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Introduction 
In the mid-20th century, industry and commerce replaced bureaucracy, and the centre of gravity of 
the country had rolled from Ankara to İstanbul, which in the official discourse was proclaimed to be, 
once more, ‘the jewel of Turkey’. And Prime Minister Adnan Menderes (1900-1961) declared: “we 
are going to rescue her from the 1,900s’ gaze.”1 
In Turkey, the 1950s have always been seen as a bridge between the early republican years of 
one party (the Republican People’s Party, 1923-1950) and the multi-partite system, where scholars 
observe not only the emergence of a new country, but also the roots of the radical social, 
economic and religious issues of the succeeding decades.2 First of all, a radical change in the 
economic policies mixed with the aspiration of ‘being the little America’ surrounded with a rhetoric 
of ‘creating one millionaire per neighbourhood’. 
Secondly, the rapid and un-planned urbanisation and industrialisation causing massive immigration 
from rural areas towards cities, and as a result, housing crisis and the illegal implementation of 
(squatters) in public lands. Thirdly, the rise of populist Islam linked to Turkishness, blended with 
a‘glorious Ottoman past’ and marked by a rejection of all foreign [ethnic minority, non-Muslim, 
Kurdish] aspects in the Turkish culture and religion where the Democrat Party (DP) had started to 
use nationalistic and religious discourse as a political tool. Fourthly, the DP, with the polarisation 
and fragmentation in national politics, applied anti-democratic pressures and oppressed 
opposition. In this context, the most significant feature of the political transition was the making of 
İstanbul as the ‘stage’for the demonstration of the DP’s programme, where two aspects are 
primary:3 a stagefacing outwards towards the rest of the world, and a stagefacing inwards towards 
its own political electorate. 
In the national election of 1950, the DP considered it vital to win control in the elections, and 
Menderes held off making any public announcements and celebrations until it had secured control 
of İstanbul: “It is understandable that we are at the governance. But if we could not win in İstanbul, 
the governance without her does not count even as half governance.”4 To win the election in 
İstanbul was supremely important to Menderes as it would represent the legitimacy of the DP in 
Turkey, symbolising the change of political power. The symbolic capital was redefined by 
industrialisation, rapid urban growth, and radical social change with the influx of rural immigrants 
from Anatolia (population rose from 1,166,477 to 1,882,0925, and the continued émigration of non-
Muslim İstanbulites to European countries. With the growing urban problems, İstanbul found itself 
at the core of international activities. The government aimed at making İstanbul a stage for 
Turkey’s re-entry into international politics as the centre of a new Balkan and Middle Eastern bloc. 
And, President Bayar declared: “Turkey aims at establishing a military and economic collaboration 
in the Eastern Mediterranean for peace and security of the region”.6 Moreover, since the 
establishment of the republic in 1923, Turkey, the unique secular country in the Islamic world, 
initiated relations with the Arab world.7 İstanbul was meant to be a (an Ottoman term implying the 
description of the imperial capital) of the geo-political region, identifying with former Ottoman 
colonies, through a concept of ‘brotherhood’.8In this context, in the Eastern Mediterranean region 
of the bi-polarised postWWII, Marshall Papagos and then Konstantinos Karamanlis in Greece, 
Gamal Abdel Nasser in Egypt, David Ben-Gurion in Israel and Riza Shah and his son Muhammed 
Riza Shah in Iran, and Adnan Menderes in Turkey led similar urban infra structural developments 
in their own countries. Egypt under the guidance of USSR, and others under the guidance of the 
UK and the USA began to implement heavy and costly urban policies.9 In Turkey, apart from 
infrastructural regional liaisons, the architectural and urban fields had already become major 
arenas for the representation of the transformation from the one party period in the post-war. 
Having witnessed İstanbul being the subject of an extensive political discourse on the Rebuilding 
of İstanbul started in September 1956 by a press conference, professional elite, scholars, and 



even President Bayar believed in that the new environmental image for İstanbul was inspired from 
the Middle Eastern cities which Menderes had visited, and that it was only after his contemplation 
of large boulevards of Tehran that Menderes started to develop an overwhelming interest in the 
reconstruction of İstanbul10 - as a “grandiose project” - “a public relation strategy”- in order to 
reach masses in nationwide.11 But, to show Tehran or Middle East as a source of visual 
inspiration would be a careless conclusion to draw. In the context of the Turkish politics of the 
1950s, the making of powerful infrastructures had had more significance than a “public relation 
strategy” inwards. Menderes ran for not only a national but also a regional leadership in the 
Eastern Mediteranean.12 İstanbul was meant to be a centre that could be considered as a 
symbolic capital. Surrounded with the aspiration of ‘being the Little America’ and ‘the creation of 
one millionaire per neighbourhood’, western images were derived without a rational critique of 
architecture and urbanism. For the making İstanbul a modern stage, the DP welcomed the image 
of American cities, with a network of roads surrounded by a new architectural language, High-
Modernism or International Style in the light of Prost’s Plan. 
The mid-20th century reconstruction of İstanbul falls into two phases. Initially in 1936, French 
urban designer Henri Prost (1874-1959) was invited by President MK Atatürk (1881-1938) to 
prepare a master plan for İstanbul. Parts of Prost’s plan, characterised by Haussmanian 
boulevards and a powerful visual aspect reproducing images of Europe, were implemented over 
the following fifteen years during the one party era (Fig.1). In 1950, following the victory of the DP 
in the national and municipal elections, İstanbul became the stage for more governmental 
activities, and Prost was dismissed. His departure marks the beginning of the second phase: 
responsibility for the city plan was put in the hands of Turkish experts, who revised Prost’s plan. 
Then, in 1956, Menderes took over personal responsibility for the urban reconstruction and there 
followed in the next four years, until his fall from power, a period of intensive road building, street 
widening, demolition of old buildings and construction of new ones. Thus, although Prost’s plans 
were apparently superseded in 1950, they, in fact, formed the basis of urban modernization 
process for over two decades: the image of the making of a modern city has continued through the 
network of roads and maritime lines.13 With a nationalistic discourse of Turkishness, the DP 
government did not want to re-commission Prost, whose master plan had continued to be applied 
as a piecemeal manner. Prost’s position as the direct agent to former President Ismet Inönü meant 
that he was out with the new government. 
Having mainly considered İstanbul as a ‘neglectedcity’ during the one party era,14 the DP 
government commissioned a team of Turkish architects and planners that carried out the revisionof 
Prost’s plan between 1951 and 1956. And Prost’s plan, partly executed between 1936 and 1950, 
had been the guide for much of the urban planning during the 1950s. At the end of the revision 
process, in 1956, PM Menderes declared that “İstanbul was to acquire an entirely new face and be 
made into a modern city,”15 with the result that the city became a massive site of destruction and 
construction between 1956 and 1960 - reminiscent of Robert Moses’s alterations to New York in 
the 1950s and 1960s. “Is this how İstanbul should have been? A pearl of a city in the world? The 
traffic is almost locked up in these old and narrow streets at certain hours; our beautiful mosques 
are lost in this jam like antiques dumped into junk!.. They need to be brought out into daylight... 
For sure, this is not merely the task of the Municipality. It is a part of the great task of the state. 
What have we done for İstanbul? A few large buildings in the Beyoğlu district, the Taksim 
promenade, Maçka road, Taşlık, a few sculptures here and there, and a few avenues [the brief 
description of Prost’s executed plan in the 1940s]. I consider myself debted in İstanbul as one of 
the Republic generation. All the life it has today passes on a single avenue in Beyoğlu. The first 
thing to be done: İstanbul against Beyoğlu… We must show our mosques, fountains, works of arts 
at the windows of the great streets that we should construct, and they should gleam like 
gemstones... the traffic must flow like water.”16 
Borrowing some terminology from Henri Prost, and Ertuğrul Menteşe, the deputy president of the 
Directorate of Reconstruction of the period, such as “beautification” (“embellissement/ 
güzelleştirme”), “an effective network of boulevards to open up the city,” Menderes described his 
aims for İstanbul as “the creation of a modern system of roads for better traffic, the formation of 
new squares, the restoration of 
mosques and beautification of the city.”17 Escorted by a team of architects, planners, bureaucrats, 
and engineers, Menderes was personally involved with the urban demolitions and urban 



reconstruction to such a detail that he was nicknamed as “the head architect of İstanbul.”18 As a 
result of such a close interest to İstanbul, the İstanbul Municipality offered Menderes the honorary 
mayorship in 1958.19 With all municipal and governmental resources and even military support, 
the city underwent a radical spatial as well as a social change between 1956 and 1960, during 
which more than 7,000 buildings were demolished. 
The reconstruction of İstanbul was also remarkable in international sense. In 1960, the Union of 
Municipalities of the European Council awarded Le Prix de L’Europe of 1959 to İstanbul, with the 
goal of encouraging the postWWII reconstruction.20 In the political discourse, nothing could be 
more significant than a European award to prove that İstanbul was a part of the ‘civilised West’. In 
this context, against the characterization of İstanbul as ‘decadent’ and ‘Byzantine’ in the early 
republican years, the DP shifted the discourse on İstanbul, once more, into the “jewel of Turkey” in 
the 1950s21 and “the re-conquest of the city.”22 If Ankara, with Jansen’s urban axes surrounded 
by monumental governmental buildings designed by German refugee architects, had been the 
symbol of state-led cultural and educational reforms, İstanbul was meant to be the centre of the 
radical national and international changes, tourism, the Hilton Hotel (out of eighteen, the first one 
built in the Eastern Mediterranean and Europe), private firms, and banks. 
Apart from the political-ideological representational difference, Ankara had been one of the best 
examples, in Kostof’s words, for the “created” or “planned city” or “designed” city.23 By contrast, 
İstanbul represented what Kostof (himself an İstanbulite of Greek origin) calls the ville spontanėe. 
The city of İstanbul has been, in Lefebvre’s words, not an “abstract” space like Ankara, but an 
“absolute space.”24 
Following the military coup of 1960, Menderes and the DP members were arrested. In the trial, it 
was the so-called “expropriation case” that constituted the main issue for the urban reconstruction 
of İstanbul, where Menderes and his teammates were accused.25 The trail claimed that “there was 
no plan” during the urban reconstruction of İstanbul. Governors-mayors blamed Menderes for not 
having a master plan, and argued that the PM behaved like “the head architect- planner of the 
city”. Menderes revealed that Prost’s Plan was used as the master plan, and that it was revised by 
Turkish architects and planners between 1951 and 1956, and when works improved, partial plans-
projects of construction were prepared by foreign and Turkish experts in the Municipality. He 
always denied the claim of “there was no plan,” and even described it using Prost’s rhetoric. 
Another important output of the trial was that the Rebuilding of İstanbul was an ad-hoc and un-
planned, daily basis coordinated process for which Prost’s Plan had been presented by Menderes 
as the basis for the most of the urban works. Trial discussions clearly introduced that the 
Rebuilding of İstanbul was a long-term ambitious project, to create a modern city and a regional 
power for the development of Turkey in the mid-20th century. In this framework, the re-invitation of 
Prost in March 1957 was used for the justification of urban demolitions by the government and 
municipality.26 The government and municipality represented his visit of summer 1957 as on the 
urban work. And the reports gave the impression that Prost endorsed the Menderes government. 
The Menderes Trial of the early 1960s is used to describe the making of a negative stereotype of 
the Menderes work and Prost’s Plan.27 
In this paper, I am suggesting that the urban demolition/reconstruction of İstanbul has to be seen in 
the light of the continuity with Prost’s plan - but it acquires, in the context of Turkish politics of the 
1950s, a quite specific meaning that makes it different from the Western European and/or 
American modernisation. A new discussion of spatiality (the making visible of the space of the city 
of İstanbul to its inhabitants), replacing that of visualization of secular reformsof the early 
republican years, emerged. The decade was signified by the visibility of projects - as the 
ideological approach of urban modernisation, in which the cultural richness of social and physical 
structure put by Prost was ignored. 
In the 1950s, the impetus for modernising reform moved from a “elite-driven, consensus based, 
institution-building process”28 to a so-called multi-partite democracy visualised by (urban 
reconstruction shift; it implicitly has the meaning of diversion and change; in Turkish, it has also 
connotation of movement, action, motion), characterized by destruction, rapidity and combined 
with the accumulation of capital.29 Orchestrated with an ideal of rapidmodernisation, the DP 
described a ‘new Turkish identity’for masses through the network of roads bringing civilization in 
nationwide.30 And, Menderes declared the mission: “making the traffic flow like water” became a 
‘national concern’across Turkey, and İstanbul was no exception.31 



Focusing on the representation of massive urban demolitions and radical transformations of 
İstanbul through the official publications, my study aims at describing the urban modernization of 
İstanbul re-considering the relationship of the Prost Plan of 1937 to the urban changes of the 
1950s. Likewise, the contradiction in the economics and politics (constitutional, ethnic and 
religious), the 1950s witnessed controversial aspects in the urban field – revealed by the 
governmental rhetoric. And a study of rhetoric of the governmental and municipal publications may 
shed light the shift from Prost’s urbanism and certain aspects of Turkish modernisation in the 
decade. The DP made clear that this was a ‘different and new era’ in the urban reconstruction of 
İstanbul following its so-called ‘‘neglect of twenty-seven years’’. The explanation of ‘being different’ 
can be classified accordingly. First of all, the theme of Turkishness dominated the urban works; the 
de-commissioning process of Prost exemplified this. However, whenever it is necessary foreign 
experts were invited –including Prost. Secondly, the network of roads meant to bring Ottoman 
master pieces alive; however, whenever necessary master pieces had been demolished. Thirdly, 
the motto of ‘the making of the Little America in Turkey’ surrounded the new middle class areas in 
İstanbul. The belief by building the spatial features of middle-class America, a middle class would 
come into existence was extraordinary. Fourthly, despite the rhetoric of rapid, effective productivity, 
the construction process started all over İstanbul at once, and ad-hoc transformations during the 
construction works occurred. All these essential features served to (re)shape the urban perception 
of the citizens and to (re)define the urban space of İstanbul to represent completely 
‘different’approach to the city. 
 
1. DE-COMMISSIONING PROST AND THE REVISION COMMITTEES: the emergence of 
Turkishness 
In 1950, within the speculative context of financial corruption, the Municipal Assembly in İstanbul 
demanded an investigation for the land expropriated at Maçka, a neighbourhood between Taksim 
and Beşiktaş,for the implementation of the Inönü Promenade () by Prost.32 The Council members 
speculated that the expropriation committee overvalued President Inönü’s family land at Maçka, 
and that Prost had acted as the direct agent of Inönü.33 Apparently, members were critical about 
the execution of the as the main urban element in Prost’s Plan, which was named after the second 
President. In the discussions, Prost’s plan was aggressively criticized for its incomplete alteration 
process and Prost was presented as a ‘foreigner’ to the city, and the fact that he stayed in İstanbul 
since 1936 ignored.34 The underlying reason given for this verdict was clearly printed in daily 
newspapers: “Turkish experts, who know the city better than Prost, should prepare the plans of 
İstanbul.”35 In the discourse, the themes of “Turkishness”, “Turkish nationalism,” and of the 
“impact of democratic state on İstanbul” were already apparent.36 In the newspapers, the 
nationalistic discourse was followed by a proposal for the appointment of ‘Turkish’experts. The 
decommissioning process was a direct attack to the whole modernising process of the early 
republican years, based on the invitation of foreign expertise and know-how. Moreover, Prost’s 
report of 1948, explaining the difficulties of the urban reconstruction in İstanbul, and the reasons of 
delay, was published by the Municipality under a speculative title, reminiscent of the rhetoric of 
neglect: “The interesting report of Professor Prost on why works went wrong in İstanbul” (1951).37 
Prost revealed the lack of the sufficient number of engineers in his team; criticised the architecture 
of new buildings; mentioned the necessity of new regulations for the preservation act for the urban 
clearance and demolitions. These issues were presented to the audience as part of the neglected 
İstanbul. Leaving the responsibility of the urban reconstruction to a “foreigner” was also 
represented as part of ‘neglect’ - a political tool against the Inönü period (1938-1950). The DP 
members tried hard to make the CHP period of (the national chief) sound solemn and forgotten. 
Following the decommissioning of Prost, a Turkish body of experts took an important role for the 
future of Prost’s master plan and its revision later on, between 1951 and 1956. The revision of 
Prost’s plan was made in two steps: evaluation and revision.38 Initially, the Temporary Committee 
of 1951-1952, consisting of Turkish experts, was established to evaluate former plans, and decide 
about their rationality of application 
in terms of economics, planning, and urban pattern.39 And, the theme of Turkishness was kept 
alive during the commissioning of the committee. And Cumhuriyet wrote: “the country’s experts will 
be used”.40 Having analysed 143 plans of Prost, the committee prepared a report, in which the 
master plan was severely criticized (1951):41 “The Prost plans were extremely superficial, based 



on beautification and ornamentation of the city. The main approach was composed by wide 
boulevards, greenery, partial designs like.42 The grounds for criticisms of Prost’s plans can be 
classified into two groups. Plans had not been based on contemporary documentation and 
research; and the topographic maps were inadequate, and priority had been given to beautification 
of the city instead of urban problems (such as housing, transportation) and its economic and social 
issues. The hidden reason of such a harsh criticism of the Committee, which was guided by Aru, 
was a conflict of interest, since, in the late 1940s, Prost opposed Aru’s design of middle class 
housing in the northern part of the city.43 During my interviews, Aru repeated Temporary 
Committee’s critics against Prost’s Plan. He reiterates that Prost had not been an important figure 
for the Rebuilding of İstanbul. 
Another occasion of attacking Prost and the past was the physical condition of projects. After two 
years the real situation of Prost’s projects was publicly explained and presented as part of the 
neglect: “İstanbul’s reconstruction projects are lost. Prost’ regional and detailed plans, costing 
hundreds of thousands liras, had been lost or destroyed.”44 Mayor-Governor Gökay made the loss 
of the plans and inaccuracy of their situation basic part of his press conferences, and announced 
the impossibility of using Prost’s drawings 
and plans.45 Following criticisms, the Temporary Committee also proposed the expansion of 
survey areas, and recommended that urban development should continue according to Prost’s 
Plan at first, until the new analyses and plans would be completed. In 1952, a permanent team of 
1952-1956, the Permanent Commission for the İstanbul master plan(; also called –board of 
counsellors) was established.46 The Committee’s essential tasks were to advise the planning 
process of the master plan, to organise planning issues and to collaborate with the Directorate of 
Reconstruction at the municipal City Council. An important attempt of the Committee was to hold 
the İstanbul Development Congress in March 1952, proposing the establishment of the Ministry of 
Urban Reconstruction and Settlement (set up in May 1958).47 The Committee also prepared two 
reports about their work in 1953, but did not publish.48 The Committee published a report in 1954, 
which was related to the Beyoğlu district,49 and a supplementary report of 1956 that dealt with the 
historical peninsula.50 Although the negative account on Prost’s Plan continued, the Turkish 
experts preferred to apply Prost’s restrictions on the urban silhouette and the Bosphorus as well as 
İstanbul’s basic functional zoning. 
From 1951 to 1956, there had been full respect and confidence in the ‘Turkish’committee, whose 
vision and ideas were indisputable51. During Menderes’s visits to İstanbul, it was always the 
members of the committee who accompanied the Prime Minister. In short, the criticisms of İstanbul 
Municipal Council’s members’ critics (in other words, the DP members) made Prost and his plan 
seem unsuitable, and were responsible for his dismissal. Although the revised plan continued the 
main features of Prost’s plan, the Revision Committee’s critics made Prost and his projects seem 
directed only by principles of ‘beautification’. It was their attitude that caused Prost to be excluded 
from the urban and architectural studies curriculum (at least in the Planning department of ITU in 
my student years between 1986 and 1990). 
In the 1950s, despite the rhetoric of ‘Turkishness’, whenever it was thought necessary, foreign 
experts and expert companies were invited such as Patrick Abercrombie, a British town planner, 
an American firm Skidmore-Owings- Merrill-SOM, and two French firms. SOM was invited in 1951 
to prepare a report on transportation and housing problems in Turkey.52 These indicate that the 
DP governorship-mayorship kept on inviting foreign experts as advisors on İstanbul’s urban 
planning, as it had been done in the Ottoman and the early republican periods - to bring the know-
how and expertise from the West as the basic core of the modernization process. In spite of the 
rhetoric of ‘Turkishness’, the practice was different. The continuity of invitation of foreign expertise 
exemplified this. 
 
2. SHOWING THE MOSQUES BY ROADS: Ottomanism - Islamism and the Second Conquest 
of İstanbul 
In the national setting-up, Prost’s arrangement of spaces emphasised Greco-Romaine heritage in 
İstanbul. In the mid-20th century, it was the Ottoman master-pieces that the Menderes government 
preferred to preserve and to show both to public and to tourists. Even annual municipal reports and 
publications present Ottoman mosques at their cover. The abstract visualization of temporary 
architecture and cubic house of the national setting-up was turned into the photographic 



representation of religious buildings. In this context, beautifying/modernizing İstanbul () was the 
main aim of the DP members.53 1953, the 500th anniversary of the conquest of İstanbul, was an 
opportunity to set İstanbul in the core of an ideological platform. 
The Democrats remembered that the conquest of İstanbul took part in the wishes of both 
Muhammed, the Prophet because of its significance for the Christianity, and Ertuğrul Gazi, whose 
son Osman became the founder of the Ottoman state.54 In the 1950s, the wish of ‘conquer 
İstanbul and beautify it’ was used as a propaganda surrounding the on-going urban works, making 
Menderes’s power reminiscent of Ottoman Sultan Mehmet II, who conquered İstanbul in 1453 
following the holy orders. Newspapers started to print articles and to give daily/weekly 
supplements narrating these stories, accompanied with the pictures of Ottoman works of art, 
mosques in particular, with the motto of “the most powerful stamp of the Turkish İstanbul”55 – 
emphasizing the importance of İstanbul in the Ottoman era. 
The rhetoric of ‘Ottomanism’ bound with ‘Turkishness’and ‘Islam’ was the core of the urban 
modernisation. Five years later, stories of the 500th anniversary recited during the construction 
works between 1956 and 1960. In 1958, Havadis wrote as the main propaganda: “The city of 
İstanbul had been the biggest cultural centre of the Middle East; was it worth to leave the city in 
neglect? It was necessary to convert the current state of disbelief and lack of confidence in 
İstanbul. That was what Menderes did: in the name of the pride of the Turkish history and suitable 
to the gate of the western civilisation, Menderes started to beatify İstanbul.”56 
It was both for the Ottomanism and westernization (with the connotation of Americanism) that the 
urban reconstruction of İstanbul took place, and that Menderes who beautified the city and 
conquered the neglected city for the second time. Soon, Time, an American news magazine made 
Menderes and the urban reconstruction cover: “What Constantine made, Menderes will 
remake!”57 This news were extensively reported in the Turkish dailies under the title of “the 
bombardment for the well-being” (with the connotation 
of creativity of destruction brought by modernisation). Newspapers wrote that “Time magazine was 
paying homage to urban reconstruction in İstanbul”.58 In January 1958, Menderes was on Time 
magazine’s cover. Time’s cover presenting Menderes as the greatest Turkish statesman after 
Atatürk became a populist topic to write for the Turkish dailies under the title of “the statesman on 
the cover”.59 Menderes was presented in front of an Ottoman sword and a Turkish flag, visualising 
the dominant two themes of the decade. 
Against the increasing complaints of İstanbulites for the urban demolitions, that the American 
newspapers/reviews acknowledged the Rebuilding of İstanbul was seen as success of the DP. A 
caricature visualised Menderes with an Ottoman sword in his hand, and cutting the, representing 
problematic İstanbul.60 This was Menderes seen as the only one who could resolve the urban 
problems of the city. Within this official discourse, the motto of “showing the Ottoman heritage of 
magnificent İstanbul” should be once more considered. The urban clearance, started up with the 
motto of ‘cleaning up the surroundings of Ottoman monuments’ (Sinan’s master pieces), was 
announced afterwards that it had “European appearance,” and thus, “razing” became the most 
popular way of describing İstanbul’s urban reconstruction, with a connotation of “getting rid of a 
dirtiness.”61 The continuous visual representation of traditional neighbourhoods with “miserable” 
look legitimized massive urban clearance.62 In the 1950s, masterpieces were chosen for 
preservation, which is consistent with urban modernisation.63 But, in Turkey, the selection of 
Ottoman works of art for preservation meant something else - a political priority given to Ottomans 
and Islam. The annual reports and newspapers indicate that “showing mosques” and “beautifying 
and restoring mosques” were purposeful steps of the political agenda, and used for giving symbolic 
messages both to the masses for the claim of votes in the following elections and in the 
establishment of closer links with the Middle Eastern countries. 
In short, Prost’s recommendation on the preservation of Ottoman monuments in 1937 was shifted 
into the making visible the Ottoman religious complexes surrounded by a populist discourse of 
Ottomanism and Islamism. However, this was another contradictory policy. Within the rhetoric of 
Ottomanism and “showing the mosques”, Ottoman master pieces were demolished during the 
construction of the network of roads as well.64 
 
3. HOUSING FOR THE MIDDLE CLASS: Making the Little America in Turkey 
İstanbul witnessed the transformation of urban identity bringing diversity and contradiction. 



In terms of commodity, better service, improvement of the urban life-services were observed. In 
terms of participation to the urban life, İstanbul became open for masses, meeting a ‘new life style’, 
a ‘new way of living’. In this context, the aspiration of ‘the making the Little America’ soon 
combined with the emergence of housing complexes in suburb was represented as the ‘ideal 
home’ in İstanbul - likewise the one in the Western Europe: to pursue a new, modern, and a better 
life - different from the traditional one. In İstanbul, large-scale residential areas, built for middle 
class families, were presented as the main achievement of the Turkish urbanization process and 
the making of the Turkish bourgeoisie. 
In other words, the new suburbs – garden city type - became the physical appearance of the 
economic and social policy based on the making of a Turkish middle class. Presented with the 
motto of ‘American dream’ by the press and politicians, upper middle class residential areas such 
as Levent, Ataköy, Koşuyolu, Zincirlikuyu, Etiler, Küçükçekmece were seen as instruments to 
create a Turkish bourgeoisie by the modernizer policy maker. 
Although housing was one of the main municipal targets in the beginning, İstanbul’s growing lack 
of social housing remained almost untouched. 65 For the increasing problem of housing shortage 
as an essential problem due to the immigration to İstanbul, private Housing Associations were 
established to construct “proper examples of new architecture and a new life”, represented by 
schematic drawings in the urban peripheries of İstanbul, constituted ‘the house myth’ in Turkey. In 
this context, advertisements in newspapers revealed how new modern houses and new life styles 
were made for the main aspiration 
for the Turkish society by an effective marketing strategy. The architectural vocabulary of clean 
and hygienic houses, with modern facades that was used in the early republican era, was 
presented as a brand new vocabulary to symbolise the spirit of the decade. Old 
houses/neighbourhoods represented the past. There was not a day that newspapers did not 
publish advertisement of a bank giving a house with garden or a flat in the lottery open for its 
clients who open an account. Banks used the image of “new life” and “ideal home” for attracting 
clients. “Beautiful, clean, and hygienic” atmosphere of “modern houses” for the İstanbulites were 
the basic representation of the new life style in İstanbul – as visualisation of the aspiration of “being 
the Little America” with a new life style and a new space. 
Therefore, the myth of house became a fictive and abstract representation revealing social 
aspiration for a new life style. Accordingly, “new life” should be accompanied by the American or 
western goods or products in the new home, with the motto of “do what Americans do”.66 And the 
new life style can only be completed by an imported car or a speedboat, visualising a prosper and 
happy life in abstract drawings. Even courier services were set up to carry these products to the 
other cities.67 The nationalistic mood of citizens which can be explained with the motto of “citizen, 
use national product, and save money” 68 of the early republican years had been turned into 
consumerism which was represented by purchasing western products and imported goods of 
better quality they used to have. 
Moreover, the ‘prosperous future’ was reflected in a new modern environment such as the Hilton 
Hotel and the Municipality Palace which were the examples of the High-Modernist approach in 
İstanbul. The Hilton Hotel, a symbol of American investment and development of tourism and 
business with the indication of new liberal economic policy, was also a political message against 
the Soviets in the bi-polarised WWII.69 Newspapers and annual albums visualized the significant 
change from the beginning of the construction in April 1951 to its end in May 1955, and a honorary 
citizenship of İstanbul rewarded to Conrad Hilton in June 1955 symbolised the political agenda.70 
In the visual representation and their texts, İstanbul was (re)shaped to (re)define a new 
environmental image and a new life style for the citizens. 
What was extraordinary idea in the Turkish case was that the belief by building the spatial features 
of middle-class America, a middle class would come into existence. 
 
4. REPRESENTATION OF THE URBAN RECONSTRUCTION: ad-hoc Process without 
Planning 
In the 1950s, rapidity’, ‘effective productivity’by the use of new technology and imported 
equipments were the basic terms of the official discourse reflecting modernisation concept of the 
decade. For the Menderes government, terminating costly infrastructures in a “couple of months” 



and starting new ones nationwide became of primary importance – it was in a specific hurryin 
achieving what it promised to masses. 
Moreover, not only the budget and spending but also other quantitative measures such as length, 
width, depth and volume of the concrete, the amount of iron and steel used to describe the 
achievements. Photographic and schematic representations of the construction sites in İstanbul 
had been often used by newspapers and even official publications. “Cement of 25cm,” was used 
as a catch-phrase to identify with the Turkish modernisation. The impressive construction 
machines (imported from the west through Marshall Aid and American credits) were also in the 
focus of the DP’s rhetoric. Extending the road network was set as a ‘national concern’, and 
regularly presented to the audience in nationwide caricature published in those days speaks itself 
about the mood of the period: ‘civilisation’, represented as a sportive young man with a flame at his 
hand, wishing to go to the Eastern part of the country, but he could not pass over mountains. 
He desperately asked himself: “How to go? There is no road!”71 In the 1950s, the new network of 
roads as a physical achievement became the symbol of the ‘civilised’ country. In this context, 
costly investments accelerated all over the country and İstanbul was no exception. In the mid-
1950s, when Turkey had started to experience permanent high-inflation, when debt increased, and 
foreign investments that had been envisaged could no longer be attracted, Menderes took the 
leadership in İstanbul, and declared his ambitious aims for İstanbul in a press conference of 
September 1956, stressing Turkey’s capability of undertaking projects even during national 
problems. “We could not get US$300m from Americans. 
Moreover, two years were dry; and this year’s harvest had not been a very good one either. 
Furthermore, we may even have to import wheat. Nevertheless, Turkey’s possibilities have 
improved. She might be self-sufficient to herself. We are going through a difficult period as 
government. But we don’t have any obstacles (there are no impediments ahead). We are 
undertaking all these projects in an era 
when it has been asserted that the state and the government’s executive power have gone 
bankrupt.”72 
Menderes combined the economic issues, the foreign debt, the agricultural problems and 
İstanbul’s urban issues in a populist rhetoric. In this economically difficult situation he aimed at 
proving the power of his government and state nationwide and abroad. Moreover, Menderes 
described his aims as the development of traffic, an effective road system connecting squares, 
erecting imposing buildings, and preservation and presentation of Ottoman monuments. In his 
speeches,73 resolving the traffic problem and beautifying the city were the basic features of his 
concept for İstanbul. Significant in addition was his stress upon the preservation of Ottoman 
monuments, as a means of attracting foreign tourists, in particular. His discourse on specific points 
of the city indicated that he not only knew the central city well, but also the various resolutions 
proposed by Prost and by the Revision Committee. When the criticism of the opposition party and 
public complaints against the massive urban demolitions and expropriations started, Menderes 
declared: “İstanbul’s reconstruction was taken from time to time under consideration, and some 
efforts were made to answer some needs. 
However, this [reconstruction] was delayed due to the need for big money and time. For this 
reason, İstanbul’s reconstruction has only recently started. For the success of this urban 
reconstruction, it is necessary that İstanbulites, who are conscious citizens, should find it 
sympathetic and should accept it. Thanks God, the inhabitants approve this movement [urban 
reconstruction of İstanbul] very much.”74 
Both the newspapers and official publications extensively reported Menderes’s personal 
involvement for the Rebuilding of İstanbul. When the execution started, Menderes started to spend 
much of his time in a spare room in the municipality building of İstanbul - not in Ankara. 
One may argue that for him, İstanbul was the ‘real’ capital. Pictures showing his visits to the 
construction sites, early in the morning, followed by a group of architects, planners, engineers and 
officers, and showed him talking with them, but basically “giving directives” to them.75 The most 
striking difference between memories of architects-planners and engineers was that architects-
planners remember Menderes mainly causing urban demolitions, and consequently destruction in 
İstanbul, but the engineers commemorate him as the remover of the ‘miserable neighbourhoods’, 
and the creator of an effective network of roads in the city. Similarly, İstanbul’un Kitabı mentioned 
that ”the Prime Minister is involved in each step of broad urban reconstruction of İstanbul, and 



inspects himself the applications of his directives on site.”76 Governor Gökay affirmed that the 
application of the urban plan “courageously started everywhere in the city with the governmental 
shift.”77 The construction of the new roads started together. But it could be accomplished with 
daily changes on construction sites78 [i.e., it was not a matter of finishing one before starting the 
next]. And, daily improvement was extensively reported to the audience not only in İstanbul but 
nationwide. A brief study of daily newspapers Hürriyet, Cumhuriyet, and Havadis reveals that there 
was a constant stream of proposals, and municipality workers would start digging up a street 
completed only a year ago, and that the activity appeared to consist of digging a number of holes, 
and partially filling them up again. The newspapers archive gave the impression that rapid and 
heroic alteration was seen as the first order of the day. It was as if what mattered was the process, 
not the result, and the crucial thing was to keep moving. 
Projects completed a year ago were being handled for a second time. Decisions were particularly 
ad-hoc, they changed on a day to day basis.79 In this rapid process, the urban demolitions and 
expropriations marched hand in hand. And, bulldozers became the main landmark in the city of 
İstanbul. From mid-1956 to late 1957, the smashed İstanbul was the front-page news to give. It 
was only on 14 February 1957, after five months of the beginning of expropriations and 
construction works, Havadis wrote that a fouryear alteration programme was prepared, and that 
the municipal council’s committee started to work on this.80 İstanbul’un Kitabı was an explicit 
presentation of the urban reconstruction upon the creation of new roads. It intended to make 
people to see what happened in İstanbul, and what the old city and the new city were. 
“How can we forget the beauty of the nature, of magnificent ancestral monuments? How can we 
neglect two million people’s requirements? Is it correct to leave İstanbul with neighbourhoods of 
ugly and old buildings? Can we be proud of İstanbul in terms of urban conditions? With which 
squares could we be in the civilisation arena?”81 Then, it defined the built environment of the 
historical city by informal adjectives, such as “old, unformed, deformed, unshapeless” and phrases 
like “out of standard”, giving a negative 
impression of the traditional neighbourhoods. 
After presenting the old city, the book declared that this city “could not be left alone”, and that it 
“could not be neglected anymore”: “The city should achieve the magnificent state that it deserves 
to be.”82 
Combined with the existence of various architectural and planning offices and lack of coordination, 
the ambition project was nothing but chaotic and ad-hoc. The projected scale of the new network 
of roads exceeded the İstanbul Municipality’s technical and monetary capacity. 
Thus, the central state took over all responsibilities and decisions: money was transferred from the 
central government, and technical equipment and staff were taken from the General Directorate of 
Highways,83 that recommended modern highway building techniques and standards in a historical 
city. According to Aru and Ziyaoğlu, engineers were also responsible from the geometric 
standards, strait lines and large dimensions: “the city has a hunchback, let’s straighten it”84 was 
the motto of engineers and constituted the main approach, attributing “the obsession of Menderes 
and of the planners with straight lines” to the engineers’ influence. Regarding to the official 
publications, 7,289 buildings were demolished in order to make roads in straight lines. It is 
arguable whether it was the fault of engineers, or it was the main ideological and pragmatic 
approach of the decade both in Turkey and in the World. The engineers only made the ambitious 
targets of the government, civil servants, and professional modernisers visible to the audience. An 
essential difference between the revision period and the construction of works was in 
representation of responsibility, in order words, the shift of responsibility from Turkish architects 
and planners to foreign planners. 
In the former eras, with the surrounding rhetoric of ‘Turkishness’, professors, planners, architects 
became influential in the representation of the decade; foreign expertise (Abercrombie, SOM, 
French firms) was shadowed. In the latter one, foreign experts H.Högg and L.Piccinato were on the 
headlines. In both of the periods, engineers’ rhetoric and role were influential. High-ranked Turkish 
bureaucrats / technocrats working in the Directorate of Urban Reconstruction of the İstanbul 
Municipality, the Bank of Provinces, even the Real Estate Credit Bank, and the Directorate of the 
Highways had responsibilities as well. Although shadowed, the Turkish professional and 
bureaucratic elite shared the responsibility in decisions and guiding lines. 



A brief analysis of visual material and their text indicates that the DP intended to show the decade 
as a ‘sudden and tremendous dynamic change’ not only in politics and economics but also in 
architectural and urban fields. The official story gives clues about the construction of works that 
started all over the city at once without a long-term programme nor coordination, and reveals ad-
hoc transformations during the construction works. With the analysis of the trial documents, it is 
also possible to describe how far Menderes was responsible in the Rebuilding of İstanbul, and how 
far the responsibility was shared by various public agencies. Although Menderes was identified 
with the whole process, there was a team of Turkish and foreign planners, and Turkish bureaucrats 
and engineers who took important role in the urban clearance and construction works. A brief 
analysis of the published material and a series of interviews reveals that the DP claimed to create 
a new era of dynamic and tremendous change both in İstanbul and Turkey, and aimed at making a 
Little America in Turkey. Despite the rhetoric of sudden change and a shift towards westernisation 
(with the connotation of Americanisation), the discourse of Turkishness Ottomanism-Islamism 
became more dominant. 
Reconsidering the relation of Prost’s Plan with the urban reconstruction of the mid-20th century in 
İstanbul is, in fact, unveiling its contradictory features, and responding to the cultural work of 
representations of urban space, which offer us specific and visual practices for approaching the 
spatiality of the city. 
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