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The industrial campus in question for this paper has passed through both 

ottoman and republican industrialisation and modernisation processes, de-

industrialisation and re-industrialisation phases that have been stimulated by legal 

and normative framework, urban planning and conservation culture, privatization, 

and finally new contemporary cultural process via cultural industries. They are the 

origins of the transformation and transformed agents of the case study in its cultural 

context. To do this, this contribution is organised based on different transitional 

periods from a multi-dimensional perspective that caused the transformation as 

‘flux’ within the Turkish cultural context in various areas in relation to the case 

study’s historical trajectory. Then, these periods were interpreted by the authors to 

see how they were translated and reflected on the case study by constituting the 

current industrial heritage of Beykoz Sümerbank. 

Introduction 

Beykoz Sümerbank Industrial Campus is located in the largest peri-urban 

district of Istanbul namely Beykoz, situated at the northern part of the Asian side 

on the Bosporus seashore close to the Black Sea with a strategic position confined 

with Beykoz Forest as an immense greenery natural area (Anon., 1994:194). This 

unique waterfront rural district having five diverse streams inside of its immense 

greenery area have always been an important land for the urban development in 

Istanbul taking its fame from its glorious landscape formations which made the 

district as a seashore resort for the Ottoman elites and wealthy communities during 

the Ottoman era. The initial ottoman industrial interventions in Beykoz that was an 

area reserved previously for leisure activities such as hunting and fishing for the 

Sultans, diplomats, or important international delegates, might be initiated in the 

early 1800s as a direct consequence of industrial development on leather and paper 

manufacturing, ceramic, and glass productions of the district (Anon., 1994:193).  

During the end of the 18th century, leather, and shoe productions were one of 

the dominant industrial branches which had have an important place within the 

Ottoman industrialisation due to the military needs (Toprak, 1995; Küçükerman, 

1988). In fact, industrialisation was accelerated during the Ottoman Empire, 

especially starting from the second half of the 18th century, and mostly it was 

leaded by the capitalist European nations in those years through their support on 
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investment, equipment, and worker labour (Köksal, 2008:6). However, despite all 

efforts, the systematically industrialisation during the Ottoman Empire did not 

achieve, but rather those experiences provided a base for the next industrialisation 

initiatives in the Republican period (Önsoy, 1988:57).  

Indeed, the very beginning efforts regarding to ottoman industrialisation on this 

landscape had started in the early 1800s with a paper factory, then, in 1812, this 

privately industrial initiative turned into the service of the Empire namely 

Debbaghane-i Amire, and changed its name into Beykoz Sümerbank Industrial 

Campus in 1933 after the establishment of Sümerbank as a state economic 

enterprise. Since then, until de-industrialisation, this very first industrial campus 

had developed industrially, and it had modernized and re-organized incrementally 

in time technologically, architecturally, socially and culturally by expanding its 

production capacity and adapting them into ongoing technological developments 

(Küçükerman, 1988).  

Sümerbank was one of the initial economic efforts of new Turkey established 

by a mono-party regime, namely Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi (CHP), for the new 

country’s development. On the one hand, it was a project of the capitalist model of 

the state using industrialisation as a main tool (Anonymous, 1994:17); on the other 

hand, it was an attempt to be a socialist state applied implicitly in the Turkish 

context (Toprak, 1988; Tezel, 2015). Just after the main socio-cultural turning point 

in the history of modern Turkey from its Ottoman past, the first driver of the 

transformation regarding the studied campus was accrued because of the ‘fast 

industrialisation and industrial development’ based on socio-economic 

restructuring in the cultural context according to the era’s politico-cultural 

condition until the 1960s.  

The Period Between the 1940s and 1960s 

The 1940s was the important period for the produced products and their 

accessibility to the whole society, which was the main socio-cultural and economic 

objective of Sümerbank as a State institution together with the national ideology 

and ‘modern’ preoccupations of the state (Boratav, 1976). The majority of the 

important changes regarding the campus until the 1940s were mostly based on the 

technological context of the production process such as importing new machines 

from Europe to catch the era’s industrial technology, and know-how in the 

manufacturing process through invited engineers and workers from Europe 

(Küçükerman, 1988). As per the 1943 survey data, it was composed of leather and 

shoe production units including preparation facilities such as depots and soaking 

stages of the raw material, liming and de-liming, tanning, glazing-crusting-painting 

(finishing) and luxury leathering departments (Küçükerman, 1988: 157).  

In parallel to the fast industrialisation agenda of the state, there were also 

measures such as to educate students about industrial development, organization of 

training activities for the workers by planning training units within the industrial 

campuses. Some of the students to be educated for industrial improvement were 

nominated by the institution, were chosen based on the specialisation of the leather 

and shoemaking process due to its expensive process of know-how. Meanwhile, it 



was decided to send some of the workers abroad to learn new techniques and related 

know-how to hasten the process, which would increase production capacity. 

Moreover, the talented workers in the industrial operation who were working for 

the industrial campus were selected and nominated to be educated by the head-

craftsmen to provide continuity and quality of the produced work (Küçükerman, 

1988). 

Furthermore, modernist and Kemalist reforms also passed into the policies of 

newly established state institutions to ensure national and economical uniformity. 

The promotion of domestic goods and their consummation and the idea of living 

economically were some of the primary targets to provide uniformity of ‘culture’ 

in line with this modernity policy (Himam and Pasin, 2011:159). Focusing on the 

exemplar’s role playing in modernity and cultural transformation, the civil shoe 

production unit that had already been constructed in 1928 was a direct consequence 

of these modern preoccupations. In the following years, modern, western shoes 

were also included in the updated production portfolio of the campus as a further 

step in the modernity policy. The selling units regarding these modern productions 

were also established in different cities to promote and introduce to the whole 

country (Toprak, 1988:55). Concordantly, Sümerbank shoes have become one of 

the important cultural symbols that have represented both the new ‘modern’ society 

and new republican industrial culture. 

On the other side, Turkey’s pro-German behaviour and similarities of the 

political economy with the German model (Keyder, 1988) were also visible in the 

historical trajectory of the case study. For instance, there was an important training 

centre in the German ‘schule’, the Freiburg School, based within the industrial 

complex, which was quite famous for industrial training in Turkey that had success 

by learning from the former workers’ experiences. The studied campus was also 

used as a training centre for leather processing to introduce the era’s know-how 

where the workers were trained by the head-craftsmen who had been educated in 

Germany in the early republican years. In fact, those head-craftsmen called 

themselves the Freiburg team (Küçükerman, 1988). At the end of the 1940s, the 

canteen for the workers and trainers was constructed near to the processing areas 

where they worked in the main processing. Even though it was constructed to 

increase the labour force aiming for a better work organisation with short worker 

breaks by organising a place for their basic needs, this canteen building later became 

a landmark of the site for the former workers through its multi-use as a winter 

cinema hall in the 1950s, where Hollywood films were screened after working 

hours or during lunch time for them and their families (Küçükerman, 1988; 

Kundura Memory Project interviews). 

Moreover, it is of interest to mention that the 1940s was the period when the 

Sümerbank administrative committee and the managers of the studied campus were 

seeking the investment and support for the renovation of the existing mechanisation 

equipment under the name of modernisation of the industrial process. According to 

conducted research by Kundura Hafıza, the relations between Czechoslovakia and 

the case study, had started in the late 1940s and influenced the campus both socially 



 

and architecturally. A newspaper from 1947, highlighted that the managers and 

engineers of the campus had visited one of Czechoslovakia’s prominent industrial 

complexes, namely Bata in Zlin to search for the necessary modern machines and 

mechanical equipment. In fact, those efforts turned into an agreement signed with 

the Czechoslovakian Bata company in 1958 for the modernisation of the industry. 

Through this renewal project conducted by the Czechoslovakian technical team, 

Centroproject, there were significant numbers of new modern constructions which 

became the symbol of the campus. The ‘Yeni Kundura’ building, social service 

facility, new recreational areas and parks, accommodation units for the workers and 

civil servants, dining hall, kindergarten, cinema and theatre hall within the pre-

existing canteen building were the significant additions of the 1960s and 1970s that 

caused an important socio-cultural transformation for the campus. 

The period between the 1960s and 1990s 

In the 1950s, the political atmosphere shifted its previous axis of radical 

modernity into the popular modernity with the victory of Democrat Party (DP), and 

it caused various changes in the state policies in almost every field. The political 

environment of those years was described as the preparation stages of the liberal 

approach by adopting a mixed economy as a state policy in Turkey (Toprak, 1988; 

Makal, 2002). In addition, there were also city infrastructural problems that had 

been in the state agenda to be resolved within the modern industrial cities. Thus, 

some precautions regarding the poor quality of the industrial settlements, such as 

lack of accommodation for the workers including the new ‘modern’ life conditions, 

were considered as the era’s social problems (Makal, 1999). As a direct 

consequence of those crises in the 1950s, rapid urbanisation and the construction of 

various numbers of illegal houses by the former workers surrounding the campus 

emerged as one of the important problems. In fact, they resulted in the 

transformation of Beykoz during this period; it transformed towards a blue-collar 

quarter through illegal worker accommodations by changing its previous 

atmosphere. Besides, they also damaged the characteristics of the Bosporus area in 

which there were large numbers of industrial settlements.  

Pursuant to this, the second driver of the transformation was accrued because 

of the ‘legislative and normative restructuring’ based on the cross-cultural 

influences through ‘social’ articulation into various numbers of fields, such as 

social state, social factories and social municipalism, which transformed not only 

the intrinsic logic of the campus but also most of the legislative and organisational 

framework in urban planning and conservation culture in the 1970s and 1980s. The 

most influential law in this period was the conservation law no. 1710 by which the 

sit designations were introduced. The Bosporus area was the first designated 

conservation sit area, and, for the first time, natural characteristics of the site 

including waterscape and green-scape elements were recognised.  

Following this, the third primary agent of the transformation of the site was 

‘neoliberal restructuring’ through a various number of legislative and 

administrative changes. ‘The Bosporus law no. 2960’ was one of the fundamental 

legislative drivers by changing the case study’s position from an industrial place 



along the Bosporus strip to the place to be preserved according to the Bosporus 

conservation sit area regulations. The multiple impacts of the Bosporus law caused 

a significant transformation of the exemplar from an industrial place to the post-

industrial place by accelerating the deindustrialisation process since the industrial 

activities were terminated in the designated sit area to prevent any damages on the 

natural elements of the Bosporus area. The physical layout of the industrial campus 

remained without any changes, but rather this law transformed the campus’ 

implementation phases in the Bosporus area due to the spatial and administrative 

fragmentation. This fragmentation based on specific zones with different 

responsible agencies affected the campus significantly during the following 

transformation periods, and it became a post-industrial landscape as a target for 

tourism redevelopment in the following years. Finally, the very first privatisation 

law no. 3291 was another agent of transformation causing the ‘privatisation’ of the 

campus, which changed the case study from a post-industrial place to a privately 

owned industrial heritage place. Indeed, it was the primary driver of the changes 

that have occurred from the 1990s up to today towards its new life.  

Conclusion 

Based on this retrospective looking at the studied campus until the 1990s, each 

transformation period has been discussed as specific area in ‘flux’ such as industrial 

culture in flux, urban planning and conservation culture in flux and economy in 

flux. According to this, first, modern and social articulation into the industrial 

culture, and architectural and urban development has been retraced. While these 

changes influenced the ongoing life of the campus, which was manifested by the 

former workers through new social activities and improvements in the processing 

stages, on the other hand, they also caused technological innovations through 

imported machines and standardisation of the working life. This part helps to 

understand that how the site developed in the means of social welfare through newly 

added edifices, such as cinema, theatre, kindergarten and recreational areas within 

the campus, which changed the site not only architecturally but also culturally.  

Following this, urban planning and conservation culture is revisited to 

recognise its transformation driven by legislative and normative innovations until 

the 1980s. This period not only helps to recognise how the normative background 

has been evolved regarding the implementational phases in the following years but 

also chart the primary problems that caused the transformation in urban planning 

and conservation culture. Finally, the paper concludes with the economy in flux 

which was another important driver of the transformation through privatisation 

causing the termination of the industrial activities within the studied campus. 

Pursuant to this, the ‘heritagisation’ of the campus was accrued to hasten the 

privatisation process of the site, then place branding policies and urban 

redevelopment projects had their peak. Thus, industrial heritage and its 

conservation came to the fore which were the important emerged issues until its 

reindustrialisation. 
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