University of

"1l Kent Academic Repository

Sengul, Huseyin Tarik (1998) Hegemony and urban space : the case of
the Turkish capital Ankara. Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) thesis, University
of Kent.

Downloaded from
https://kar.kent.ac.uk/85983/ The University of Kent's Academic Repository KAR

The version of record is available from
https://doi.org/10.22024/UniKent/01.02.85983

This document version
UNSPECIFIED

DOI for this version

Licence for this version
CC BY-NC-ND (Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives)

Additional information

This thesis has been digitised by EThOS, the British Library digitisation service, for purposes of preservation and dissemination.

It was uploaded to KAR on 09 February 2021 in order to hold its content and record within University of Kent systems. It is available

Open Access using a Creative Commons Attribution, Non-commercial, No Derivatives (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/)
licence so that the thesis and its author, can benefit from opportunities for increased readership and citation. This was done in line

with University of Kent policies (https://www.kent.ac.uk/is/strategy/docs/Kent%200pen%20Access%20policy.pdf). If y...

Versions of research works

Versions of Record
If this version is the version of record, it is the same as the published version available on the publisher's web site.
Cite as the published version.

Author Accepted Manuscripts

If this document is identified as the Author Accepted Manuscript it is the version after peer review but before type
setting, copy editing or publisher branding. Cite as Surname, Initial. (Year) 'Title of article'. To be published in Title

of Journal , Volume and issue numbers [peer-reviewed accepted version]. Available at: DOI or URL (Accessed: date).

Enquiries

If you have questions about this document contact ResearchSupport@kent.ac.uk. Please include the URL of the record
in KAR. If you believe that your, or a third party's rights have been compromised through this document please see

our Take Down policy (available from https://www.kent.ac.uk/quides/kar-the-kent-academic-repository#policies).



https://kar.kent.ac.uk/85983/
https://doi.org/10.22024/UniKent/01.02.85983
mailto:ResearchSupport@kent.ac.uk
https://www.kent.ac.uk/guides/kar-the-kent-academic-repository#policies
https://www.kent.ac.uk/guides/kar-the-kent-academic-repository#policies

Hegemony and Urban Space
The Case of the Turkish Capital Ankara

A Thesis Submitted 1n Part Fulfilment for the Degree of Doctor ot
Philosophy

At the
University of Kent at Canterbury

H. Tarik Sengul

July 1998



ABSTRACT

Hegemony and Urban Space: The case of the Turkish Capital Ankara

Cites are social products resulting from conflicting interests. Urban space is produced,
reproduced and transformed through the action of interest-driven human agency who
strive for different outcomes. Some see urban space as a living place, whereas some
others perceive it as a source of speculative gaining or use it as an arena of
representation for a particular identity. While actors change urban space with their
strategies, schemes and projects, they do so always under a specific structural context.
In this respect, the relationship between strategy and structure stands as one of the basic
problems of urban social and political analysis. The thesis develops a strategic relational
approach to the state and the urban question which overcomes some of the difficulties of
the structure-agency nexus, and applies it to the study of first the Turkish state, and then
to the analysis of its capital Ankara.

Having shown that the dominant, state-centred perspectives in Turkey analyses the state
and the urban question around a misleading duality, such as the élite versus the masses
and the state versus civil society, it 1s argued that a relational understanding of the state
and the urban question which overcomes the dualities, between the society and the state,
ts the more productive.

A study of the Turkish state and its capital Ankara ts hardly possible without referring to
the Kemalist project. For this reason, the Kemalist project i1s placed at the centre ot
analysis and argued that Kemalism needs to be seen as a bourgeois revolution with nation
state formation as its most distinctive aspect . Having shown that the Kemalist project
denied the real communities that were a part of Ottoman tradition, in favour of an
imagined community which was thought to be Western-looking, secular and modern, 1t 1s
revealed that the most important spatial dimension of this denial was the rejection of the
Imperial capital, Istanbul, in favour of a small Anatolian town, Ankara.

As a symbol, arena and means of this transtormation, Ankara exhibited all the
contradictions of this refusal in the form of a duality between the old town inherited from
the Ottoman period, and the new town which was built by the republican regime. The
duality took a new form and gained new dimensions after the Second World War with
the massive population influx into the city from the rural areas, as the emerging squatters
at the outskirts of the city outnumbered the established population of the city in a short

space of time.

This case study of Ankara dwelled upon the view that although the cultural and identity
dimensions, which are the central concerns of the mainstream literature, are important
ones in the understanding of the development of the city, economic and material interests
are central to an exhaustive understanding of the socio-spatial change the city underwent,
as Ankara has not been only a capital but also a capitalist’ city where exchange value

overrides other forms of value.
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INTRODUCTION

Cities are battle fields of conflicting social forces and interests. They are products of
conflict, struggle and negotiation between different actors employing difterent
objectives, strategies and projects towards urban space. While some groups conceive
urban space as a living place, the others see 1t in terms of money and profit making. For
some others, it 1s a theatre of 1dentity. Often, these projects are irreconcilable and clash

with each other. It 1s possible to see urban space as an outcome of these contlicts and

struggles.

In these struggles, capital cities hold a specific place as political command centres.
Because of their strategic positions, they become an important arena of hegemonic
struggles. In this thesis, my objective is to study the Turkish capital, Ankara. as an arena

of struggles for hegemony between 1923 and 1980.

As is well known, Ankara became the capital of a newly founded Turkish Republic
when it replaced the imperial capital, Istanbul in 1923. The relocation of the capital to
Ankara was not an ordinary decision as every new social and political order tends to
create its own space as a part of its hegemonic strategy. As in other cases such as St
Petersburg and Brasilia, the decision marked a break with the past and began a new
period which was characterised by the formation of the Turkish nation state. After
having becoming a new capital, Ankara immediately turned to be the most important
socio-spatial element and laboratory for the Kemalist project, where the preliminary

models of the new nation state were produced.



(-

Whereas the city was conceived as a central element in a new modern and Western-
looking model of society, the actual city, the modernising elite found in their arrival did
not quite fit into this ideal. The clash between the real communities and the imagined
one was 1nevitable in the decades following the relocation of the capital in Ankara. The
conflict was not only cultural. The changing fortune of the city created a condition for
speculative gains around the urban land and who would appropriate the emerging rent

became another conflict-ridden issue in the city during the 1920s and the 1930s.

In the wake of the World War 1, the city began to face another crisis as it become one
of the most attractive targets for a migrant population. In a short time the city, which
was designated as a model of the Western type of modernity, turned to be a city with the
highest number of squatters with seventy percent of its population living in these illegal

dwellings.

Such a dramatic trajectory deserves a rigorous examination and there has been
considerable literature from various perspectives which gives an account of the

development of Ankara. In my view, however, this literature has at least two major

weaknesses.

The first is that it suffers from empiricism. That is, most of the work on Ankara does not
go beyond providing a chronological account of the events in the development of the
city. This does not mean, however, that the existing literature, has not been aftected
implicitly or explicitly by any theoretical current. I will claim that, although their
concepts are not employed systematically, there is a considerable intluence of the

Chicago school and Weberian perspectives on the study of Ankara. Moreover, we might



talk of a peculiar marriage of the Chicago school and a Weberian perspective as will be

seen i1n the course of the thesis.

T'he clearest manifestation of the impact of these perspectives, which is the second
weakness of current literature, is the perception of the major conflict in and over the city
as that of an elite-mass confrontation. While the Kemalist elite was seen as the major
driving force behind the modernist project towards the city, the native population of the
city and the migrant population were seen as the masses whose interest was, by and
large, 1n contradiction with that of the elite. Although the recent debate on this issue has

turned to focus on a dualism between the state and civil society; the main concern

remained the same.

Accordingly, two major positions emerges out of this perception. The first one, the state
centred view has attributed a progressive role to Kemalism and the Kemalist elite in
creating a modern city. The fatlures of the Kemalist project have been seen as due to
deviations from the principle ot the project. The second view, that 1s, the civil society-
centred view, considers the Kemalist project as an elitist one 1n that it excluded the non-

modern sections of the society from its project. In turn. its failures are explained with

reference to this exclusionary elitist strategy.

Given these debates, it is not surprising that the literature has been dominated by the
Weberian and Chicago school perspectives as the former takes the state as its home
domain while the latter focuses upon community. In turn, the main debate on the

development of Ankara has become predominantly politico-culturalist in that the main



focus 1s on the creation of a modern city though the meaning of modernism depends on

the side taken..

Unfortunately, the debate developing around the dualism between the state/elite and
civil society/masses confuses as much as it clarifies in the sense that it focuses upon a
very particular aspect of the Ankara experience, that is its cultural dimension, and
excludes the economic material dimension of the development of the city. And
wherever, this dimension is taken into consideration its treatment is unsatisfactory since
the political contlicts are only conceptualised in elite\mass terms. It is so unusual to find
a reference to the class formation and class conflict in order to provide a macro level
framework for the debate. It 1s at this point that the absence of a political economy
perspective which would provide a macro level perspective by drawing upon the

economic and class dimensions of urban contlict and social change becomes apparent.

This thesis is an attempt in this direction. It aims to introduce a political economy
perspective to the debate on the development of Ankara. While the main approach of the
thesis does not refuse the importance of certain aspects of the existing debate such as the
role played by the state in the development of Ankara and the conflicts between the state
elite and the so called masses, its main emphasis is upon the conflicts emerging out of
the distribution of material economic interests and class formation in the city. It argues

that without taking these dimensions into account. the culturalist focus becomes not

only one sided but also distorted.



An QOutline of the Thesis

Chapter | reviews the literature on state theory and urban social theory. After discussing

the main theories of the state and the urban. it criticises the main theories in both fields

and shows their weaknesses.

Chapter II 1s an attempt to employ a more synthetic framework to the study of the state
and the urban. Drawing upon Gramsci and Jessop, a strategic relational approach is
defended 1n both fields to overcome the main weaknesses of existing theories. Such a

perspective would allow one to study the projects and strategies of different classes and

social torces to form hegemony at both national and urban levels.

Chapter III explores the trajectory of the Kemalist project. It rejects those interpretations
which conceives Kemalism as a project which. either represents a complete break with
the Ottoman heritage to form a modern, Western looking society, or identifies a
continuity in terms of state tradition. Rather, 1t proposes a reading ot Kemalism which
conceptualises it as a particular entry into capitalist modernity. In that sense, Kemalism
is seen, not only a nation state formation project in a Weberian sense. but also asf a
project aimed at forming a capitalist economy. In this sense, 1t 1s a class-based
hegemonic project alongside its national popular elements and 1n line with the changing

balance of class forces the hegemonic position of the Kemalist project has been

redefined.



Chapter IV turns to the urban level and examines the trajectory of urbanisation in
Turkey and attempts at periodising this urban experience. It defines three distinctive
periods on the basis of the changing social base and political forces in Turkish cites.
The first period (1923-50) 1s characterised by the urbanisation of the state whereas, the
second period (1950-80) 1s distinguished by the urbanisation ot labour power. The third
period (1980- and after) 1s a period dominated by the urbanisation of capital. Although
the paper proposes three distinctive periods characterised by three different forces, it
does not assume sharp breaks between consecutive periods. Rather, it employs an

approach which sees each round of urbanisation as a layer and hence allows certain

continuities in interaction between layers.

The following two chapters comprises a case study of Ankara between 1923 and 1980.
In other words, the case of Ankara is studied with reference to first two periods detined
above, namely the urbanisation of the state and the urbanisation of labour-power. lhe
study of the last period was not included in the case study partly due to the fact that,
comparing to the last period, the first two periods present an interesting case in terms of

the problematic this thesis set out to tackle, that is, the so-called elite versus masses or

the state versus civil society dichotomy.

Chapter V focuses on the first round of urbanisation, that is, characterised by the
urbanisation of the (nation)state. It is shown that in the case of Ankara, this period can
be studied as not only the urbanisation of the state but also the middle class. By making
the state and the middle class the key elements of the hegemonic bloc, their project 1s

discussed with reference to the establishment of middle class hegemony in the city.



Chapter VI examines the second round of urbanisation which is characterised by the
urbanisation of labour power. The main focus in this chapter is on the challenge faced
by middle class hegemony in the city due to the rapid migration to the city starting from
the mid-1940s. While the fate of middle class hegemony in the city is discussed in the
face ot the massive population influx of the rural population into the city, the main
emphasis 1S placed upon the projects of the latter groups vis a vis the middle classes and

the state in the city.

The concluding section provides an overall evaluation of the city in relation to different

rounds of urbanisation and projects emerged each round.

Method

The research on which this thesis 1s based 1s mainly a qualitative one The data examined

includes:

e memoirs, especially for the first period where various memoirs exist for leading
names of the Kemalist regime such as Ismet Inonu, Halit Ritki Atay.

¢ Planning documents and the Planning Commuittee Reports. As we shall see there are
three distinctive planning attempt between 1923 and 1980, and each attempt at
planning provides important clues for the hegemonic projects and forces of the each

period. This requires a discursive reading of these documents and reports.

e Daily newspapers: which provide one of the major sources for the thesis. It 1s worth
noting that the newspapers did not serve only as a source of information for a
particular event but also as a source of discursive analysis of a certain periods. Given

that it is a tradition in Turkey that newspapers have served as a forum in which



leading politicians and bureaucrats, whom I call organic intellectuals of alternative
hegemonic projects, air their views, they provided important insight into the

understanding of the projects of different periods. The newspapers traced and used in

the case study of Ankara are the followings:

Hakimiyet-I Milliye (1928-35
Ulus (1946-65)

Aksam (1962-65)
Cumhuriyet (1947-75)
Milliyet (1970-80)

o Publications of State Statistical Institute (SSI) regarding population, employment and

other social indicators.

e Municipal records, research reports and publications including planning documents.

e Secondary sources (articles\books\reports etc), which were not only employed as a
source but also used critically to reveal the failures and shortcomings of the existing

literature on Ankara.

Last point I would like to make 1s that all these data and information gain meaning
within a theoretical framework. Despite the hegemonic view that there 1s no superiority
among alternative perspectives as they are discoursively constituted, my contention 1s
that reality still stands as the final reference point in the judgement of alternative
perspectives. It is the claim and objective of this thesis to make a contribution to the

understanding and change of the reality with which 1t deals.
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THEORIES OF THE STATE AND THE URBAN: A LITERATURE REVIEW



CHAPTER I: THEORIES OF THE STATE AND THE URBAN: A
LITERATURE REVIEW

l. I. Introduction

Urban areas are one of the most prominent battle fields of conflicting interests. These
struggles take place 1n and over urban space. Whilst urban space is subjected to these
struggles, the very same social forces behind them, consciously or unconsciously,
produce, reproduce and transtorm it. In this sense, these struggles in and over space are
also about power. To control space, 1t 1s necessary to struggle for power. The converse 1s
also true. As space 1s a container of social power, any struggle to change power relations
must also dominate space (Letebvre 1979). Thus, various nterests, with ditferent

purposes, of different classes, groups and individuals, constitute the material basis of

urban social and spatial change.

In capitalist societies, the state is at the centre of this conflict-ridden process. Especially
in the urban context, the maintenance of the formal and substantial integrity of territory
is one of the main commonly accepted functions of the state. Furthermore, 1t can also
facilitate certain cohesion to these conflicting agents by virtue of its authority. In spite ot
the centrality of the state to urban process, it is difficult to claim that we have enough
knowledge of it. In my view, such a vagueness creates important problems in urban
studies as well as in other fields, since every study, implicitly or explicitly. 1s based on a
conception of the state. In the following section I examine the existing hterature on

state theory. Then, I go on to evaluate the repercussions of each theory of the state for

urban studies.
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l. Il. Theories of the State

[ expose different conceptions of the state under two main headings: state centred and
society centred perspectives, even if sometimes it is difficult to include certain

approaches especially within the society centred approach.

. 1l. 1. Society-Centred Approach(es)

There 1s a common assumption of various perspectives within the society-centred
approach that makes calling them society-centred possible; any rigorous analysis of the
state must refer beyond the state, to the society as a primary source for explanation. Yet,
apart from this starting point, there are important differences and incompatibilities
between them. In the plenitude of approaches, I consider only three of them: the
instrumentalist’ approach, which seeks to describe the power and influence of the ruling
class in the operation of the state structure; the ’structuralist’ approach, which examines

the state as an element of capitalist formation; and the capital logic perspective, which

describes the state as a functionary of capital.

In the instrumentalist view, state policies and interventions are explained with reference
to the interests of the dominant class. According to Miliband (1977) basic objectives of
the state are the maintenance of the class system and the development of social
institutions to serve capitalist interests. Through the documentation of the links between
the state élite and the ruling class in terms of cultural and material affinities, 1t is argued
that the state acts as an agent of the ruling class. These attempts, however, have never

clarified whether such a link, hence direct participation of the ruling class in the state, 1S



| 1

a cause or effect. Apart trom this flaw and wide variation in the social background of the
state elite, there 1s no room to consider the effects of the state apparatus on the society in
the absence of any distinction between class power and state power. The instrumentalist

approach fails to identify the structural elements of the society as well.

The structuralist approach begins to analyse the state by rejecting the instrumentalist
view on the ground that the state 1s structurally rather than contingently capitalist. Direct
control of the capitalist class 1n the state apparatus is not necessary. Instead, the state
performs certain functions due to an objective relation with the overarching social
formation. Thus, functions of the state are broadly determined by the structure of the
soclety rather than the agencies occupying positions of power. For Poulantzas (1973).
the state 1s not an autonomous entity, but reflects the balance of power among classes
and their tractions. This facilitates a (relative) autonomy to the state vis-a-vis the classes.
Hence, the state may not always act instrumentally for the dominant class. Nevertheless.
in the end, the state preserves the long-term dominance of the ruling class due to the 1ts
structural determination. Even if such a conception seems to provide a certain base for
the analysis of the state in its own right through the concept of relative autonomy, 1ts

autonomy makes no difference in the long run due to the structural determination of the

state.

In my view, the structural determination of the state and state as a distillation of class
struggle are two different and contradictory conceptions whose relation is not made
clear within structuralist-state theory. Despite its more sophisticated foundation, there

are other criticisms offered. It is argued that the structuralist view 1s unable to take into



consideration the historical evolution of the state apparatus. Thus, it is also unable to

distinguish between expected and actual behaviours of the state.

Capital logic approach argues that the celebrated dichotomy between instrumentalist and
structuralist views 1s false and misleading since both approaches simply reiterate the
connection between class and the state. Against such an orientation, they examine the
separation of the economic and the political (Holloway and Piccotto 1978 p.14). Such a
separation 1s vital 1n the provision of the general conditions of capital accumulation and
reproduction. Because, they go on to argue, no individual or competing capital can
ensure the reproduction of the whole. In this sense, their main focus i1s on the link
between capital accumulation and the state. They conceive the capitalist state as a
political support of the capital accumulation process, its form as a corresponding
political repercussion of the current developmental stage of production and its functions
as corresponding to the needs of class domination. In this sense, their basic concern is
the derivation of the state from the rules of functioning of capital. Despite the important
insights of this approach, it bears important functionalist connotations. Also, 1t has an
inherent tendency towards reducing the political to an epiphenomenon of the economy:.

Further, there is also an important problem in terms of the insensitivity to the historical

evaluation of the state apparatus.

In sum, it is impossible to argue that there is a comprehensive approach with regard to
the realm of the state within a society-centred understanding. As Jessop rightly points
out there are two different, but by no means incompatible, points of view: capital and

class-theoretical approaches. The class-theoretical approach emphasises the agency

aspect of capitalist societies at the expense of structural aspects. It examines the specific
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conjunctures, hegemonic struggles, balance of forces, different forms of struggles to
understand the change in the form and functions of the state. The capital-theoretical
approach, on the other hand, focuses on the laws of the capital accumulation and its
internal dynamics. In other words, contrary to the class-theoretical approach, the
emphasis 1s on the structural aspects of the capitalist mode of production. Yet, neither of

them has paid enough attention to the state itself and the state’s own logic or struggles.

State-centred approach(es) are important in this regard.

. 11 1l. State-Centred Approaches

Contrary to society-centred approaches, the main defining feature of state-centred
approaches 1s their claim that the state has its own interests apart from the interests of
other social forces and that they are quite different from the interests of other agencies.
Separating the state and society in this way, they focus on bureaucratic politics and
organisational aspects of the state as a power container. In their recent study. Bringing

the State Back In,” Skocpol and her colloquies have developed two different versions of

state-centred theorisation.

In the first version, it is argued that the state has its own special interests by virtue of its
insertion into an international order as well as its unique responsibilities 1n the
protection of internal order. In this sense, the state should be considered an independent
variable rather than a derivative of the economic level. There are rules and procedures
peculiar to the politics as well as agencies such as politicians, managers. and the
military. In this sense, the state consists of an institutional ensemble and agencies. It 1s

clear that there is a reversal of the society-centred explanations. The strong emphasis of
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the society-centred approaches is replaced by the emphasis on the state. Hence,

explanations run from the state to the soclety.

In the second version, however, there is a loose conception of the state and considerable
difference from the first one. Here the state is considered as potentially autonomous’
rather than necessarily autonomous. It is stated that when the state is autonomous it
doesn® necessarily mean that the state can gamn and realise this autonomy in all
circumstances. The degree of autonomy depends on its instruments and resources, and
these are seen as intervening variables between the formulation of the state goals and
their subsequent implementation and the material resources controlled by the state. For

this reason, the autonomy of the state is a concrete and contingent issue rather than an

abstract and universal fact. It depends on certain conditions and changes from time to

time (Skocpol 19895).

T'here are many vague points in both formulations. It is, for instance, not clear whether
they are rejecting the society-centred approach entirely or whether they are suggesting a
combination between the state and society-centred approaches. Furthermore, there is no
consideration of what factor(s) determine the resources available to the state. In my
view, the essential value of the state-centred approach is in its emphasis on the internal
structure, mechanisms and processes of the state, as well as its insistence on the
differential interests of the state’s actors. Nevertheless, when the state-centred approach
starts to emphasise the other aspects of the society, the limitations of its framework
begins to appear. By the same token, the essential value of the society-centred approach
can be seen in its emphasis on the external environment of the state. Nevertheless, it,

too, seems to loose its power when it moves towards the internal domain of the state
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(see Friedland and Alford 1985). Yet, the problems in the analysis of the state become
acute due to the lack of communication between different perspectives. In the following

section, [ will examine the state of the art in urban studies with respect to the very same

1ssue.

I. lll. Theories of the Urban

The retlections of capital and class-logic approaches to the society and the state are quite
evident 1n urban studies. I examine the capital-logic view in the case of Harvey (1978,
1982, 1985a, 1985b, 1989), the class (action) theoretical view in the case of Castells
(1983, 1989) and the state-centred view with reference to Pahl (1975, 1977). Such a
review, of course, doesn't cover all approaches in the field, nor represents all those
studying similar perspectives. But, they represent most mature extensions of each above
mentioned approach in urban studies. I expose and evaluate these perspectives around
three main headings: the conception of the urban, the agency-structure dialectic and the

state 1n the urban context.

. 1ll. 1. The Conception of the Urban

In their alternative conceptions of the urban, Harvey emphasises the specificity of urban
process in the circulation process of capital, whereas Castells locates the consumption
and struggles around it to the focus of the urban. Pahl, on the other hand, puts the urban

managers to the centre of the urban system. I set out and evaluate their positions in

relation to the specificity question.
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Central to Harvey’s approach is the idea that the urbanisation of capital, the reproduction
of labour power and the formation of an urban consciousness can be explained through
the logic of capital in general, and specifically in the circulation process. In his relatively
early works (1976, 1978), Harvey pointed out two points of contact between the capital
accumulation process and urban process; in the secondary circuit through the production

of the built environment and in the tertiary circuit through the social expenditures to

reproduce the labour power.

Inevitable competition between the capitalists, leading to a drive to invest in new
technologies, results in a crisis of over-accumulation. By the switching of investments
from the primary to the secondary circuit, capitalism is able to overcome the over-
accumulation problem temporarily. This means switching of investment to the partly
built-environment. Thus, investments in the built environment are seen as the way of
stabilisation of the capitalist economy during periods of crisis. The same process is
experienced 1n the tertiary circuit of capital. Capital accumulation processes and
urbanisation processes meet here, around social expenditure, to reproduce labour power.

Investments in this circuit involve again the built environment, housing, transportation

etc. which is necessary for the reproduction of labour power.

Nevertheless, these solutions are always temporary because of the unstable structure of
the capital-accumulation process. In the face of a permanent condition of crisis, the
uneven development of capitalism makes it possible for capitalists to move from one
place to another to increase their rate of profit. Thus, capital is withdrawn from one
developed area and reinvested in another (no matter which region or Country)

underdeveloped area. Capitalism creates new built environments whereas it destroys it
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In another place (Harvey 1982, 1985a). In the end. capital in the search of profit creates

a built environment which reflects its competition and instability (Harvey 1985a p.135).

His recent works apply a similar understanding to a much broader evaluation of urban
process 1n capitalist societies. He categorises urban experiences of the societies
according to the dominant regime of accumulation. He uses the concepts of the
Keynesian and post-Keynesian city to show their relations to Fordist and post-Fordist
regimes of accumulation. He argues that the Keynesian city was shaped as a
consumption artifact and its social, economic and political life organised around the
theme of state-backed, debt-financed consumption. This demand-side urbanisation
sought to stabilise capitalism through the maintenance of effective demand. Thus, the
Keynesian city put emphasis over the spatial division of consumption, since the success
of the Keynesian project depends on the mass mobilisation of the spirit of consumer
sovereignty (Harvey 1985a Chp.8).However tor Harvey, The collapse of the Keynesian

program changed all that’ (ibid p.211). In parallel to the changes in the economic

structures,

urbanisation has, like everything else, dramatically changed its spots... A combination of shrinking
markets, unemployment, rapid shifts in spatial constraints and the global division of labour, capital flight.
plant closings, technological financial reorganisations lay at the root of that pressure... Fixed capital
investments and physical infrastructures in existing locations were consequently threatened with massive

devaluation, thus undermining the property tax base’ (1bid p.216).

Amidst these conditions ruling class alliances in urban regions were forced to adopt a
much more competitive posture around four options: the options of the production

workshop, of the consumption artifact, of command functions, and of the locus of

redistributed surplus.
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In sum, Harvey conceptualises the urban in the framework of capital accumulation
processes. For him, the urban process implies the creation of a material physical

Infrastructure for production, circulation, exchange and consumption (Harvey 1978

p.113).

Another formulation(s) of the specificity of the urban was set out by Castells during the

early 1970s. Castells position can be considered in two phases: structuralist and

action-oriented periods.

In his early writings Castells theorised the city by starting with a theory of a capitalist
mode of production consisting of three levels. He argued that the theory of urban space

1s an integral part of the general social theory:

'To analyse space as an expression of the social structure amounts, therefore to studying its shaping by
elements of the economic system, the political system and the social practices that derive from them’

(Castells 1977 p.126).

The political system organises urban space through functions of domination and
legitimisation. The ideological system marks space with a network of signs. The
specificity of urban space, however, is attached to the economic domain. Within this
domain, he turned to consumption for the definition urban space since production 1s
organised at higher levels. Thus, he concluded that urban social theory should concern

itself with the analysis of the social organisation of consumption, hence reproduction of

labour power.
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Castells, however, never argues that other processes do not take place 1n the urban
context. His argument is that, only the consumption moment s specific to the urban
level. For him,

urban organisation is not, then, a simple arrangement of spatial forms, but rather these forms are the

expression of the processes of collective treatment of the daily consumption patterns of households
(Castells 1978 p.16).

In sum, the essential link between the capitalist mode of production and urban
development 1s established through collective consumption which is supposed to specify

the urban.

In his later works, Castells retains collective consumption as the defining factor ot the
urban, despite important changes in his theoretical position. He adds two new

dimensions to his later formulation: community culture and community politics.

Contrary to the sophisticated elaboration of collective consumption inherited from
previous framework, these new aspects of the urban are quite vague. In this sense,
although Castells seems to retain the idea of the specificity of urban, it 1s now not clear

what this specificity attached to the urban is (see Castells 1983 Part 6).

A third approach to specifying the urban was developed in Rex’s and Pahl’s works. They
both attempted to show that 'the specific task of urban sociology was to study and
explain the ways in which inequalities in the city arose out of the actions of 'urban
managers’ (that is individuals such as estate agents, local authority bureaucrats, social
workers and so on) who controlled access to strategic urban resources such as housing

(Saunders 1985 p.72). As Pickvance points out, 'the perspective this gave rise t0 was
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one in which urban managers were seen as independent variables, i.e. as causally

responsible for patterns of urban resource allocation’ (Pickvance 1984 p.37).

The 1dea that the urban managers constitute an independent sociological variable is
modified 1in Pahl’s later work (Pahl 1977, 1979). In the face of intense criticisms, Pahl

accepted that the urban managers are constrained both by the operation of the market
and the central state. Hence, urban managers came to be seen as Intervening and

mediating variables in urban analysis rather than independent ones in his later approach.

To sum up, I would argue that, despite lack of communication and intense debates
among different conceptions of the urban, there is a clear division of labour in the works
of Harvey, Castells, and Pahl. Harvey and (early) Castells focus on the economic
domain of the urban. Pahl, on the other hand, places emphasis on the political processes
in the urban domain. Whereas Harvey argues that there are two points of contact
between capital accumulation processes and urban process -the construction of built
environment in the secondary circuit and social expenditures to reproduce labour power-
in fact, he 1s always keen to study the first contact point; 1.e. the construction ot the built
environment. Ironically, the second point has constituted a basis for the works of
Castells. Moreover, whereas Castells is quite insistent on specifying the urban field with
certain academic concern, Harvey is rather reluctant to do this. He sees space, following

Lefebvre, as an indistinguishable part of the capital accumulation process.

As far as the ’specificity question’ is concerned, I think there are important compatibility
among these three perspectives. Harvey refers to the external environment and

constraints of the urban process rather than to the urban process itself. In this sense his



employment of the term urban regions’ is not accidental. Harvey 1n fact addresses the
regional question’. On the other hand, Castells and Pahl refer to the two substantial
characteristics of the urban -collective consumption and the urban political process. Yet,
this doesnt mean that their conceptions can simply be put together. There are tmportant
problems to be overcome in relation to the conception of the agency-structure

relationship in the urban context.

l. 11l II. The Conception of Agency-Structure Dialectic

There 1s now a growing recognition of the importance of the agency-structure dialectic.
But, as Smith points out 'this awareness has not yet been fully extended to the realm of

urban studies where structural and social action perspectives tend to be treated as

antithetical’ (Smith 1984 p.12; cf. Pickvance 1984).

As I have already shown, Harvey’s argument that the logic of capital accumulation 1s the
basic cause of urban development shows his emphasis on structure at the expense of
agency. For Pahl, on the other hand, agency has a priority vis-a-vis the structures.
Castells position(s) is quite interesting in this regard. Contrary to his previous position
on this issue, in his later studies he makes an attempt to recapture human agency, but 1n

my view at the expense of structures.

Harvey's explanation of the urban phenomenon, as I have shown in specificity debate.
revolves around the logic of capital accumulation and problems which arise from it.
Even in his later rather flexible essays, Harvey retains the view that capital accumulation

processes explain everything; changes in the social and spatial structures of the city are
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explained with reference to the internal contradictions of capital. In the end. although
Harvey doesnt employ a structuralist-Marxist framework, there is a little room to
appreciate the historical role of the human agency in producing and reproducing the
urban space. The only source of urban change in the last instance is reduced to the

competition of the capitalists, and 'secondarily’ to the conflict between wage-labour and

capitalist.

Thus, 1n the small place he allows for agency, Harvey puts emphasis on class relations.
Harvey argues that class relations are central to all other social relations. In fact, he does
recognise that divisions and stratifications 1n the urban areas could not be covered by
only class relations. He admits, for instance, the importance of other interests operating
in the built environment. In his later essays, he conceives of five pnimary loci of
consciousness formation: individuals, family, community, state and class (Harvey 1985a
p.252). Yet, after an evaluation of these locus of consciousness formation.’ he concludes
that ‘the circulation of capital is so fundamental to the ways we gain and use our
collective and individual social power that we have no option except to put its class
relations at the centre of our analysis. There is a sense in which class relations invade
and dominate all other loci of consciousness formation’ (ibid p.264). In the end,

Harvey’s judgement is that urban conflicts are displaced problems of over-accumulation.

The most striking change in Castells position concerns his new conception of the
agency-structure relationship. Contrary to his previous (structuralist-Marxist) position,
Castells puts considerable emphasis on agency in urban social change. In his self
criticism. he argued against both a high level of abstraction and the neglect of the

(urban) actors 1n structuralist-Marxism. He criticised his previous position on the
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grounds that to the physical determinism of human ecology or to the cultural idealism

of the Wirthian tradition, Marxism tended to respond by reducing the city and the space

to the logic of capital’ (Castells 1983 p.297). Yet, for him, such an approach 1s far from

explaining urban issues.

...technology per se or the structure of the economy itself are not the driving force behind the process of
urbanisation. Economic factors and technological process do play a major role in establishing the shape

and meaning of space. But this role is determined, as well as the economy and technology themselves, by
the social process through which humankind appropriates space and constructs a social organisation

relentlessly challenged by the production of new values and the emergence of new social interests’
(Castells 1983 p.291).

Urban actors are now not only classes and class-determined social movements. but

various groups arisen out of different interests, oppressed groups as well as classes.

Castells puts this point in the following long quotation:

Ispatial forms] express and perform the interests of the dominant class according to a given mode of
production and to a specific mode of development. They will express and implement the power
relattonship of the state in an historically defined society. They will be realised and shaped by the process
of gender domination and by state-enforced family life. At the same time, spatial forms will be earmarked
by the resistance from exploited class, from oppressed subjects, and from dominated women. And the
work of such a contradictory historical process on the space will be accomplished on an already inherited
spatial form, the production of former history and the support of new interests, projects, protests, and
dreams. Finally time to time, social movements will anse to challenge the meaning of spatial structure and
therefore attempt new functions and new torms'(Castells 1983 p.4).

Contrary to his former position, Castells 1s reluctant to place class at the centre of the
urban question. For him, class relations and struggles are no longer fundamental to
understand urban conflict. They are important but by no means a primary source of
urban social change. The autonomous role of the state and gender relationships are as
important as class relationships. Nevertheless, he doesnt reject the possibility ot a
connection between the ‘dynamics of social classes and the formation and outcome of
urban social movements’ as in the Glasgow case (ibid p.67). He goes on to argue that So
neither the assimilation of urban conflicts to class struggle nor the entire independence

of both processes of social change can be sustained. On the contrary, only by focusing



on the interaction between the social dynamics of class struggle and urban dynamics

whose content must be redefined in each historical situation, are we able to understand

social change in a comprehensive manner. Furthermore the hierarchy of determination
between classes and cities varies according to each historical formation’(ibid p.68).
Nevertheless, despite such positive insight, Castells replaces Harvey’s idealisation of
class relations with the idealisation of social movements. Castells argues that a new
urban meaning can be produced by one of the four societal forces: dominant class.
dominated classes, social movements and urban social movements. Castells” hypothesis
s that 'only urban social movements are urban-oriented mobilisations that influence
structural social change and transform the urban meanings. The symmetrical opposite to
this hypothesis is not necessarily true’(ibid p.305). This conclusion leads Castells to
underestimate other forms of organisation and struggles such as the state and the
political parties and struggles around them, although, following Poulantzas, he mentions

the autonomy enjoyed by state. I will return to this issue in the following section.

Despite the clear emphasis of Castells on actors, he admits the importance of the
structure of the society. For him, the meaning of the city is not produced arbitrarily by a
particular social actor or by an undetermined conflict between many actors. The very
process of social definition and the outcome of such a process relies upon the structure
of society and upon that structure’s particular mode of historical development’ (1bid
p.305). However, there are important problems with concepts that Castells introduced to
locate his analysis of urban change in the broader context of a theory of social change.
Such concepts as modes of industrial and informational development. seems to be

undeveloped moreover, arbitrary. In the lack of clarity of these structural elements.



Castells falls easily into eclecticism and voluntarism. The neglect of a political and

economic context is not surprising for this reason (cf. Pickvance 1985).

[n the discussion of the content definition of the urban, [ have argued that Pahl spectties

the city as a system of resource allocation. For him, the fundamental object of study of

urban sociology is urban managers whose actions affect the inequalities in the Clty.

Fence, there is an explicit emphasis on urban managers and their goals, values.

assumptions and ideologies. Pahl summarises his earlier position in respect to the

agency-structure relationship as follows:

1n my original formulation of the position I emphasised that access to any scarce urban resource or facility
could be seen as comprising two elements: the spatial element, which could be expressed in terms of
time/cost distance; and the social element, which included on the one hand the rules and procedures which
defined access for populations, defined in both social and spatial terms... and, on the other hand, the

interpretation and administration of these rules and procedures by local managers or gatekeepers’ (Pahl
1977 p.50).

For Pahl both, spatial and social, elements operate to a considerable extent
independently of the economic and political system. For instance, he argues that ‘these
spatial constraints on the distribution of resources operate to a greater or lesser degree

independent of the economic and political order’ (Pahl 1975 p.249).

By the same token, he claims that urban space is a material resource and urban
managers who are responsible for deciding locations and distributions can manipulate 1t
according to their goals and values. These managers were also supposed to be
independent of structural constraints. In the end, Pahl summarises his earlier position as

follows:
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a truly urban sociology should be concerned with the social and spatial constraints on access to scarce
urban resources and facilities as dependent variables and the managers or controllers of the urban system
which I take as the independent variable’ (Pahl <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>