital
out of networks and describes three forms of social capital; obligations and
expectations, information channels and social norms that actors can use to
achieve their interest. Obligations and expectations are based on mutual relations
and trustworthiness of structures. Information channels are crucial for providing a
basis for action at minimum it required attention. Norms and effective sanction,
the last one, might create a powerful form of social capital, whether effective or
not (Coleman, 1988, 101-105). These forms determine the closure of social

networks and implicitly social capital.

Coleman (1988, 108-109) lastly, indicates the role of social capital in the
emergence of human capital in the sector of education. Voluntary organizations
and relations would enhance the some interest of who initiates them. Therefore,
he approaches social capital as a public good, while physical and human
capitals are private goods. Because, social capital is a benefit for whole group
totally that includes persons who has varying human capital (Coleman, 1988,
110).

Putnam (1993) enhances the importance of trust and networks in social capital,

like Bourdieu and Coleman. Putnam (1993, 171) claims that, the denser networks
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in a community let to citizens to cooperate for mutual benefits. Norms of
reciprocity and networks of civic engagement are the key aspects. Also, social
capital refers to fundamentals of social organizations, relations based on trust,
norms and networks that will improve the efficiency of community (Putnam, 1993,
167).

Putman (2000, 22-23) divides the term of social capital according to essential
characteristics of actors. First one “bonding social capital” means social capital
between those who are similar to each other like ethnicity, education, interests,
social background. It is a type of group identity or loyalty. The second one
“bridging social capital” includes weaker ties between varying people and
linking external environment. Putnam (2000, 24) says that; “...bonding social
capital provides a kind of sociological super glue, whereas bridging social capital
provides a sociological WD-40".

In defined framework, Putham (2001) carried a study mainly concentrated on
educational structures and mentions multiple dimensions of social capital. Some
forms are highly formal bases on chairman, membership and fees, while others
are highly informal like whose go to a place or gather at the bar evenings. Also,
some forms are very thin, almost invisible links with who occasionally see at the
market. However, in any case, the dense of relation like working relations let to
more complex social capital (Putnam, 2001, 2). In defined context, Putham
(2001) uses the active organizational involvement, average membership rates
and meeting attendance as indicators and also, points out, educational
performance, low violent, healthier environment improve social capital as other
indicators. So, tolerance, economic quality and civic quality go together with

social capital.

Woolcock (1998,155) uses social capital to define the norms and facilitating
collective actions for mutual benefits that support the results of Putnam, which
presents safer, cleaner, wealthier, more literate, better governed and happier
environment let to more social capital, vice versa. Woolcock (1998, 191) assigns
that, the contemporary literature points out distinctive features about social

capital. Firstly, social capital is a property of a social group / community, not
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the property of individual like physical or human capital. Also, the stocks of
social capital increase through use while other capitals decrease. Moreover,
social capital has a complementary structure rather than competitive market. On
the other hand, social capital is more easily destroyed than created rather than
other forms of capital, because of its agglomerative structure. Woolcock (1998,
155-9) also criticizes the theoretical and empirical weakness of social capital, as,
theories are trying to explain too much with too little. Therefore, Woolcock uses
the terms of social capital as “embedded and autonomous social relations”
(1998, 161).

In defined context, Woolcock and Narayan (2000) added the term of “linking
social capital” as another category of social capital; the others are determined
by Putnam (1993). Linking social capital is determined relations between

individuals and groups at different levels of social status or power relations.

In such environment, where varying identities live, work or have property together,
like historic city centers, linking social capital is appropriate to discuss community

capacity.

According to varying relations and changing actors, Woolcock and Narayan
(2000, 228-239) mention four distinct perspectives of social capital and economic
development. First one, the communitarian view, focuses on local organizations
or groups as social capital and implicitly recommends that communities are
homogenous entities. At that point, the density of groups gains importance in
communitarian view. The second one, the network view, indicates vertical and
horizontal relations between individuals - groups or within institutions. The
institutional view, third one, evaluates social capital as a dependent variable,
while the communitarian and networks views see social capital as independent.
The performance of states, firms of groups depends on their own capabilities.
The last view, synergy view, defines an amalgam of network and institutional
view. Neither states nor societies are inherently good or bad, they have

distinctive interest, also collective goals (Woolcock and Narayan, 2000, 234-235).
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The synergy view is crucial to evaluate varying level of community capacity in
urban conservation process, because of widening frame of institutions within local

networks.

Evans (1992, 1995, 1996 cited in Woolcock and Narayan, 2000, 236) makes a
crucial contributions to synergy view and indicates synergy between government
and citizen’s actions based on complementarity and embeddedness. Former
one refers to mutual supportive relations between public and private actors. The
latter one is the nature and extent of these ties between citizens and public

officers.

Fukuyama (2002, 25) evaluates the relation between state and society and he
points out relations between culture and institutions that require social capital.
Social Capital is critical for successful democracy. Social capital lets individuals
to defend their interests while supporting collective needs. So, social capital is
defined as shared norms or values that let social collaboration by Fukuyama
(2002, 27).

Adam and Roncevic (2003) make a review on the development of the concept of
social capital after 1990s and criticize that authors, who deal with social capital,
are mostly economists (Adam and Roncevic, 2003, 157). So, definitions are
simple and based on single variables, not complex structure. They (2003, 175-

177) re-conceptualize the aspects of social capital as:

a catalyst for disseminating human and intellectual capital

the basis for greater levels of synergy and co-ordination

a “lubricant” of network (project) organizations

a facilitator of intermediary institutions

As mentioned above, Field (2003, 5-6) introduces a more comprehensive
framework for the concept of social capital starting from Classical Social Theory.
Field (2003, 67-68) maintains that social capital could occur if associations

between individuals and subjective ties between them are high.
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As a result of above reviewed theoretical discussion, varying relations between
individuals and their groups, formal or informal, and degree of interlinks (ties)
between them are the fundamental components of social capital, which could be
determined as a function of them. Therefore, the degree and level of relations
gain importance with other variables. In the following part of this section,

indicators of social capital are discussed in details.

In relation with economic development theories, Woolcock (1998, 182)
emphasizes that the sustainable, equitable and participatory development are low
where “...class, sex, and ethnic inequalities are widespread, poverty is endemic,
uniform laws are weak and unjust, polities are not freely and fairly elected or
voters have few serious electoral choices, dominant and subordinate groups
have little shared stake in common outcomes, war, famine, rampant inflation,
disease, or chronic underemployment undermine a basic sense of order and
minorities are overtly or covertly discriminated.” In defined framework, the

structure of social environment obtains the fundamental causes on social capital.

There is a critical point in that definition, that is the dominant groups. In some
cases, high levels of social capital could be “positive” but might be “negative" in
where particularistic interest of dominant groups on others (Woolcock, 1998, 182).
Fukuyama (2002, 29) indicates the same curious on the concept of social capital

as negative externalities.

Similarly, Russell et al (2005, 217) mention “negative social capital” that is the
dark side of the concept, which means misuse of social relations or
manipulation for individual interest instead of public benefit. Sometime, when a
perceived threat is effective to create bonding social capital, an external threat
causes a bridging social capital in a community or neighborhood (Russell et al,
2005, 230-31).

The manipulation risk in community capacity is so critical in urban conservation
and maintenance activities because of vulnerable characteristics of historic city

centers. That point is discussed in details, later, in Chapter-Five.
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Within such an environment, measuring social capital becomes a complicated /
complex work. Thus, Woolcock and Narayan (2000, 239) claim that, a single, true
measure of social capital is not possible. Because, first of all definitions are
multidimensional, varying levels and units of analysis. Then, the meaning of
social capital has been continuously changed or evolved from informal
relations to formal institutions. Also, there is no appropriate index to measure
trust, confidence, social mobility or norms. In defined context, according to
general terms of other studies, membership in informal or formal networks,
density of associations, norms and values and interpersonal trust are numerated

as the measures for social capital (Woolcock and Narayan, 2000, 239).

In a similar context, the study of Onyx and Bullen (2000 cited in Woolcock and
Narayan, 2000, 239) and Foley and Edwards (1999, 145 cited in Woolcock and
Narayan, 2000, 239) underline generalized trust, participation rates, social
context, feelings of trust and safety, neighborhood connections, connections with
family and friends, tolerance of diversity, value of life, work connections and

cooperation’s as measures.

Similarly, Jeannotte (2003, 4) counts generalized trust, social agency (capacity to
seek information and make decisions), value of life (empowerment), community
connections, neighbourhood connections, family and friend connections and work

connections as the eight dimensions of social capital.

Parallel to above list, lyer Syria et al (2005, p.1022) summarize social capital
indicators as social trust, racial trust, civic participation to elections, diversity of
friendship networks, group involvement - activities, faith-based social capital
related with religious activities, organized interactions into meeting of varying
formal organization and informal social interactions within or without daily

practices.

At that point, Enyedi (2004, 8) deals with social exclusion in relation with urban
poverty, migration and minorities and spatial segregation that causes a decrease

in social capital.
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Before measuring social capital, Macgillivary and Walker (2000, 201) point out
that there are no pure ways to evaluate social capital and they suggest a basic
method based on mutual trust. As mentioned above, firstly human capital is
indicated as self-trust. Then social capital in informal structures is determined as
trust in each other. The level of trust depends on norms, reciprocity and networks
and connections. On the other hand, social capital in a formal organization bases
on trust in organization. The number of related organizations, services,
effectiveness, community involvement and networks-partnerships are declared as

components (Macgillivary and Walker (2000, 203).

Chaskin (2001) uses the term of community capacity that compromise wider
frame from social capital. That includes both human and social capital together.
At that point, Chaskin (2001, 7) focuses on the definition of capacity that includes
the ideas of both containing (holding, storing) and ability (of mind, of action),

which lets to sustain well-being of society.

Chaskin (2001, 8) indicates the importance of geographical area that refers to a
community or sometimes only a neighbourhood. However, geographically
likeliness causes a set of shared interest and symbolic attributes. Although there
are varying definitions and measures, the studies of community capacity agree
on the existence of resources, networks of relationships, leadership and
supporting as components of community capacity that has dynamic and

multidimensional structure (Chaskin, 2001, 10).

Chaskin (2001, 14-19) counts the characteristics of community capacity as the
sense of community that means a degree of connectedness, commitment reflects
the responsibility sharing, ability to solve problem with own capacity and access
to resources that will be economic, human, physical or political within or out of

their community.

Forrest and Kearns (2001, 2129) underline the domains of social cohesion to
create social capacity. Common values, social order, solidarity, networks and
especially place identity —attachment to place are crucial. In defined context,
empowerment, participation, associational activity and common purpose,

collective norms and values, trust, safety and belonging are the domains of social
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capital and appropriate to enhance community capacity (Forrest and Kearns,
2001, 2140).

Lowndes and Wilson (2001, 630) approach social capital from a different
perspective based on institutional design. But they use same components such
as networks, norms and social trust let to co-operation for mutual benefits to
determine four interacting dimensions of institutional design within local
governance that create social capital with reference to New Labour’s Programme
in the United Kingdom. They mention the democratic renewal of British Local
Government by means of relationships with the voluntary sector, opportunities for
public participation, the responsiveness of decision-making and arrangements for

democratic leadership and social inclusion (Lowndes and Wilson, 2001, 634-39).

Halpern (2005) summarizes contemporary literature on social capital with the
terms of social networks, norms and sanctions that govern their character that
are valuable to enact community action to solve a collective problem. The general
components of social capital, network, a cluster of norms, values and
expectancies and sanctions (punishments and rewards) are accepted. That
advocates the definition of the World Bank (cited in Halpern, 2005, 16); “...social
capital is not just the sum of the institutions (that) underpin a society — it is a glue-
that holds them together...”

In defined framework, Halpern (2005) adapts the terms of Woolcock (1998)
based on Putnam (1993) definitions. Figure 2-7 and Figure 2-8 indicate possible

consequences of varying levels of social capital and institutional framework.
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the macro-level characterize distinct forms of state*

The capacity building is another contemporary discussion topic on social capacity
and community capacity. Diamond (2004, 183) uses the term of re-discovery of
capacity building to define strengthen institutions of civil society and decrease of
social exclusion. At that point, an important dilemma appears when there is a

need for capacity building, which means lacking of social capital. Power

% adapted from Halpern, 2005, 21, Figurel.2 that is simply adapted from work by
Woolcock, 1998, and revised to employ bonding-bridging terminology of Gittel
and Vidal, 1998
“ adapted from Halpern, 2005, 24, Figurel.3 that is simply adapted from work by
Woolcock, 1998

66



differences are natural in a society, but the sharing and negotiating of powers and

responsibilities are crucial to set a social capital (Diamond, 2004, 186).

Similarly, Cuthill and Fien (2005, 73) emphasize the local community capacity
building requirements and enhancing citizen ability, enhancing community group
activities and a cooperative community culture. They underline that, building
community capacity does not mean weaker local institutions or authorities.

Collaborative local action is critical.

Saegert (2011, 3-4) uses the term of community building instead capacity
building. Community building emerges as a way of enhancing residents to solve
their own problems by means of working together to identify and solve their
problems, cultivation of socially valuable relationships, support for leadership
development and increased human capital and the development of a sense of
common purpose and increased local institutional capacity. Community building
is based on relationship that is not only used for solving problems but also
improving the quality of life. So local capacity includes abilities to engage with
public domain, influence the agenda, physical and social environment and access

resources (Saegert, 2011, 5).

As a result of discussions in community capacity, four main aspects are eligible to
determine a framework for further discussion in terms of urban conservation. First
aspect is network and the structure of it. In other words, the size of networks is
crucial. Second one is formal or informal groups and their structure. In addition
to groupings, spatial togetherness, as third aspect, enhance community

capacity. Trust is the fourth aspect of community capacity.

In defined context, table 2-11 summarizes general indicators of each aspect with
references. As seen in table, there are similarities and generally accepted
concept for community capacity. Those indicators are re-evaluated in Chapter-

Five to determine appropriate ones in urban conservation.

In addition to aforementioned aspects, local leadership is another issue in
community capacity. Formal men with titles, such as headman / muhtar of a

neighborhood or the head of local occupational chamber have a controlling effect
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of local community. Sometimes, an elderly person or pioneer person might be an
effect on local community. That usually enhances local community capacity to
create a synergy and work together. However, in some cases, local leadership
could cause a manipulation in local community, especially where there is low
level of individual capacity. In the next section, leadership in local community

capacity is going to be evaluated to determine general indicators.
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Table 2-11: Aspects and Indicators of Community Capacity (Outer Capacity)

Aspects

General Indicators

References

Networks and size of networks

Social structure

Accumulation of real and potential resources
Stable networks

Institutionalized mutual relations

The size of the network connections

Use of common names (family, tribe, etc.)

Bourdieu (1988)

Obligations and expectations / Mutual
relations / Information channels

Norms and effective sanction / Closure of
network

Coleman (1988)

Denser networks / Cooperate for mutual
benefit / Norms of reciprocity

Putnam (1993,

Bonding ties / Bridging ties 2000, 2004)
Norms and values Woolcock
Collective actions for mutual benefits (1998),

Linking ties
Vertical and horizontal relations
Complementarity / Embeddedness

Woolcock et al
(2000)

Shared norms or values Fukuyama
Social collaboration (2000)
social context / connections with family and Onyx (2000),
. . . Foley (1999),
friends / tolerance of diversity,
value of life / social agency Jeannotte
(2003)

the sense of community / degree of
connectedness / responsibility sharing

ability to solve problem with own capacity and
access to resources

Chaskin (2001)

Social order / Solidarity / Networks
Common purpose / Collective norms and
values

Forrest and
Kearns (2001)

Networks and norms for social trust

Lowndes and
Wilson (2001)

Network / Cluster of norms / Values /
Expectancies / Sanctions

Halpern (2005)

the sharing and negotiating of powers and
responsibilities

Diamond (2004)

Community group activities
Cooperative community culture.

Cuthill and Fien
(2005)

Working together
Cultivation of socially valuable relationships,
Sense of common purpose

Saegert (2011)
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Table 2-11: continued

Aspects

General Indicators

References

" Membership in informal or formal networks Woolcock et al
— Density of associations (2000)
g9 Diversity of friendship networks
- Involvement
g g Faith-based social capital Iyer etal (2005)
o = Organized interactions / Daily practices
L O
= Participation rates Onyx (2000),
Foley (1999),
Local organizations / groups Woolcock and
” Narayan (2000)
@ Onyx (2000),
c Neighbourhood connections Foley (1999),
2 Work connections and cooperation Jeannotte
o) (2003)
S Spatial segregation .
= ; X 2 Enyedi (2004)
= Migration / minorities
= . . Forrest and
:;.;_ Place identity Kearns (2001)
Geographical area / Geographically likeliness :
Set of shared interest / Symbolic attributes. Chaskin (2001)
Trustworthiness of structure Coleman (1988)
Trust — norms Putnam (1993,
2000, 2001)
Woolcock et al
? Interpersonal trust (2000)
=) Social trust / Racial trust lyer et al (2005)
= Onyx (2000),
2 Generalized trust, Foley (1999),
c Feelings of trust and safety, Jeannotte
- (2003)
> Mutual trust / Self-trust Macgillivary and
= Trust in each other / to organizations Walker (2000
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2.4.2.3. Leadership Discussions in Community Capacity

In fact, leadership discussion is embedded into community capacity like local
institutional discussions. However, leadership is an effective component on
creating social capital especially at local levels. So it is discussed under a
different heading, but general terms are used to have compatible measures for

social capital.

Bourdieu (1986, 241-258) sees leader as the features of symbolic power —
nobles. According to Bourdieu, every group, this might be a family or a nation or
an organization, has more or less institutionalize forms of delegation of
power, responsibilities, implicitly social capital. So, this single person, who is
the leader, could mandate power of that group according to him/her own
capabilities that enhance or limit whole social capacity. Leader represents the
group by talking, speaking or acting in their names and uses their collective honor
(Bourdieu, 1986, 241-258). In defined context, the leader has to be conserving
the honor of represented group.

On the other hand, Purdue (2001, 2211-13) discusses theories of leadership in a
relation with trust in social capital that includes trust relationship between
community and its leaders. Trust is divided into two as “competence trust” and
“goodwill trust” (Sako, 1998; Humphrey, 1998 cited in Purdue, 2001, 2214).
The first one means trusting somebody else or organization, who has the

capability to control risk. However, the second one has an emotional acceptance.

In defined context, social entrepreneurs are seen as transformational community
leaders who have reputation, skills and charisma. Especially, the leader’s vision,
sense of vocation and roles of seeking for resource management let them to be
community leaders (Purdue, 2001, 2216).

As mentioned above, Lowndes and Wilson (2001, 639) indicates the leadership
as one of the dimension of local governance, so arrangement for democratic
leadership and its social inclusion is essential. They point out that, public

participation might not be sufficient for democracy if there is no arrangement to
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guarantee the access of all interest groups. At that point, leadership becomes

critic to enable the mobilization of civic activity.

Leaders are expected to give an account of their decision making. Also, they
have to take responsibility for final outcomes but not sufficient to ensure political
equality. Therefore, the relationship between social capital and democracy is
crucial to solve conflicts by mediating varying interest (Lowndes and Wilson,
2001, 640).

At that point, Diamond and Liddle (2005, 128) introduce another dimension of
leadership in a relation with capacity building that means enabling the local
communities to participate by the educational achievement, training and
employment level. At that point, local activists may be seen as local leaders
because of their knowledge of the area, providing direct access to local groups,
articulating the needs of the area, willingness to become involved, time to attend

meetings and providing legitimacy for the initiative.

As a result, table 2-12 represent general indicators of local leadership in
communal capacity. Those general indicators are going to be discussed in
Chapter-five to determine exact relation between local leadership and success in

urban conservation.
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Table 2-12: Leadership in local community capacity / Local Leadership

General Indicators References

— Symbolic power — nobles.

— Delegated power, responsibility.
— Representing

— Use of collective honor

Bourdieu (1986)

— Competence and Goodwill trust
— Social entrepreneurs

— Reputation skills, charisma

— Vision, Sense of vocation

Purdue (2001)

— Account of decision making Lowndes and Wilson
— Taking responsibility (2001)

— knowledge of the area
— direct access

— articulating the needs Diamond and Liddle
— willingness (2005)
— having time

— providing legitimacy

2.4.2.4. The Aspects of Community Capacity

As a result of discussion in local community capacity, literature presents a
widening frame based on varying aspects and their relational indicators. However,
such a widening frame doesn’t let to make eligible evaluation of local institutional
capacity in urban maintenance. Therefore, in the following sections of the study,
two dimensions of local community capacity, individual and communal capacity,
are determined frame of further discussions. Individual capacity includes two
main aspects as consciousness-responsiveness and community
appropriation. Communal capacity compromises four main aspects as
networks, formal/informal groups, spatial togetherness and trust. In addition

to these aspects, local leadership is crucial aspect for communal capacity.

As a result of above discussions, Figure 2-8 summarizes the aspects of
community capacity and its indicators basically as individual and community
capacity. The indicators of community capacity are defined by the terms of social

capital, consciousness, identity — the sense of belonging and awareness. In
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chapter-five, measurable and eligible indicators of local community capacity are

determined in terms of urban conservation within the context of Turkey.

LOCAL COMMUNITY CAPACITY
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Figure 2-8: Dimensions and aspects of local community capacity.
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CHAPTER 3

URBAN CONSERVATION AS A GOVERNANCE PROCESS

Conservation literature and international conservation documents maintain the
importance of involvement of local people and the increasing responsibilities of
local authorities in urban conservation process. Urban conservation is a
continuing process including detailed documentation, analyze, decision-making,

prioritization, intervention and monitoring.

In addition to shared responsibilities at local level, international documents
emphasize the need of administrative and legal framework at national level to let
local involvement in conservation process of historic cities. At local level, urban
conservation activities could be thought as governance process in urban planning

and management terms.

Nevertheless, local involvement and increasing local responsibilities are not new
concepts for urban conservation process among international documents and
conservation practice. These terms are enhanced in different periods with

differences of nuance.
Nowadays, urban conservation is discussed as a governance process. Therefore,

in this section, the literature review on the role of local authorities and local

people in conservation process is presented by a historical perspective.
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Recent discourse of local involvement and local responsibilities are examined
within the context of historic city centers, where various dynamics are going
on, such as regeneration, gentrification, mass-tourism or increasing pressure like
traffic or needs of modern life like physical and social infrastructure. Therefore,
the counter arguments on local involvement in urban conservation process are

also evaluated in details.

After that, local conservation capacity is investigated in a relation with varying
levels of governance in urban conservation. In defined context of aspects of local
governance in Chapter Two, local conservation capacity is justified as a

function of capacity of local authorities and community.

Then, the possible outcomes of varying local conservation capacity in urban
conservation process are discussed in details. In this discussion, the position of
urban maintenance is enhanced. In terms of urban planning and management,
success criteria for urban maintenance are determined. So, each aspect of local
conservation capacity is stated with its possible outcomes according to current

literature and practices.

Finally, as an outcome of local governance, the term of maintenance in
conservation literature is evaluated in historic setting as “urban maintenance”
that means sustaining the well-being of not only single buildings, but also historic

environment with modern infrastructures and local needs.

3.1. Governance in Urban Conservation

Crucial role of local involvement and responsibilities of local authorities, in other
words local governance, have been emphasized not only in urban conservation
literature (Dobby 1978, Kain 1981, Lichfield 1988, Pearce 1989, Larkham 1996,
Tiesdell et al 1996, Townsend and Pendlebury 1999, Orbash 2000, Cohen 2001,
Melissinos 2001, Pickard 1998-2001-2002, Wagner et al 2005), but also in

international documents.
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After the World War II, a decline in historic sites and agglomeration of various
problems related with urban growth has been observed. Rapid urbanization and
development of rural areas, the baby booms of fifties has resulted in an age of
development and growth. In the age of development, policy making and planning
was seen as an essential tool of the nation states to control and manage
development. However, local involvement started to be crucial for the success of
policies and planning in general terms. In 1960’s, the failures of spatial blue-print
planning was observed, so that rational comprehensive plans based on common
benefits of public and structure plans based on bottom-up relations were

developed as innovative approaches.

During that period, in Europe, because of bottom-up policy making strategies,
local responsibilities and local involvement in conservation studies has been
defined more properly. Such as, the standing conference of Local and Regional
Authorities of Europe (Resolution 44-1964) underlines local governments’

responsibilities for conservation of the urban heritage (CoE, 2004, 23).

Furthermore, the first conference of European Ministries Responsible for
Preservation and Rehabilitation of Immovable Cultural Heritage of Monument and
Sites (1969) suggests the “...encouragement of the property owners, public
information campaigns for local participations, increasing awareness of
individuals...” (CoE, 2004, .24).

These terms should be seen more local involvement and responsibility in
conservation activities. It could be thought as giving information that is one level
above than listening property owners. In other words, not only listening local
community during urban conservation processes, but also informing them about

processes became crucial issue in early 1970s.

As an another European scale document, the Council of Europe points out the
importance of informing the citizens in the Conclusions of the Bologna
Symposium on the Social Costs of the Integrated Conservation of Historic

Centers (1974). The document declares that;
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“...Citizens must be informed and consulted. It is essential, for the
restoration of historic centers and their integration with the life of the
modern city, that the citizens concerned should be informed and
consulted at all levels of the planning involved. By means of such
participation, the inhabitants must have a real voice in decisions
concerning projects and their implementation. (CoE, 1974, Bologna

Symposium, Article-6).

Moreover, as a underlying international document for Architectural Heritage,
“European Charter known as the Declaration of Amsterdam (1975)” draws the
basic lines of the integrated conservation of Architectural Heritage. The
Declaration points out the importance of the responsibilities of local
authorities and calls for citizen’s participation. According to The Declaration,
the success of any policies of integrated conservation depends on social factors

into consideration, information at earlier stages and taking opinions of citizens.

On the other hand, The Declaration points out the responsibility of local
authorities as an integrated conservation process. The continuity of existing
socio-spatial characteristics of local communities is the main task of local
authorities. The declaration defines more specific tasks and responsibilities for
local authorities in details. Also, it is stated that, they should develop their
techniques of consultation, information methods and relations with other actors

according to the Declaration of Amsterdam. (CoE, 1975).

In addition to documents of Council of Europe, UNESCO has defined measures
for local involvement. The Article 11 of “Recommendation Concerning the
Protection, at National Level of The Cultural and Natural Heritage (1972)” claims
that “the general public of the area should be associated with the measures to
be taken for protection and conservation should be called on for suggestions and
help” (UNESCO, Recommendation-72).

Another UNESCO document, the Recommendation Concerning the Safeguarding

and Contemporary Role of Historic Areas (1976) again emphasizes the opinions
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and organizing the involvement of public. The article-35 draws more clear

boundaries for the local involvement:

“Safeguarding activities should couple the public authorities’ contribution
with the contribution made by the individual or collective owners and the
inhabitants and users, separately or together, who should be encouraged
to put forward suggestions and generally play an active part...” (UNESCO,
1976)

In parallel to international documents, local awareness and social responsibilities
were seen important in urban conservation activities / practices, especially in
Europe. In that period, local involvement was a consequence of social actions at

local levels such as neighborhood activities.

The most known social action at local level at that period was the Bologha
Experience, Italy (Bandarin, 1979) and Francesco, 1979). Francesco (1979)
states that social action as “planning and historic renovation in a communist city”.
Neighborhood councils has been developed as a model of the different way of
government during 1950s and 1960s. In 1970s, there were eighteen
“Neighborhood Councils” that not only express their opinions, but also were
major components of decision-making. The councils aimed to create the
conditions to preserve the sociological characteristics of the population while

providing the needs of modern life (Francesco, 1979, 191-192).

Similar to the Bologna Experience, neighborhood based social actions in historic
neighborhoods were developed in northern Europe cities, such as Amsterdam
and Brussels, where more liberal politics were dominant than Bologna. The
projects in historic neighborhoods of Amsterdam, Jordan and Haarlemmerbuurt,
is described by Davidson (1979, pp.221-236) as “neighborhood based project /
planning with people”. In Jordan, the city administration wanted to improve both
houses and urban services, facilities while keeping people live in the inner city. In

Haarlemmerbuurt (Haarlem Neighborhood), inhabitants stated a declaration and
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the consultation between citizens and official increased. Then, all inhabitants

were invited to talk about draft reports of the program Davidson (1979,.221-236).

Another neighborhood based social action was developed against the Manhattan
Project in Brussels. The physical development plan known as “Manhattan Center”
included the ruining down of houses and the construction of a pedestrian
walkway. After the social action of inhabitants in the area, a contact committee
was established and it declared ...the people needed to be mobilized in order to
give them the opportunity to take an effective position against the municipal
authorities, so that they could “live” in a normal way in the neighborhood...
(Brasseur, 1979, 100).

In addition to the experiences in Amsterdam and Brussels, Mckean (1979, 269)
summarizes the community actions in Britain during the same period. The action
groups, common interests, local organizations and co-operatives in
neighborhood level are the key words of the period. Mckean (1979, 275) claims
that; the most of social actions by community groups were occurred in response
to some direct threat like large scale of redevelopment. Therefore, as long as
the risk of redevelopment is increasingly going on, local involvement becomes

higher, and as a rule, actions could not be organized as continuing administration.

After 1970s, the responsibilities of local authorities and the concept of local
involvement are described with more clear terms. The means of involvement
transformed from informing the public to consult with public. On the other
side, during the 1980’s, a huge urban reinvestment was carried out by private
sector; such operations like large-scale renovation, development of tourism and
gentrification in urban historic centers (CoE, 2004, 30). The private sector was
more effective than public in these investments and the role of public authorities
was in a higher level of control. Some of these cases are re-evaluated in

Chapter-4 for a better understanding of the circumstances
In the context of such developments, the European Charter of Local Self-

Government (1985) pointed out that “...public responsibilities shall generally be

exercised by those authorities which are closest to them...” that is known as
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the subsidiarity principle. It emphasized the roles of local authorities and the term
of locality in general planning and management terms. Urban conservation

activities become more crucial topic of local authorities.

ICOMOS-Canada prepared two pioneer documents at local level for the
responsibilities of citizens as national documents. International authorities
accept both of them as internationally eligible documents. First one, “the Charter
for The Preservation of Quebec's Heritage” (Deschambault Declaration, ICOMOS
Canada, 1982) declares the individual responsibilities of citizens for the
conservation their national heritage. In addition to individual responsibilities, the
participation is defined as a legitimate right of citizens. Moreover, the charter
emphasizes that “...when the national heritage is affected by a particular action;
those responsible for that action must consult with the citizens and inform them of
the scope of that action...” Second one, “the Appleton Charter for the Protection
and Enhancement of the Built Environment” (1983), also, declares that ... a
legitimate consensus will involve public participation and must precede initiation

of work.

As a worldwide international document, the Convention for the Protection of the
Architectural Heritage of Europe known as Granada Convention (Council of
Europe, 1985, Article-14) mentions information, consultation and cooperation
between the various tiers of authority and public in conservation literature. In
addition, use of modern communication techniques for public information and
awareness rising is promoted. The development of sponsorship and non-profit
organizations in conservation is another critical suggestion for consultation and

co-operation.

Furthermore, the ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Historic Towns and
Urban Areas known as Washington Charter (1987) clearly enhances the
essential role of the involvement of the resident in conservation program for the
success. The charter suggests that the residents of the historic area should

support the conservation plans (Article-5). In addition, the setting up of general
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information program for all residents is proposed to encourage the participation

and involvement of them (Article-15)

As a consequence of international documents of 1980’s, the local involvement
discourse could be determined as a process of consultation. These documents
are turning points from informing public to a consultation level in involvement.
This consultation is based on the opinions of the public and consensus building.
In addition to public involvement, the rights of local population and local residents

are emphasized to ensure the conservation of heritage’s vitality.

The 1990’s would be seen as the innovatory re-development of the term of
sustainability. The ecological approaches have been developed since 1960’s, but
the term of sustainability was re-used in a common framework. Not only
environmental sustainability of resources, but also financial, institutional and
intangible sustainability of resources were emphasized by international

documents.

United Nations’ Rio Declaration (1992) and Habitat Il Conference in istanbul
(1996) draw the basic lines of the term of sustainability titled as “Agenda 21”.
Agenda 21 includes four sections that are Social and Economic Dimensions,
Conservation and Management of Resources for Development, Strengthening
the Role of Major Groups and Means of Implementation. Especially, the section
of “Strengthening the Role of Major Groups” includes the enhancement of the

roles of NGOs and local authorities that directly affect the local capacity.

At the same time, Council of Europe prepared “The European Urban Charter and
The European Declaration of Urban Rights (1992)” that emphasizes the quality of
life rather than quantitative aspects. Moreover, the concepts of responsible
citizenship and solidarity are pointed out. The Charter published 20 main
themes, and one of them is the Participation. It declares sustainable development,

housing and equality as urban rights, with other ones.

By means of overall developments in 1990’s, social cohesion, sustainability,

human rights and democratic principles on the quality of life and the conservation
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of local identities (cultural diversity) became popular terms that were used by

most of the international document.

Another crucial international document of conservation of cultural diversities is
The Nara Document on Authenticity (1994) prepared by co-operation of
UNESCO, ICOMOS and ICCROM. The document emphasizes the importance of
the multidisciplinary works and community consensus concerning authenticity
and values defined as a necessity. The increasing awareness within the
public is determined as a concrete measure and necessity for safeguarding of

values, too.

At the end of the 1990’s, the Declaration of ICOMOS Marking the 50th
Anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1998) clearly

summarized the 1990’s understanding of local involvement;

“ICOMOS affirms that the right to cultural heritage is an integral part of
human rights considering the irreplaceable nature of the tangible and
intangible legacy it constitutes and that it is threatened to in a world which
is in constant transformation. This right carries duties and
responsibilities for individuals and communities as well as for
institutions and states. To protect this right today is to preserve the

rights of future”

Parallel to the above Declaration of ICOMOS, two ICOMOS’ Chartes enhanced
the rights and responsibilities of local communities. Firstly, the Charter on the
Built Vernacular Heritage (1999) emphasizes the right of all communities
maintains their living traditions. Then the International Cultural Tourism Charter
(Managing Tourism at Places of Heritage Significance) (1999) encourages the
involvement of all local actors into the planning processes for conservation and

tourism.
Another international document at the end of the 20th century is the Revision of

Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS, 1999) maintained the need of local

involvement in the decision making process as a corner stone for conservation.
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Although the charter has been continuously up-dated and still a draft document,
local involvement is always determined as being a part of conservation and

management as a cultural responsibility in all copies of the charter.

On the other hand, gentrification and re-development processes in the historic
areas cause to an increasing need for social responsibilities. Therefore, local
involvement becomes a necessity in different levels of planning activities in
historic areas. Increasing awareness in Europe, resulted with local involvement is
an obligatory part of European Program like SURBAN® (Sustainable Urban
Development in Europe) that includes projects, such as “Rehabilitation of the Old

City Center: the Ciutat Vella — Barcelona”, “Rehabilitation of the Historic Center of

Madrid” and “Rehabilitation Programme in Turin, Italy”.

Globalisation and Glocalization are the popular terms of the end of the 20th
century. Since 2000, while the importance of international bodies, like EU,
NAFTA and SAFTA grows, the roles of nation states become weaker. At local

level, responsibilities of local authorities of cities or regions have been increased.

Within such an environment, European Landscape Convention (2000) is a crucial
document that opened another window of cultural diversity of communities.
Primarily, the convention enhances the subsidiarity principle on the distribution
of responsibilities and powers between central and local authorities. In this
context, the convention states that, the encouragement of the involvement of the
public and of local and regional authorities in the decision-making processes that

affect the landscape dimension of their territory.

Similarly, the Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for
Society (2005) (Faro Convention) focuses on especially sustainable development,
cultural diversity and social cohesion. In this context, the convention lists shared
responsibilities for cultural heritage and local involvement, and then states

the need for development of legal, financial and professional frameworks for joint

® SURBAN cases, http://www.eaue.de/winuwd!..., accessed in December 12, 2012.
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actions by public authorities, experts, owners, investors, businesses, non-
governmental organizations and civil society, like a general definition of
governance. The encouragement of voluntary initiatives and non-governmental
organizations is listed as essential responsibilities of states. In addition, the
encouragement of everyone to involve in the process of identification, study,
interpretation, protection, conservation and presentation of the cultural heritage is

confirmed.

UNESCO document, the Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the
Diversity of Cultural Expressions (2005) defines basic principles of preservation
of cultural diversities, which are similar to the Council of Europe’ principles. The
Convention mentions the fundamental role of civil society in protecting and
promoting the diversity of cultural expressions. Therefore, the document suggests
the encouragement of the active involvement of civil society to reach to
expressions of the convention. Furthermore, the Article-15 of convention
concentrates on the collaborative arrangements and the encouragement of the
development of partnerships between and within the public and private sectors

and non-profit organizations.

Another recent international document is the XPAN Declaration on the
Conservation of the Setting of Heritage Structures, Sites and Areas (ICOMOS-
2005). The Declaration identifies the need of co-operation and engagement
with associated and local communities as an essential part of developing

sustainable strategies for the conservation and management of settings.

Through this section international conservation charters and regulations are
examined to determine general principles and thought on governance and
management. In defined context, the discussion about success in urban
conservation and possible outcomes are going to be presented in the following

sections.
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Table 3-1: Local Responsibilities and Involvement in International Conservation
Documents (UNESCO, ICOMOS, and CoE)

INTERNATIONAL
DOCUMENT

The Responsibilities of Local

Authorities

The Involvement of Local
Communities

UNESCO
Recommendations,
1972 /1976 (Cultural
Heritage)

Constant co-operation
Encourage and assist local
authorities

The suggestions and help of
general public

Constant co-operation between
community and individual

The Declaration of
Amsterdam, 1975, CoE
(Architectural Heritage)

Special responsibility for the
protection of the architectural
heritage / Informing methods
Exchange of ideas and
information /Improving
techniques of consultation

Call for citizen participation
Information at earlier stages
Taking opinions of citizens

The Deschambault Dec.
1982 and The Appleton
Ch., 1983, ICOMOS
Canada (Cultural
Heritage)

Interdisciplinary teams

Individual Responsibilities
Participation as a legitimate
right /

Consult with citizens

A legitimate consensus

The Granada
Convention, 1985, CoE
Architectural Heritage)

Consultation and Co-operation
between authority and public
Sponsorship

Consultation and Co-operation
between authority and public

The Washington
Charter, 1987, ICOMOS
(Historic Towns and
Urban Areas)

Urban and regional planning at
every level.

Essential role of the
involvement of residents

The residents should support
the conservation plan.

A general information program
to encourage involvement of
residents

The Nara Document,
1994, ICOMOS
(Authenticity)

The multidisciplinary and
community consensus
Responsibility for cultural
heritage and the management

The Declaration of
ICOMOS on Human
Rights, 1998

Responsibilities of individuals
and communities

The right to participate in
decisions affecting heritage and
the cultural values it embodies;

The Convention on the
Value of Cultural
Heritage, Faro
Convention, CoE, 2005

Joint actions by public
authorities, experts, owners,
investors, businesses, NGOs
and civil society

Joint actions by public
authorities, experts, owners,
investors, businesses, NGOs
and civil society

Heritage community

The XI’AN Declaration,
ICOMOS, 2005

Planning processes and
management

Co-operation and engagement
with local communities

UNESCO Convention on
the Diversity of Cultural
Expression, 2005

Collaborative arrangements

Active participation of civil
society

Development of innovative
partnership patterns
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As seen in Table 3-1, at local level, local authorities and local community have
been crucial actors in the conservation of historic city centers during the 20"
century. While local authorities have shared the role of planning and
management of historic areas with central authorities and governments, the
involvement of local public, inhabitants, owners or tenants, support the

conservation activities, especially in planning and management terms.

Most of the recent worldwide conservation implementations include shared local
responsibilities between local authorities and public. In some cases, local
involvement and shared responsibilities have been developed from below to
above approach. On the other side, there are some other cases, local
involvement and capacity building for local authorities is obligatory
prerequisites for international authorities or donor institutions, such as World
Bank, EU.

In former cases, especially in developed countries, a governance model secures
the sustainability of conservation implementations and social structure. However,
the latter ones, especially enforced in developing and underdeveloped countries,
are resulted with a lack of community involvement or underdeveloped capacity of
local authorities after the withdraw of international authorities or donor institutions,

or their experts.

Shipley and Kovacs (2008) research on international documents indicates the
local involvement and collaborative management as the necessities with

expertise and professionalism for the legitimate of urban conservation policies.

While local involvement and collaborative management result in easier
implementation of conservation policies, expertise and professionalism
guarantee the eligibility and compatibility of conservation policies. This can
be evaluated a dilemma between the roles of local and central authorities, who
generally define basic principles with expertise and professionalism. In the
following sections, according to aforementioned context, recent discourse about

local involvement, local responsibilities and the importance of expertise/
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professionalism in urban conservation are discussed in details as an issue in

governance.

One of the recent UNESCO documents (2008a, 11) states that “globalization”,
“‘governance”, “ecology”, “science” and “technology” are processes leading to
social transformations in cities and a source of new challenges for citizens and
decision makers. Urban management and development terms are influenced by
these phenomena and others like “demographic pressure”, “increase of poverty,
instability and insecurity”, “loss of identity and social links”, “relative lack of
infrastructure (transport, water distribution and other networks)”, “lack of public
amenities”, “environmental degradation” and “lack of capability to attract

investments and stimulate the local economy” (UNESCO, 2008a, p.13).

Another UNESCO document (2008b, 4) underlines similar phenomena in historic
districts that recognized during the Management of Social Transformations
(MOST) Program. The program focuses on deteriorating in historic district or
detriment of urban heritage by modern needs. Moreover, it declares the
increasing threat of gentrification that often leads to raw transformation and
ineligible uses. Therefore, social transformations that harm the characteristic of

historic centers occurred in recent decades.

Because of these problems , stakeholders in urban public policies find

themselves facing with some questions like:

— How should the protection of historic districts be integrated into urban
policies, urban strategies and management program, and how should

professionals and managers are trained in participatory processes?

— How can one ensure that inhabitants’ aspirations are taken into account

in the development process?

— How can inhabitants be made aware that they themselves constitute the
specificity and the socio-cultural richness of their own district? (UNESCO,
2008b, p.11)
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Number of these questions would increase by different points of view. However,
especially, these questions guide us to get recent discourse on responsibilities of
local actors. These responsibilities are emphasized in this section. The first
guestion above indicates enhancing the importance of professional and
managers while increasing the need of change in their approaches to let
involvement. Other two ones emphasize the position and valuable contributions

of inhabitants.

Parallel to aforementioned critical changes in the mentality of urban management
/ governance, the local involvement discourse in cultural heritage management
has changed, too. The Fifth European Conference of Ministers Responsible for
the Cultural Heritage in 2001 firstly defines the needs of both sustainable
development and self-defined identities in democratic terms. Then, the
Conference enhances the concepts of shared responsibilities by the involvement
of communities (CoE, 2004, 53).

According to UNESCO’s experience, Genevikve Domenach Chich, who is the
project coordinator of UNESCO’s Management of Social Transformations
(MOST) program), states “...when a site loses the involvement of its community,
its conservation problems are worsened...” Therefore, he defends participatory
approaches as the driving force of urban management and claims that “If the
inhabitants are to become the “guardians” of their city, they must be give the

means to learn about and appropriate their city” (Enyedi, 2004, 5).

Clark (2001, 103-112) summarizes the current needs in conservation process as
democratization of decisions, professional expertise, responsibilities and
citizenship in heritage management. According to her, in the past, heritage
management has been a relatively ‘top down’ process, with decisions had been
taken largely by experts, regulated by charters and legislation and process has
not been always open or transparent. Now, decisions are becoming a legitimate
matter of community and “bottom up’ decisions are important. On the other side,
she emphasizes the needs of new social and economic skills to work with

communities for experts. Also, she declares that, cultural heritage is a shared
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responsibility, so, communities have to take responsibility for heritage issues and
should see the cultural heritage as a responsibility rather than a barrier to
development. Finally, citizenship discussed as a level of awareness to ...use,
discover and delight in and draw meaning from the historic environment, enjoy
access to information, activities and resources and participate in the identification,

understanding use and conservation of the historic environment/cultural heritage.

UNESCO (2008a, 17) sets an alternative model that based on livability of a city to
respond to community / inhabitants’ needs while managing cultural and natural
heritage with sustainable approaches, instead of the laissez faire policy (the
historic district has become completely dilapidated and been abandoned owing to
the cost of expanding other areas. Buildings 