
I. Chronological /
geographic overviews



Discussions of modern architecture in Muslim geogra-
phies are often confined to worn-out polarities like 
tradition / modernity, Islam / the West and the relat-

ed binary opposition, ornament / tectonics. It is therefore 
very refreshing to see the Aga Khan Award for Architecture 
focus on a building type that is less about questions of rep-
resentation, identity and / or “national style” than the quint-
essentially modern questions of technology, industry, and la-
bor, namely industrial buildings and workspaces.

At least since the Industrial Revolution, these buildings 
have exemplified the paradigm of the Modern Movement in 
architecture, in the same way that churches were the repre-
sentative typology of Gothic architecture, or palaces that of 
the Neoclassical. Perhaps more significantly for Muslim 
countries, industrial buildings and spaces of production have 
come to symbolize transformation, modernization, and 
progress, the quest for which has been central to most na-
tion-building efforts in the post-colonial and / or post-im-
perial Muslim world, in what scholars have called “ideolo-
gies of delayed development.”1 More recently, with the shift 
of emphasis from modern, industrial nation-states to glob-
ally-interconnected post-industrial societies, the architec-
tural and urban character of industrial buildings and work-
spaces has also changed, making the Aga Khan Award’s ex-

1 M. Matossian, “Ideologies of Delayed Development,” in J. Hutchinson and 
A.D. Smith (eds.), Nationalism (New York: Oxford University Press, 1994), pp. 
218-225.

ploration of the topic very timely and provocative.
Following these premises, this paper offers a broad histor-

ical overview of the evolution of industrial architecture in Tur-
key, discussing major trends and paradigmatic examples in 
both the political context of national development in Turkey 
and the cultural context of Modernist industrial aesthetics 
abroad. Following a well-established periodization employed 
by most economic, social, and cultural histories of modern 
Turkey, four distinct periods (or “waves of industrialization”) 
are highlighted, corresponding to important shifts in the di-
rection, objectives, leading actors, and geographic distribution 
of industrialization, as well as in the prevailing design con-
cepts, programs, and construction techniques of factory 
buildings and complexes. Whereas the earlier periods will be 
treated in some detail, the last and most recent period will be 
covered only briefly. The major paradigm shifts after 1980, 
from production to consumption and from manufacturing to 
the communications and service sectors, accompanied by 
concomitant transformations in the design of industrial build-
ings and workspaces (not only in Turkey, but globally) is a vast 
and separate topic beyond the scope of this overview.

Late-Ottoman industrialization efforts:  
The Tanzimat to the First World War
The Industrial Revolution, which led to what Karl Polanyi has 
famously called the “great transformation” of European 
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economy and society in the long 19th century, also had dra-
matic and irreversible impacts on the Ottoman Empire.2 As 
many economic historians point out, traditional Ottoman 
crafts were unable to compete with European manufactured 
goods that flooded the Empire’s markets. During the late-Ot-
toman period, from the initiation of the reforms known as 
the Tanzimat in the 1830s to the First World War, the Otto-
man Empire was incorporated into the capitalist world sys-
tem as a weak peripheral player, primarily as a provider of 
raw materials and as a lucrative market for European prod-
ucts.3 At the same time, beginning with the reformist reigns 
of sultans Selim III (r. 1789-1807) and Mahmud II (r. 1808-
1839), the first initiatives were taken to modernize the tradi-
tional manufactures of the Ottoman Empire by introducing 
steam power and new machinery. This was accompanied by 
building new imperial factories, thereby even elevating hopes 
for what some scholars have called a belated “Ottoman in-
dustrial revolution.”4 Entirely dependent on European ma-
chinery and technical know-how, however, the effectiveness 
of these Ottoman industrialization efforts were limited at 
best and fell far short of reversing the Empire’s increasing 
trade deficits.

In 1848, a Belgian worker of the Ottoman textile mills in 
Izmit made the following observation: “It would be very odd 
if we could not turn out a piece of the finest cloth occasion-
ally, seeing that we have the best machinery of England and 
France, that the finest wools for the purpose are imported via 
Trieste from Saxony and the best wool countries, and that we 
Belgians and Frenchmen work it. You could not call it Turkish 
cloth—it is only cloth made in Turkey by European machinery, 
out of European material and by good European hands.”5 Fre-
quently quoted by economic historians, this passage captures 
the basic weakness of industrialization attempts under semi-
colonial conditions of dependency. More significantly, as was 
common to such “delayed industrialization” efforts in dynas-
tic empires of the periphery, these efforts were geared pri-

2 K. Polanyi, The Great Transformation: The Political and Economic Origins of 
Our Time (Boston: Beacon Press, 2001 (1944)).

3 My main sources are Ş. Pamuk, The Ottoman Empire and European Capital-
ism 1820-1913 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987); D. Quataert, 
“Ottoman Manufacturing in the 19th Century,” in Manufacturing in the Ot-
toman Empire and Turkey 1500-1950 (Albany: SUNY Press, 1994), pp. 87-
121; and C. Issawi, “De-Industrialization and Re-Industrialization in the 
Middle East since 1800,” International Journal of Middle East Studies, 12 
(1980), pp. 469-479.

4 E.C. Clark, “The Ottoman Industrial Revolution,” International Journal of 
Middle East Studies, 5 (1974), p. 68.

5 C. McFarlane, Turkey and Its Destiny, 2 vols. (London: John Murray, 1850), p. 
453; cited in Clark, “The Ottoman Industrial Revolution,” p.75.

marily towards military and palace use, rather than any 
large-scale production for a mass-market.

In the case of the Ottoman Empire, in addition to improv-
ing and expanding existing dockyards (Tersane), powder-
mills (Baruthane), cannon foundries, and small-arms manu-
factures (Tophane), a number of new factories were built to 
produce textiles, cloth, and leather goods to supply the new, 
modern armies that replaced the Janissaries in the early-19th 
century. Luxury goods for palace consumption, such as car-
pets, porcelain, and glass were also important imperial indus-
tries at a time when Ottoman sultans were increasingly em-
ulating the lifestyles of European monarchs. These state-
funded imperial factories (fabrika-i hümayunlar) were, al-
most by definition, located in İstanbul and its immediate hin-
terland, and concentrated especially in four major industrial 
zones: Beykoz on the Asian side of the Bosporus; the entire 
Golden Horn area; the Marmara Coast from the cotton tex-
tile factory in Bakırkoy (Basmahane) and the foundry and 
machine works of Zeytinburnu to the gunpowder works near 
Küçükçekmece; and beyond İstanbul to the east, in the tex-
tile town of Izmit and the adjacent village of Hereke, where 
the famous imperial carpet factory was established in 1843.

The earliest industrial buildings made their appearance in 
the otherwise picturesque landscape of Beykoz as early as 
1805, when Sultan Selim III built a paper mill and a woolen 
textile mill for military use (Beykoz Kağıt ve Çuha Fabrikası) 
relying on the water power of the area’s many streams.6 It 
was, however, the tannery, leather goods, and shoe factory 
built in 1810 to cater to late-Ottoman military demands that 
would evolve into one of the major state industries of the Ke-
malist republic in the 1930s as the legendary Sümerbank 
Shoe Factories (fig. 1). Similarly, the traditional hand-blown 
glass works of Paşabahçe, another small village also near 
Beykoz (where the delicate çeşmibülbül glasswares were 
made since the reign of Mahmud I (r. 1730-1754)), would be 
modernized into the Paşabahçe Glass Factory in 1934-1935 
(fig. 2). Both examples illustrate important continuities be-
tween late-Ottoman and early-republican industries, turning 
the names of Bosporus villages (Beykoz and Paşabahçe) into 
brand names with lasting legacies.

In the Golden Horn area, in addition to the imperial arse-
nal in Kasımpaşa and the brick factory in Kağıthane, both 

6 For a detailed account of the leather industry in Beykoz from the early-19th 
century into the republican period, see Ö.Küçükerman, Geleneksel Türk 
Dericiliği ve Beykoz Fabrikası [Traditional Turkish Leather Industry and the 
Beykoz Factory] (Ankara: Sümerbank, 1988).
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very interesting large-span structures, the famous Imperial 
Fez Factory (Feshane) was established in 1835 to produce 
woolen fezes that Mahmud II introduced into the Ottoman 
bureaucratic and military system. The factory was fitted with 
imported machinery from Europe and a steam engine in 
1868, and by the end of the century became the pride of late-
Ottoman industrialization (fig. 3). Photographs of the factory 
as well as its woolen products were sent to the 1893 World’s 
Columbian Exposition in Chicago, earning the Empire a pres-
tigious award. More significant for the purposes of this paper 
is Feshane’s architectural presence. It may be argued that 
with its prominent chimneys and clerestoried roofs over large 
sheds, Feshane established the factory as a distinct, recog-
nizable, utilitarian building type that did not exist in the tra-
ditional typological repertoire of Ottoman architecture. At 
the same time, the Classical arcaded façade of the boiler 
rooms as well as its ornate entrance portal bearing imperial 
insignia are manifestations of the well-known 19th-century 
duality between the new utilitarian forms of engineering and 
the symbolic and representational foundations of art and ar-
chitecture (figs. 4 & 5). In the same way that steam engines 
from the 1830s displayed Greek Revival detailing, elevating 
the machine to an art object, the spinning and weaving ma-
chinery and the boilers of Feshane were enveloped in Classi-
cal architecture.

Other imperial establishments also display this 19th-cen-
tury duality between the exterior envelope, typically brick or 
masonry outer walls treated with varying levels of architec-
tural grandeur and Classical proportioning, and the interiors, 
which were simple functional spaces separated into bays by 
cast-iron or masonry supports and spanned by wood or cast 
iron roof trusses.7 The cannon foundries and small arms man-
ufacture at Tophane are representative examples of this ty-
pology, as evident in the famous photographs in the Abdulh-
amid II albums of 1893 (figs. 6 & 7). In the case of the Beykoz 
shoe and leather works, we also observe the use of “saw 
tooth” roof forms for sky-lighting the workspace in an other-
wise straightforward masonry building. From a brief overview 
of major imperial factories, we can conclude that 19th-centu-
ry Ottoman industrialization efforts were largely limited to 
the introduction of new machinery and steam power to the 
manufacturing processes, while the factory buildings them-

7 For a general list and description of Ottoman imperial factories in İstanbul 
see, A. Batur, “İstanbul’da 19.yy Sanayi Yapılarından Fabrika-i Hümayunlar,” 
[Imperial Ottoman Factories in 19th Century İstanbul] Proceedings of the 1st 
International Congress on the History of Turkish-Islamic Science and Tech-
nology (İstanbul: İstanbul Technical University Press, 1981), pp. 331-341.

Fig. 1: İstanbul, Beykoz, Sümerbank Shoe and Leather Factories, view of the 
complex in the 1950s.

Fig. 2: İstanbul, Paşabahçe Glass Factory, 1934-1935.

Fig. 3: İstanbul, 
Imperial Feshane, 
machinery in the 
woolen cloth and 

fez factory, c. 
1893.
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selves remained conventional brick or masonry structures. 
We encounter none of the innovation of the vast steel and 
glass machinery halls being built at that time in Europe and 
the United States.

One interesting exception is a prefabricated cast-iron 
structure cited in the biography of William Fairbairn, the 
prominent Scottish shipbuilder and inventor of the riveting 
machine, who served Sultan Abdulmecit between 1839 and 
1843 as a technical consultant, and received an imperial 
medal for his services in 1847. Fairbairn describes “an iron 

house for a corn-mill, 50 feet long, 25 feet wide and three 
storeys in height with an iron roof,” manufactured in his 
Millwall shops in London, shipped to Turkey in pieces, and as-
sembled in İstanbul in 1840.8 Regarded by architectural his-
torians as a major influence on the development of cast-iron 

8 W. Pole (ed.), The Life of Sir William Fairbairn (London: Longmans, Green, and 
Co. 1877), p. 174. This particular factory is mentioned in other sources as a 
military grain mill (Askeri Tahiniye Fabrikası). See, for example, Batur, 
“İstanbul’da 19.yy Sanayi Yapılarından Fabrika-i Hümayunlar,” p. 334; and 
Wolfgang Müller, “İstanbul’da Erken Dönem Endüstri Yapıları,” [Early Indus-
trial Buildings in İstanbul] Archiscope, Special Issue on Industrial Buildings, 
no. 3 (December 1998), p. 62.

Fig. 4: Feshane, exterior of the boiler rooms. Fig. 5: Feshane, Imperial insignia on the entrance portal.

Fig. 6: İstanbul, Tophane (cannon foundry), classical exterior elevation, c. 
1893.

Fig. 7: Tophane, interior view of the gun factory.
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buildings and storefronts in the 19th century, especially those 
by architect, inventor, and pioneer of cast-iron architecture 
James Bogardus in New York City, Fairbairn’s building was a 
cast-iron frame structure with prefabricated cast-iron span-
drels on the lower level and wrought-iron on the upper sto-
ries, covered with a barrel-vaulted roof made of corrugated 
iron sheets (fig. 8).9 From the one reconstructed image avail-
able to us, it clearly bears the mark of Fairbairn’s expertise in 
riveted cast-iron plates, and anticipates his famous Britannia 
Tubular Bridge over the Menai Straits in England (1846-
1850), an engineering marvel that he would design five years 
later with the prominent engineer Robert Stephenson. Fair-
bairn’s biography also mentions a second prefabricated iron 
structure for a woolen cloth factory erected near Izmit in 
1840.

In his account of imperial factories of the Ottoman state, 
Fairbairn finds most of them in a very primitive state and ob-
serves that although new machines were introduced into 
these operations, they were “far from perfect and the native 
workmen appeared to be at a loss how to work and manage 
machinery of such a complicated character ... and little or 
nothing was done in the shape of manufacture, through the 
apathy of the Turks and their aversion to new things.”10 Its 
condescending Orientalist overtones aside, Fairbairn’s obser-
vations on the state of Ottoman industry echo those of oth-
er European observers who wrote that although new ma-
chinery was brought in the 1830s, it soon fell into disrepair 
and idleness due to lack of maintenance and technical know-
how.11

Nevertheless, by the latter part of the 19th century, the 
Ottoman administration had clearly recognized the signifi-
cance of industrialization for building a strong nation-state 
with a presence on the world scene. The Empire’s participa-
tion in World Fairs, beginning with the Crystal Palace Exhibi-
tion in London in 1851 and followed by Sultan Abdulaziz’s 
personal visit to the Paris World Fair of 1867, increased 
awareness of the industrial might of European powers and 
inspired the Ottomans to organize industrial exhibitions of 
their own. This proto-nationalist desire to advance the Em-
pire’s industrial progress explains the 1863 Ottoman General 
Exposition (Sergi-yi Umumiyi Osmani).

9 T.C. Bannister, “Bogardus Revisited: The Iron Fronts,” The Journal of the So-
ciety of Architectural Historians 15: 5 (December 1956), pp. 12-22.

10 Pole, The Life of Sir William Fairbairn, p. 169.
11 See, for example, Julia Pardoe’s comments on the factories in Beykoz in The 

City of the Sultan: Domestic Manners of the Turks in 1836 (London: Henry 
Colburn, 1837); cited in Ö. Küçükerman, Geleneksel Türk Dericiliği, p. 93.

Held in a temporary exhibition building in Sultanahmet 
Square, it consisted of two long sheds illuminated by cleresto-
ry windows under a double-pitched roof. The simplicity of the 
rear elevation contrasted visibly with the ornate, arcaded en-
trance facing the square, once again illustrating the divide be-
tween the utilitarian and the symbolic.12 The idea of an “in-
dustrial school” to reform crafts education and to train tech-
nicians to work with machinery was also born around this 
time, leading to the establishment of the Sultanahmet work-
shops and later the “Hamidiye Industry Schools” (Hamidiye 
Sanayi Mektepleri), which were active between 1876 and 
1908 in many of the Empire’s cities and provinces.13

Two major additions to Ottoman industry in the Hamidi-
an era were the Hamidiye paper factory in Beykoz (1887) and 
the imperial porcelain factory in Yıldız (1892). The corbelled 
brick entrance “towers” of the latter were designed by the 
Italian architect Raimondo D’Aronco, who served Sultan Ab-
dulhamid II around the turn of the century (fig. 9). The fa-

12 See, Z. Çelik, Displaying the Orient (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
1992), pp. 139-142.

13 See, Ö. Küçükerman, Feshane Defterdar Fabrikası [The Feshane Factory in 
Defterdar] (Ankara: Sümerbank, 1988), pp. 148-150.

Fig. 8: İstanbul, reconstructed image of a 
prefabricated cast and wrought-iron corn mill 

erected by the Scottish shipbuilder William 
Fairbairn in 1840.

Fig. 9: İstanbul, Y›ld›z Porcelain Factory, Raimondo D’Aronco, 1892.
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mous photograph albums of Sultan Abdulhamid II, our pri-
mary visual resource on Ottoman industrial architecture, 
were also prepared around this time to be sent to the 1893 
Chicago World’s Columbian Exposition. Containing photo-
graphs not only of factories but also of schools, hospitals, li-
braries, and new palaces, the albums were intended to boast 
Ottoman progress in education, sciences, and industry, and to 
reverse the image of a stagnating, oriental Empire.

In the brief period between the Constitutional Revolution 
of 1908 and the First World War, a strong nationalist and 
corporatist industrial discourse emerged under the ideologi-
cal rule of the Young Turks, who looked westward to Germa-
ny and eastward to Japan for inspiration.14 The magazine In-
dustry (Sanayii), the precursor of the republican Endüstri, 
started publication after 1908, and included on its editorial 
board not only engineers like Nafiz Ziya Bey, the director of 
trolley lines and electricity distribution in İstanbul, and Herr 
Krank, the German engineer in charge of the arsenal steel-
works, but also prominent intellectuals and professors of the 
Imperial Academy of Fine Arts like Celal Esat Arseven and Is-
mail Hakkı Baltacıoğlu.15 The 1913 proposal for a new law to 
encourage industrial development, the publication of the 
first industrial censuses in 1917, which still constitutes our 
major source on late-Ottoman industries, as well as the pro-
tocol signed with Germany to send Turkish interns to German 
factories, all testify to the fact that at the eve of the First 
World War, industrialization had become a national priority, 
albeit a doomed one under the specter of the coming global 
conflict.16

Opening the Silahtarağa electric power plant on the 
Golden Horn in 1913 with three turbines and six steam boil-
ers was the Ottoman government’s last major industrial ini-
tiative before the First World War (fig. 10).17 The plant was 
contemporary with such icons of Modern industrial architec-
ture as Peter Behrens’ AEG factory in Berlin (1909) and Wal-

14 On the inspiration of Japan, see, R. Worringer, “Sick man of Europe” or the 
Japan of the Near East? Constructing Ottoman Modernity in the Hamidian 
and Young Turk Eras,” International Journal of Middle East Studies, 36 
(2004), pp. 207-230.

15 Ö. Küçükerman, Geleneksel Türk Dericiliği ve Beykoz Fabrikası [Traditional 
Turkish Leather Industry and the Beykoz Factory] (Ankara: Sümerbank, 
1988), p. 147.

16 The 1917 industry statistics are re-published in G. Okçün, Osmanlı Sanayii: 
1913 ve 1915 Yilları Sanayi Istatistiki [Ottoman Industry: The Industrial Cen-
suses of 1913 and 1915] (Ankara: Ankara University Department of Political 
Science Publications, 1970).

17 For an excellent history of the complex, see, A. Aksoy (ed.), Silahtarağa Elek-
trik Santralı 1910-2004 (İstanbul: Bilgi University Publications, 2007) (in 
Turkish).

ter Gropius’ Fagus Works in Alfeld on the Leine (1911-1913). 
Whereas Behrens’ “temple for German industry” famously el-
evated technical form to artistic expression, Gropius’ building 
was a pioneer in transparency and in developing a modern 
factory aesthetic dissociated from historical precedents, 
thereby anticipating the canonic interwar Modernism of the 
Bauhaus. In comparison to these famous monuments of 
Modern architecture, Silahtarağa’s simple industrial sheds 
are rather unremarkable. Nevertheless, they illustrate a dis-
tinctly German brand of modern factory design that would 
continue into the early-republican period. Organized in the 
manner of an industrial farm complex consisting of separate 
large-span steel-frame structures with pitched roofs, both 
the site planning principles and the architectural expression 
of the Silahtarağa buildings would be repeated, most notably 
in the early-republican sugar factories in Uşak (1926) and 
Turhal (1934), the latter designed by the German architect 
Fritz Breuhaus and built by the German construction firm 
Buckau (fig. 11).

Early-republican state industries:  
The First World War to 1950
At the end of the War of Independence, which culminated in 
1923 with the establishment of the new Turkish republic over 
the ruins of the Ottoman Empire, Turkey was a war-torn, cap-
ital-deficient country dependent on massive imports to meet 
domestic demand for industrial products. In contrast, her 
meager exports were limited to some raw materials and min-
erals. As early as 1921, Ferit Bey, who would become finance 
minister of the new Ankara Government, lamented Turkey’s 
unfavorable balance of trade, and declared that what Turkey 
needed desperately was “factories, factories, and more 
factories.”18 In the Izmir Economic Congress of 1923 it was 
clearly stated that industrialization was to be accomplished 
within a capitalist framework through private initiative. In 
order to provide credit to facilitate this process, the state es-
tablished Iş Bankası (Business Bank) in 1924 and Sanayii ve 
Maadin Bankası (Industry and Mining Bank) in 1925. A new 
Industrial Incentives Law (Teşvik-i Sanayi Kanunu) was 
passed in 1927 explicitly calling for building “industrial 
plants for mass-production with the assistance of advanced 
machines, tools or mechanical equipment.”19

18 Cited in Y. Tezel, Cumhuriyet Döneminin Iktisadi Tarihi 1923-1950 [Econom-
ic History of the Republican Period 1923-1950] (Ankara: Yurt Yayınları, 
1986 (1982)), p. 128.

19 Z. Toprak, Sümerbank (İstanbul: Creative Yayıncılık, c.1989), p. 24.
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It was also hoped that these measures would begin nur-
turing a national entrepreneurial class in areas hitherto dom-
inated by foreigners, Levantines, and non-Muslim Ottoman 
millets, who, according to the 1917 industrial census, con-
trolled 80.4% of all industrial establishments.20 The imposi-
tion of protectionist tariffs on foreign businesses, to be fol-
lowed later by levies on non-Muslim businesses, testifies to 
this foundational republican agenda of creating a national, 
Muslim-Turkish bourgeoisie. Major incentives were extended 
to potential entrepreneurs such as tax exemptions, rent-free 
land for building factories, and the duty-free importation of 
machinery and building materials. But the response was lim-
ited given the insufficiency of capital accumulation and the 
absence of an entrepreneurial culture.

The economic crisis of 1929, which marked the end of lib-
eral economic policies everywhere, was the catalyst for Tur-
key’s transition to a planned economy and massive state-
sponsored industrialization programs inspired by German, 
Italian, and Soviet models. As many historians point out, Tur-
key’s state-led industrialization did not, however, rest on col-
lectivist ideological foundations as was the case in the Sovi-
et Union, Fascist Italy, or National Socialist Germany. Rather, 
it was a last resort aimed at jump-starting industrialization. 
That Turkey’s state enterprises were conceived in support of, 
rather than in opposition to, private initiative was clearly 
stated by the Republic of Turkey’s founder and first president, 
Mustafa Kemal Atatürk, who declared: “Our statist policies 
are essentially based on private individual enterprise: howev-
er, in order to urgently accomplish the welfare of the people 
and the construction of the nation in as short a time as pos-
sible, the state is directly involved in economic activities on 
which our national welfare depends.”21

The primary agent of early-republican, state-led industri-
alization was Sümerbank, the successor to the Industry and 
Mining Bank. Established in 1933, it had the dual objective of 
taking over the industrial heritage of the Ottoman Empire, 
and starting up new industries most urgently needed for ba-
sic goods like textiles, leather, sugar, cement, iron, steel, 
chemicals, and paper, whose raw materials were all available 
in the country. Textiles and leather, being lighter industries 
that did not require highly-developed technology and worked 

20 Y. Kastan, “Atatürk Döneminde Sanayileşme ve Karabük Demirçelik 
Işletmeleri,” [Industrialization During Atatürk’s Time and the Karabük Iron 
and Steel Plant] Kastamonu Eğitim Dergisi, 2:2 (October 2003), p. 488.

21 S. Süreyya Aydemir, Ikinci Adam: Ismet Inönü, [The Second Man: Ismet In-
önü] vol. 2 (İstanbul: Remzi Kitapları, 1999 (1966)), pp. 445-446, cited in 
Kastan, “Atatürk Döneminde Sanayileşme,” pp. 492-493.

well in the labor-intensive, capital-scarce conditions of Tur-
key, were the centerpieces of Sümerbank’s activities. As a 
start, the four major industries inherited from the Ottoman 
Empire (namely Fezhane for woolen textiles, Hereke for wool 
and silk, Bakırköy for cotton calico printed textiles, and the 
Beykoz shoe factories) were modernized and incorporated in-
to a comprehensive five-year national development plan in-
spired by Soviet experiences with a planned economy.

This was followed by establishing new Sümerbank facto-
ries, especially in cotton textiles. According to economic his-
torian Şevket Pamuk, such industrial activity represented the 
belated fulfillment, albeit within the context of a new na-
tional economy, of the old 19th-century Ottoman quest for 

Fig. 10: İstanbul, Silahtarağa Electric Power Plant; view of the site in the 
1930s.

Fig. 11: Uşak, Sugar Factory, 1926.
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catching up with the Industrial Revolution.22 Most of these 
early-republican state industries were geared towards im-
port-substitution and the accompanying policies of “nation-
al self-sufficiency,” which made no provisions for exports. 
The Sümerbank posters and advertisements by the prominent 
graphic designer Ihap Hulusi Öney capture the nationalist 
spirit of the time and remain among the most canonic imag-
es of early-republican visual culture (figs. 12 & 13).

The construction of new Sümerbank factories in the 
1930s still constitutes a national epic, endowing images of 
industry with an unprecedented iconic power endlessly re-
produced in official postcards, advertisements, photograph 
albums, and propaganda publications like La Turquie Kemali-
ste (fig. 14). The most paradigmatic of these is the Sümer-
bank cotton textile plant in Kayseri (1934-1936), where the 
most up-to-date machinery was employed in cotton yarn 
and cloth production (figs. 15 & 16). Designed by Construc-
tivist Soviet architects, built by the Turkish contractor Abdur-
rahman Naci Bey with long-term, low-cost Soviet loans, and 
operated by Turkish workers trained in the Soviet Union, it 
monumentalized the interwar model of industrialization 
through strong state initiative and the belief in the regulato-
ry role of five-year development plans.

In addition to the main factories designed by Ivan Niko-
laev, the project included workers’ housing by Alexander Pas-
ternak, and the cafeteria / social center by Ignati Milinis, a 
former associate of the Constructivist architect Moshei Ginz-
burg.23 The perspective drawing of the factory sheds extend-
ing into the landscape are indeed representative of the utop-
ic vision of Soviet Constructivism, treating the entire site 
plan as a vast assembly line, a treatment also demonstrated 
in the projects for the Magnitogorsk industrial town in west-
ern Siberia (fig. 17).24 The symmetrical and monumental, 
stone-clad, colonnaded gateway to the Kayseri complex, 
however, displays a Classicism that was the hallmark of state 
architecture everywhere during the interwar years (fig. 18).

This Turkish-Soviet industrial cooperation in the early 
1930s should be viewed within the larger context of the pre-
vailing interwar belief that the universal rationality of scien-

22 Pamuk, The Ottoman Empire, p. 127.
23 I am grateful to Jean Louis Cohen for making available to me the Russian-

language monograph, Ivan Nikolaev 1901-1979 (Moscow: 2002), and for 
translating relevant parts from the book.

24 For a comparative discussion of Soviet and Turkish state-owned industrial 
complexes, see, Özlem Arıtan, “Sosyalist Modernleşme, Sovyet Sanayii 
Yerleşkeleri ve Türkiye’deki Devlet Yerleşkeleri,” [Socialist Modernization, 
Soviet Industrial Settlements and State Enterprises in Turkey] Arredemento 
Mimarlık (November 2006), pp. 120-127.

tific, technological, and industrial progress transcends differ-
ences in politics and ideology. Nothing illustrates this better 
than the transfer of technology from the United States to the 
Soviet Union in the early 1930s, especially Fordism and Tay-
lorism, which were the “revolutionary forces” behind building 
the Soviet industrial empire: from the Ford automobile and 
truck assembly lines in Moscow, to American contractors 
from Ohio building Russia’s “city of steel” in Magnitogorsk.25 
In such a world, Kemalist Turkey harbored no qualms about 
importing technical know-how from communist Russia in 
the same way that communist Russia imported technology 
and expertise from capitalist America. That feasibility reports 
for various industrial projects were commissioned to both 
Soviet and American experts during the preparation of the 
first five-year national development plan, or that Prime Min-
ister Ismet Inonu traveled to Fascist Italy in 1932 in search of 

25 For a particularly informative historical account of the role of American 
technology, Fordism, and Taylorism in building the Stalinist Soviet Union, 
see, T. Hughes, American Genesis: A history of the American Genius for Inven-
tion (New York: Penguin Books, 1990), pp. 249-284.

Fig. 12: Sümerbank advertisement designed by Ihap Hulusi for the woolen 
textiles of Feshane and Hereke factories, 1930s.
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Fig. 13: Sümerbank advertisement designed by Ihap Hulusi for the Beykoz 
Shoe and Leather Factories, 1930s.

Fig. 14: Cover of the official publication La Turquie Kemaliste representing 
the rise of the young republic among factory chimneys and industrial 

progress, late 1930s.

Fig. 15: Kayseri, Sümerbank Cotton Textiles Plant, Ivan Nikolaev and his 
team of Soviet architects, 1934-1936.

Fig. 16: Sümerbank 
Cotton Textiles 

Plant, Turkish 
government-issued 

postcard showing 
machinery.
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funds and technical know-how demonstrate this Kemalist 
quest for “civilization and progress” regardless of its source. 
In the eyes of many early-republican intellectuals, the project 
of industrializing Turkey was nothing less than the continua-
tion of the War of Independence on a new front, or “... the 
main principle and highest goal of [the] Turkish national lib-
eration movement.”26

This linking of industrialization with the larger Kemalist 
project of nation-building and modernization distinguishes 
early-republican industrial culture from preceding (or suc-
ceeding) periods and also informs the distinct character, de-
sign, and location of early-republican factories. Significantly, 
the geographic distribution of Kemalist state industries was a 
direct result of this larger “civilizing mission” espoused by the 
regime. As the national hero Ataturk himself put it, “it was 
necessary to distribute industrial establishments across the 

26 S. Süreyya Aydemir, “Beynelmilel Fikir Hareketleri Arasında Türk Nasyonaliz-
mi,” [International Ideological Currents and Turkish Nationalism] Kadro, no. 
20 (August 1933), p. 13.

entire surface of the motherland ... in order to introduce 
modern, civilized, progressive life styles into the remotest 
corners of the country.”27 It is therefore not surprising that in 
contrast to the concentration of industrial establishments in 
İstanbul and a few other coastal areas and port cities during 
the late-Ottoman period, early-republican factories and in-
dustrial plants were located across Anatolia, in medium-
sized towns made accessible by the country’s expanding rail-
way network.

Among the most significant of these were Sümerbank’s 
five major textile plants: Kayseri and Nazilli, designed by the 
Soviets (1932-1936), and Bursa, Malatya, and Konya Ergelisi, 
built by the Germans (1937-1939). Also significant were the 
sugar factories in Eskişehir and Turhal (1933) and a major 
new cement factory in Sivas (1942). Of epic proportions, 
however, is the iron and steel works of Karabük, located near 
the coal mines of Zonguldak near the Black Sea coast in 
Northern Anatolia. An agreement was signed in 1936 with 
the British H.A. Brassert & Co. to construct and set up the 
plant. Ground was broken in 1937, and production started in 
1939 with two blast furnaces for steel production, a rolling 
mill for the casting of pipes, and another mill for sheet met-
al. “Today heavy industry is starting in Turkey...” said Prime 
Minister Ismet Inönü when laying the foundations of the 
plant in 1937. He went on to state,

... equally important is the social significance of this enter-
prise. The housing, health and schooling needs of its pro-
spective workers will also be addressed, for which purpose, 
separate projects will be prepared. With the iron and steel 
works of Karabük, we are not only establishing an industrial 
institution, but also we are building a moral and social insti-
tution of culture and civilization for our nationalist, republi-
can country.28

The idealized image of an industrial Anatolia is especially 
evident in the visual culture of the 1930s, when photographs 
of factories, bridges, power plants, dams, and grain silos fea-
tured prominently in official early-republican publications. 
Particularly significant are images of factories contextualized 
within the Anatolian landscape, as, for example, in a 1938 
photograph of the Zonguldak coke processing plant for the 
Karabük iron and steel works (fig. 19). Depicted as a techno-
logical object harmoniously situated in an idyllic northern 

27 Aydemir, Ikinci Adam: Ismet Inönü, pp. 445-446; cited in Kastan, “Atatürk 
Döneminde Sanayileşme,” pp. 492-493.

28 From Turkish newspapers of April 3, 1937; cited in Kastan, “Atatürk Dönemi-
nde Sanayileşme,” p. 498.

Fig. 17: Sümerbank Cotton 
Textiles Plant, site plan.

Fig. 18: Sümerbank Cotton Textiles Plant, monumental entrance.
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Anatolian mountainside setting, it is a “machine in the gar-
den,” to use Leo Marx’s famous phrase.29

Leo Marx and others have written extensively about the 
modern shifts in American collective consciousness from the 
cult of sublime nature in the 19th century to one of man-
made industrial landscapes in the early 20th, most famously 
celebrated by Charles Sheeler’s painting “American Land-
scape” (1930) depicting the Ford River Rouge plants in Dear-
born, Michigan. It may be argued that a comparable shift in 
national consciousness was intended by early-republican 
Modernist imagery. For example, widely-circulated images of 
the Kayseri textile plant extending into the horizon in the 
central Anatolian landscape suggest, like Sheeler’s paintings, 
that such photographs were also nationalist statements on 

29 L. Marx, The Machine in the Garden: Technology and the Pastoral Ideal in 
America (New York: Oxford University Press, 1964). The photograph of the 
Zonguldak plant is from the photo album Fotograflarla Türkiye [Turkey in 
Photographs] (Ankara: Ministry of Interior, 1938).

how land truly becomes “patria” when transformed and 
tamed by industry. Furthermore, by celebrating factories and 
industrial imagery (chimneys, cooling towers, cylinders of 
grain silos, etc.) as aesthetic objects in and of themselves, 
these canonic photographs of the 1930s undoubtedly con-
tributed to the emerging discourse of the Modern Movement 
or “New Architecture” (Yeni Mimari) in Turkey.30

Integral to this “Anatolian industrial landscape” ideal, 
and perhaps more significant from an urbanistic point of 
view, these major early-republican factories were not singu-
lar buildings or groups of buildings, but were designed as 
comprehensive “factory towns” in the spirit of Soviet collec-
tivist examples. In addition to its immense production sheds, 
machine shops, and electric power plant, the Kayseri textile 

30 I have addressed this theme in more detail in the third chapter of my Mod-
ernism and Nation-Building: Turkish Architectural Culture in the Early Re-
public (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2001).

Fig. 19: Kozlu, Zonguldak, coke smelting plant, Turkish government-issued photograph, 1936.
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plant, for example, included workers’ housing, a daycare cen-
ter, cinema, infirmary, library, swimming pool, and soccer 
stadium. The main road connecting the factory to the city 
separated the production units from the workers’ housing, 
which consisted of different typologies of reinforced con-
crete apartment units.

Unlike Soviet communal housing experiments, these were 
based on family-oriented typologies that separated married 
workers and their families from unmarried workers, and dif-
ferentiated between ranks and occupational hierarchies. Four 
two-story blocks containing 64 two-bedroom units were re-
served for married workers and their families; a three-story 
block with a 350-bed capacity housed the unmarried work-
ers; eight duplex units and sixteen three-bedroom apart-
ments were given to supervisors and their families (fig. 20). A 
similar idea of status differentiation informs Seyfi Arkan’s 
workers’ housing project in the Kozlu coal mines near Zon-
guldak (1936), one of the most significant collective housing 
projects of early-republican Modernism. A visible typological 
distinction separates the repetitive multi-story apartment 
blocks for the workers from the small, single-family villa-
type houses for the technicians and supervisors, and a larger 
duplex villa for the director (fig. 21).

In the Nazilli cotton yarn and textile plant, also by Soviet 
designers, a 205-unit housing complex for workers and su-
pervisors was planned adjacent to the factory grounds, along 
with a social center, cafeteria, and sports fields. In the Bursa 
Merinos woolen textiles plant, social and recreational servic-
es (cafeteria, infirmary, day care center, lecture halls, and 
sports club) were planned within the complex in close prox-
imity to the large sheds for weaving and thread manufacture. 
As Burak Asıliskender and Özlem Arıtan have argued for the 
Kayseri and Nazilli cases respectively, Sümerbank state in-
dustries contributed greatly to the urban and social transfor-
mation of the towns they were located in, turning the facto-
ry workers and their families into modern citizens committed 
to the ideals of the Kemalist Revolution.31 Above all, the 
mixed-gender workspaces and social / recreational facilities 

31 See especially, B. Asıliskender, Cumhuriyet’in Ilk Yıllarında Modern Kimlik 
Arayışı: Sümerbank Kayseri Bez Fabrikası Örneği, [Search for a Modern Iden-
tity in the Early Republic: Sümerbank Textile Factory] master’s thesis, 
İstanbul Technical University, 2002; and his “1930’larin Modern Yapıtının 
Günümüzdeki Yalnızlığı,” [Contemporary Loneliness of the Modernist Build-
ing of the 1930s] Tol Mimarlık Kültürü Dergisi (Kayseri: Turkish Chamber of 
Architects Kayseri Branch Publications, Winter 2003), pp. 46-51. Also see, 
Özlem Arıtan, “Sümerbank Yerleşkeleri: Ideolojik ve Mekansal bir Okuma,” 
[Sümerbank Complexes: An Ideological and Spatial Reading] Arredemento 
Mimarlık (January 2005), pp. 102-109.

Fig. 20: Sümerbank Cotton Textiles Plant, unmarried workers’ housing 
building.

Figs. 21 a & b: Kozlu, Zonguldak site plan and model of workers’ housing 
for coal miners, Seyfi Arkan, 1936.
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significantly reinforced the republic’s secularization agenda, 
not unlike the ideological function of the “workers’ clubs” of 
Soviet Constructivism. In the same way that the latter were 
conceived as “social condensers” to create the “new man” of 
socialism, state-owned industrial complexes were considered 
instrumental in creating the new Kemalist citizen.32

Coinciding with the rise of the Modern Movement in in-
terwar Europe, early-republican industrial buildings were in-
strumental in the introduction of this New Architecture (Ye-
ni Mimari), as the Modern Movement was then called. Major 
icons of Modernist factory design were built in Europe 
around the same time: most notably the Fiat Factory in Turin 
by Matteo Trucco (1927), the Van Nelle tobacco factory in 
Rotterdam by Johannes Brinkman and Leendert van der Vlugt 
in cooperation with Mart Stam (1926-1930), and the Boots 
Factory in Nottingham by Owen Williams (1933). A newly-
emerging and very active Modernist architectural profession 
in Turkey followed European developments closely, including 
the latest developments in factory design. However, large-
span structures of immense scales and levels of transparency 
were not possible in Turkey given the poor state of building 
technology as well as tight budgets, even for major state fac-
tories. For example, some of Ivan Nikolaev’s most visionary 
propositions for the Kayseri textile plant were not built at all, 
and whatever was built looks more avant-garde in perspec-
tive drawings than in actual implementation, which relied 
heavily on local stone as exterior finishing material, now 
badly aged (fig. 22).

Nevertheless, Turkish architectural culture elevated the 
status of factories from that of utilitarian sheds designed by 
builders to architect-designed modern objects representative 
of the rationalist, functionalist principles of the New Archi-
tecture. Here, two examples stand out: the brewery in Anka-
ra Atatürk Model Farm (1933-1934) by Ernst Egli, the leading 
official architect of Kemalist Ankara, and the distillery in Me-
cidiyeköy, İstanbul (1931) by Rob Mallet-Stevens, the promi-
nent French Modernist architect (figs. 23 and 24). Both were 
built for the state monopoly (Tekel) for the production of li-
queur, spirits, and beer, another major early-republican in-
dustry that employed Modernist imagery extensively, per-
haps because of the association of alcohol with modern, sec-
ular lifestyles dissociated from tradition.

32 For a recent collection of essays on factory housing in early republican Tur-
key see A. Cengizkan (ed.), Fabrika’da Barınmak: Erken Cumhuriyet Dönemi-
nde Türkiye’de Işçi Konutları—Yaşam, Mekan ve Kent [Dwelling in the Facto-
ry: Workers’ Housing in Early Republican Turkey—Life, Space, and City] (An-
kara: Arkadaş Yayınevi, 2009).

Fig. 22: Sümerbank Cotton Textiles Plant showing the dilapidated current 
state of the electrical power station.

Fig. 23: Ankara, brewery in Atatürk Model Farm, Ernst Egli, 1933-1934.

Fig. 24: İstanbul, Mecidiyeköy, Distillery/Liquor Factory, Rob Mallet-Ste-
vens, 1931.
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Collectively, the design and layout of early-republican 
factories reflect this new, elevated status of the industrial 
building as Modern architecture par excellence. The masonry 
columns, brick vaults, and / or cast-iron structures of the 
late-Ottoman factories discussed earlier gave way in this pe-
riod to reinforced concrete as the primary material for large-
span structures. Most significantly, the design of factories 
entailed much larger production units, incorporating convey-
or belts and Fordist assembly-line methods, along with re-
petitive factory jobs. The plans typically reflected the priority 
of production efficiencies rather than the quality and individ-
uality of workspaces. Typically, access to these state industri-
al complexes was through a symbolically-charged gatehouse 
that employed conspicuously Modern forms: simple volumes, 
unadorned surfaces, and Modernist typography advertising 
the progressive modernity of the Kemalist state in the same 
way that ornate late-Ottoman factory portals symbolized the 
progressiveness of the Sultan and the Empire.

Notable among these is Mallet-Steven’s two-story en-
trance structure to the Mecidiyeköy distillery. Containing ad-
ministrative offices and spaces for guards, it was designed as 
a three-dimensional exercise in elemental block composition 
evocative of Bauhaus compositions. The most recognizable 
formal element of factory design, however, was the “saw-
tooth” roof forms or north-facing curved “fins” for clerestory 
lighting to illuminate the main workspace—a formula that 
was well-established with the Soviet-designed textile facto-
ries in Kayseri and Nazilli, among others (figs. 25 & 26). A 
small textile factory shed designed by Halit Femir and Ferid-
un Akozan, and published in the professional journal for 
Turkish architects in 1950, illustrates how this iconic form of 
a modern factory carried over into the 1950s, this time in the 
hands of Modernist Turkish architects, within the dramati-
cally different historical context of the post-Second World 
War period (fig. 27).33

Mixed-economy policies and import  
substitution: 1950-1980
With the landslide victory of the Democrat Party (DP) in 
1950, Turkey’s early-republican period came to a decisive 
end. Abandoning the statist economic policies and national-
ist isolationism of the Republican Peoples’ Party during the 
previous two decades, the DP regime promoted a mixed 
economy with a greater role for private enterprise. However, 

33 “Bursada Ipekçilik Kollektif Şirketi Dokuma Fabrikası,” [Silk Company Weav-
ing Factory in Bursa] Arkitekt, nos. 221-222 (1950), pp. 93-95.

no actual transfer or sale of state-owned enterprises took 
place, as would happen after 1980, and import-substitution 
continued to be the primary economic strategy. State capi-
talism focused on heavier industries, construction materials, 
and infrastructure development, leaving the manufacture of 
consumer goods to the private sector, which expanded dra-
matically. For example, in the textile industry, Sümerbank no 
longer dominated industrial production, and new enterprises 
like Bossa and Güney Sanayii in Çukurova emerged as major 
players. By the end of the 1950s, 73% of cotton spindles and 
69% of cotton looms, as well as 70% of wool spindles and 
82% of wool looms were privately owned, making the 1950s 
“a golden age for private firms in the textile industry” ac-
cording to one economic historian.34 For the first time since 
the Tanzimat, the state relinquished its leading role in Turk-
ish industrialization to large private companies and con-

34 Toprak, Sümerbank, p. 95.

Fig. 25: Nazilli Cotton Textiles Plant, construction of the roof “fins,” 1932-
1936.

Fig. 26: Ankara, Yüniş Woolen Textiles Factory, 1920s.
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glomerates that still dominate Turkish industry (such as Koç, 
Sabancı, and Eczacıbaşı holdings). One very important conse-
quence of this was that the managers and technicians 
trained in the state industries of the early republic moved in-
to the private sector, providing invaluable know-how in run-
ning the new industrial establishments.

Turkey’s import-substitution-oriented industrial growth 
in this period needs to be viewed within the larger context of 
the prevailing discourses of development in the post-Second 
World War world at large. In this new era, Turkey was herald-
ed as one of the most successful models of the “moderniza-
tion theory” that dominated social sciences, area studies, and 
international politics throughout the Cold War (fig. 28). Cen-
tral to modernization theory was a basic dichotomy between 
modernity and tradition: the former an unambiguous bless-
ing and the latter an obstacle to its realization. It was postu-
lated that as societies became more “modern” through in-
creased literacy, increased mobility, enterprise, the use of 

communication technologies, urbanization, and other such 
indicators, their traditional traits and cultural practices such 
as fatalism, religiosity, and lack of curiosity about the world 
would give way to new patterns of thought and behavior 
largely derived from American institutions and values.35

This was a time when fierce ideological warfare was 
waged in the world at large between the Soviet model and 
“the good life” promised by American capitalism—one epito-
mized by the famous “kitchen debate” between the American 
and Soviet leaders Richard Nixon and Nikita Khrushchev dur-
ing an international exhibition in Moscow in 1959. Against 
the heavy industries and space programs of the Soviet state, 
the image of America promoted by Nixon was one of subur-
ban homes with fully-equipped kitchens and a myriad of 
consumer products. After three decades of Kemalist “nation-
al self-sufficiency” doctrines, these images resonated well 
with the Turkish public. At the time Turkey was also enjoying 
the newfound prestige of NATO membership (1952) as a new 
American ally on the borders of the Soviet Union. Fueled by 
rapid urbanization, the agricultural prosperity of the DP 
years, and the general optimism of the postwar world, the 
dissemination of a capitalist consumption culture in Turkey 
was fast, extensive, and irreversible. Import-substitution 
strategies shifted from basic needs (such as shoes, textiles, 
and sugar) to household consumer goods such as refrigera-
tors, kitchen appliances, washing machines, pharmaceuticals, 
televisions, and even a domestic automotive industry. Arçelik 
appliances and Anadol cars are vivid legacies of the period.

The rapid development of a construction materials and 
components industry was a crucial sector of postwar import 
substitution that transformed the architectural and urban 
landscape of Turkish cities over the next few decades. For ex-
ample, the rising demand for urban housing and highway 
construction resulted in more than a five-fold increase in ce-
ment production between 1950 and 1960, and many new 
private cement factories were established in Izmir, Eskisehir, 
and Konya among others. Many “firsts” in the building indus-
try appeared in the 1950s and 1960s: vinyl floor tiles (Kartal, 
1952), a particle-board (sunta) industry (İstanbul, 1954), pre-
cast concrete poles (Izmir / Gaziemir, 1955), metal pipes (Ko-

35 Especially representative of this theory is D. Lerner, The Passing of Tradition-
al Society: Modernizing the Middle East (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press of Glen-
coe, 1964). On the general connection between modernization theory and 
Turkish modernism in the 1950s see my “Democracy, Development and the 
Americanization of Turkish Architectural Culture in the 1950s,” in S. Isen-
stadt and K. Rizvi (eds.), Modernism in the Middle East (Seattle: University of 
Washington Press, 2008), pp. 117-139.

Fig. 27: Bursa, Silk Textile Factory, Halit Femir & Feridun Akozan, 1950.
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caeli, 1955), ceramic tiles and bathroom fixtures (Çanakkale 
Seramik, 1957; and Eczacıbaşı Vitra in Bozüyük, 1977), plate 
glass for windows (Çayırova, 1961), plastic pipes (Izmir, Çam-
dibi, 1962), fiberglass (1966), and Formica (Bolu, 1967), fol-
lowed by various prefabricated, precast concrete building 
components, steel sections, trusses, and space-frame systems 
after the late 1960s.36 The rise of a domestic construction in-
dustry that replaced expensive imported building materials 
was an important factor behind the emergence of the small-
scale builder-contractor (yap-satçı in Turkish, literally a 
“builder-seller”), giving major cities their pervasive fabric of 

36 Ü. Alsaç, “Türkiye Cumhuriyet Dönemi Endüstri Kronolojisi,” [Turkish Repub-
lican Period Chronology of Industry] Archiscope, Special Issue on Industrial 
Buildings, no. 3 (December 1998), p. 66.

medium-rise apartments on small urban lots.
Even a cursory glance at the locations of new factories 

suggests that the post-Second World War period differed 
from the early-republican period in two important respects: 
namely, the conceptualization of factories as social spaces, 
and the geographical distribution of industries. Most con-
spicuously, factories were no longer conceived as collectivist 
company towns. Although cafeterias, lockers, and other aux-
iliary functions for the worker’s welfare would be part of the 
program, workers’ housing typically was not included in the 
overall design of industrial complexes. Furthermore, unlike 
the earlier republican ideological emphasis on spreading in-
dustry across Anatolia, post-Second World War industries of 
the private sector were re-concentrated mostly in the 

Fig. 28: Time-Life Magazine article celebrating Turkey’s successful modernization in the aftermath of the Second World War.
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İstanbul-Izmit-Bursa-Gebze area, now a vast industrial re-
gion that draws on the abundant labor force of migrants 
from Anatolia, including women.

These workers and their families typically lived in the in-
formal gecekondu settlements on the urban fringes of these 
industrialized cities. Congestion, pollution, struggles with 
poverty, and the endless shifts of toiling masses at factory 
gates became familiar tropes of films, photography, and lit-
erature during these socially-conscious decades. Hence, it is 
possible to suggest that this period is characterized as much 
by advances in factory design and the rise of a strong private 
enterprise in Turkey, as by the rise of organized labor move-
ments, labor unions, and labor conflicts. The country finally 
caught up, not only with the technological and aesthetic di-
mensions of modern industrial capitalism, but also with its 
social and environmental problems.

More important for the purposes of this overview is that 
in conjunction with these developments, we see after 1950 
the emergence for the first time of native Turkish architects, 
architectural partnerships, and building contractors capable 
of designing and building large factories and production 
plants. Modern factory design, typically commissioned to Eu-
ropean architects in the early-republican period, was now 
the domain of Turkish architects whose increasingly-sophis-
ticated factory designs have seldom received the attention 
they deserve within the historiography of modern Turkish ar-
chitecture. One of them, Aydın Boysan, developed a charac-
teristic factory aesthetic during the 1960s and early 1970s, 
using reinforced concrete structures with steel trusses and 
tubular steel space-frames for the large spans of the factory 
floor, expressing them on the exterior as a cascading conti-

nuity of triangular roof forms resembling folded plates. Am-
ple daylight is admitted into the main workspaces through 
the roof and through its triangular openings, as illustrated in 
his paradigmatic Arçelik Home Appliances factory in Çayırova, 
İstanbul (1968), where brick exterior walls are used as infill 
between the reinforced concrete columns (figs. 29 & 30).

The same signature aesthetic of folded plates was used by 
Boysan in the Ipek paper factory in Karamürsel, Izmit (1970) 
and in the Bisaş thread and textile factory in Bursa (1967; fig. 
31). In his Nasaş Aluminum Plant, also in Izmit (1970), the 
use of perforated steel beams for the large span of the facto-
ry floor contributes to an industrial aesthetic, anticipating 
the High-Tech expressionism of the 1980s in the architectur-
al culture at large (figs. 32 & 33). Similarly, the expressive use 
of solid or perforated steel beams and prefabricated steel 
trusses and space-frames, often in conjunction with a rein-

Fig. 31: Karamürsel, Izmit, Ipek Paper Factory, Aydın Boysan, 1970.

Fig. 29: İstanbul, Çayırova, Arçelik 
Home Appliances Factory, Aydın 

Boysan, 1968.

Fig. 30: Arçelik Home Appliances 
Factory, interior view.
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forced concrete frame structure, is typical of factory design 
in the 1970s. These elements were perfected in the work of 
Doğan Tekeli and Sami Sisa, whose partnership has become a 
brand name in factory and office design in Turkey—for exam-
ple in their Oyak-Renault automobile assembly plant in Bur-
sa (1971-1972), and their Lassa Tire Factory in Izmit for the 
Sabancı industrial conglomerate (1975-1977; fig. 34). Also 
prominent is the work of Cengiz Bektaş, which includes a 
number of notable industrial buildings in western Turkey, for 
example the Printed Cotton Textiles Factory in his native 
Denizli (1973-1974), or his Iron and Steel Plant in Aliağa, 
Izmir (1979-1983).

An example that bears the legacy of the post-Second 
World War period industrial architecture at its best is the 
Vakko silk and fine textiles factory in Merter, İstanbul (1969) 
by Haluk Baysal and Melih Birsel, another paradigmatic 
Modernist architectural partnership incomprehensibly ne-
glected until recently (fig. 35). The Vakko factory was de-
signed as a rather unique example of experimentation with 
the so-called “integration of plastic arts,” a pervasive trend 
in postwar Modernism whereby the architect’s collaboration 
with painters, sculptors, and muralists breathed new life in-
to the sterile glass and steel boxes of the International Style. 
Like some of its contemporaries in Latin American and Ca-
ribbean architecture, where “integracion plastica” was a 
creative local response to an imported Modernism, the Vak-
ko factory incorporated murals, sculpture, and art work by 
prominent artists such as Bedri Rahmi Eyüboğlu, Sadi Çalık, 
Jale Yılmabaşar, and Mustafa Plevneli, with the stated ob-
jective of elevating the quality of workspaces and the wel-
fare of the worker (figs. 36 & 37). As Ela Kaçel has pointed 

Fig. 32: Gebze, Nasaş Aluminum Factory, Aydın Boysan, 1970.

Fig. 33: Nasaş Aluminum Factory, interior view.

Fig. 34: Izmit, Lassa Tire Factory, Doğan Tekeli and Sami Sisa, 
1975-1977.
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out, Baysal and Birsel’s factory design uses plastic and 
graphic arts not as ornamentation but to provide surplus 
value in architecture, bringing together the ideals of both a 
critical Modernism that transcends sterile functionalist for-
mulas and an enlightened capitalism that transcends sheer 
profit motives and greed.37 Sadly, the factory was recently 
demolished against the protests of Docomomo-Turkey, sym-
bolically marking the end of an epoch and the beginning of 
a very different one.

Globalization and the post-Fordist Era:  
1980 to the present
The period following the military coup of 1980 is commonly 
identified with the still-contentious legacy of the late Turgut 
Özal, the Prime Minister and President who initiated a spec-
tacular transformation of Turkey along the economically-lib-
eral and culturally-conservative paths set by United States 
President Ronald Reagan and British Prime Minister Marga-
ret Thatcher in the West. The beginning of this era is perhaps 
best symbolized by the privatization of the national icon 
Sümerbank after 1987. Marking the end of nationalist devel-
opmentalism and import-substitution policies that had dom-
inated the Turkish economy since the early republic, this pe-
riod ushered an unequivocal reorientation of the country to-
wards free markets, global capitalism, and export-oriented 
production—trends that continue even more vigorously under 
the Islamist-leaning Justice and Development Party (AKP) 
government since 2002. To give some figures, “[t]otal exports 
increased from less than 3 billion dollars in 1980 to 20 billion 
dollars in 1990 and more than 100 billion dollars in 2007. The 
share of manufactured goods in total exports rose from 
about 35% of all exports in 1979 to more than 95% in 
2007.”38 Furthermore, global trends like outsourcing are now 
visible in the Turkish industrial landscape. It has become 
common to see not only foreign companies producing in Tur-
key (such as Toyota factories in Adapazarı, 1992-1994), but 
also international brands intended for international markets 
that are produced in Turkish factories (for example American 
or German-brand bathroom fixtures produced in the Artema-

37 E. Kaçel, “Fidüsyer: Bir Kollektif Düşünme Pratiği,” [Fiduciary: A Collective 
Intellectual Practice] in M. Cengizkan (ed.), Haluk Baysal - Melih Birsel (An-
kara: TMMOB Mimarlar Odası Yayınları, 2007), pp. 7-31.

38 Ş. Pamuk, “Globalization, Industrialization and Changing Politics in Turkey,” 
New Perspectives on Turkey, no. 38 (2008), p. 268. Pamuk also argues that 
since the 1980s, Turkey’s “third wave of industrialization” has led to the 
emergence of a new generation of industrial elite is in Anatolian cities, the 
so called “Anatolian tigers,” who come out of predominantly rural, merchant 
societies and politically lean towards the AKP (p. 271).

Eczacıbaşı plants in Bozüyük in central Anatolia), or Turkish 
factories opening new plants abroad (as in the case of the re-
cent Vitra-Eczacıbaşı plants in Ireland and Russia, anticipat-
ing the eventual depletion of clay reserves in the Bozüyük re-
gion).

Since the 1980s, these developments have been mir-
rored in unprecedented advances in the design of buildings 
and workplaces in Turkey. With the trans-nationalization of 
architectural practice, the availability of cutting-edge 
technologies and construction systems, and the emergence 
of a younger generation of Turkish architects following 
global trends (such as Nevzat Sayın, Murat Tabanlıoğlu, and 
Emre Arolat), factory designs have come to conform to in-
ternational standards. Many of them are located in the 
greater industrial zone that makes up İstanbul’s hinterland, 
stretching from western Thrace to the Izmit-Adapazarı re-

Fig. 35: İstanbul, Merter, Vakko Factory, Haluk Baysal and Melih Birsel, 
1969.
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gion in the East. These large, complex industrial programs, 
offices, and corporate buildings are executed with a level of 
quality and detailing that has only recently become possi-
ble in the Turkish construction scene, winning their design-
ers national and international recognition. Although a com-
prehensive survey of industrial architecture and workspace 
design in this more recent phase of Turkish architecture is a 
vast topic beyond the scope of this historical overview, a 
few examples merit mention to complete the historical tra-
jectory.

Among the most notable recent examples of Turkish in-
dustrial architecture are the Gön Leather Factories in 
İstanbul by Nevzat Sayın with their tectonic, exposed con-
crete aesthetic (1994-1995; fig. 38), and the ATK Textile 
Factory in Tekirdağ by Mehmet Konuralp, which creates an 
open, flexible space for the machine hall using immense 
“vaults” of steel trusses and cantilevers allowing sky-light-
ing for each bay (1995). Meanwhile, Doğan Tekeli and Sami 

Fig. 36: Vakko Factory, wall relief by Bedri Rahmi Eyüboğlu.

Fig. 37: Vakko Factory, Bedri Rahmi Eyüboğlu working on the sculptural 
piece at the entrance gateway.
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Sisa, the designers of the award-winning Lassa Tire Factory 
in Izmit (1975-1977), have continued their mastery of in-
dustrial buildings and large-span structures with such proj-
ects as the Eczacıbaşı Pharmaceutical Plants in Lüleburgaz 
(1992) and the Antalya Airport International Terminal 
(1998). Of the younger generation, Emre Arolat Associates 
and Tabanlıoğlu Architects have also distinguished them-
selves in the design of industrial complexes and workspaces, 
mostly through a slick, High-Tech aesthetic of steel and 
glass. Arolat’s İstanbul Textile and Apparel Exporters’ Asso-
ciation Offices building (1999-2000) is widely recognized 
nationally, while his Dalaman Airport (2006) in southwest-
ern Turkey has won the prestigious Emerging Architecture 
Awards of London’s Architectural Review, further testifying 
to the increasing maturity of contemporary Turkish design-
ers (fig. 39). Tabanlıoğlu’s Printing Center in Ankara for 
Doğan Media Holding utilizes a steel structural system with 
aluminum and glass cladding, featuring a landmark, trans-
parent, cylindrical tower for entrance and circulation (1996-
1997; fig. 40). The program includes printing facilities, tech-
nical departments, open offices, a VIP lounge, storage areas, 
and packaging facilities.

As the examples by Arolat and Tabanlıoğlu also suggest, 
the period since the 1980s represents an important program-
matic shift in the nature of workspaces: the earlier promi-
nence of factories and production plants is now replaced by 
the new importance and visibility of showrooms, office spac-
es, media centers, and spaces devoted to transportation, es-
pecially airports. These are the projects commissioned to the 
best design teams, who utilize cutting-edge technologies, 
sophisticated construction systems, and trans-national ex-
pertise. Meanwhile, a conspicuous manifestation of the 
eclipse of the modern “age of industry” everywhere is the dis-
mantling of older industrial sites for either new development 
or adaptive reuse.

In Turkey, the demolition of the Vakko textile factory 
mentioned above is only one highly-visible example of a 
trend that has been taking place since the 1980s, with 
mixed results. While the removal of polluting industries from 
urban areas is generally welcome (as with dismantling the 
Kazlıçeşme leather tanneries along the Marmara coast of 
İstanbul’s historical peninsula, once known for its stench, 
but now a rapidly-developing zone of tourism), the indis-
criminate demolition of earlier industrial architecture, ex-
amples of which are icons of Turkish modernity, has attract-
ed justified criticism from professional organizations and 

Fig. 38: İstanbul, Gön Leather Factory, Nevzat Sayın, 1994-1995.

Fig. 39: Dalaman, 
Dalaman Airport, Emre 

Arolat, 2006.
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preservationists. Especially vocal is the young Docomomo-
Turkey, established in 2002 and very busy since then. Along 
with the destruction of the Vakko Factory in İstanbul, many 
architects have lamented the recent demolition of the Nat-
ural Gas Works in Ankara, built in 1928 by German techni-
cians of AEG (fig. 41), as the latest attempt by the AKP gov-
ernment to erase the secular, modernizing legacy of the Ke-
malist republic.39

The role of politics and ideology in these recent demoli-
tions or in the benign neglect of old early-republican state 
industries (as in the case of the legendary Kayseri textile 
plant of the mid 1930s, now in an advanced state of dete-
rioration) is a contentious issue. What is more certain, how-
ever, is the lucrative revenue-generating potential of high-
ly-desirable urban sites where some of these industrial 
plants were established. For example, the distillery by Rob 
Mallet-Stevens in Mecidiyeköy, İstanbul (1931), an icon of 
Modern architecture in Turkey located in the busy heart of 
the city, has recently been designated for private re-devel-
opment. In a highly-innovative project, Emre Arolat Associ-
ates have proposed a mixed-use development scheme that 
protects the original factory building alongside new con-
struction (fig. 42).

Perhaps the most visible and large-scale example of 
these developments is the Golden Horn Valley Project that is 
transforming the cultural and urban life of İstanbul in un-
precedented ways. The historical site of the first Ottoman 
industries in the 19th century, the Golden Horn was experi-
enced by entire generations as a highly-polluted industrial 
zone until the 1980s, when, under the personal directive of 
then-mayor Bedrettin Dalan, Haussmanian demolitions were 
undertaken, cleaning up the shores and replacing old, brick 
warehouses and industrial sheds with rather uninspiring, 
empty parks. Since 2002, with the initiative of the İstanbul 
Metropolitan Planning and Urban Design Center, the entire 
valley has been re-conceptualized as a culture-education-
tourism zone, from the Bilgi University “Santral” Campus 
(opened in 2007) at the very end of the Golden Horn to the 
“İstanbul Modern” (opened in 2004), Turkey’s first museum 
of modern art in Tophane, where the Golden Horn meets the 
Bosporus.

Inspired by the success of the Tate Modern in London, 
these projects are highly-successful examples of the adap-

39 See, for example, A. Cengizkan, “Ankara Havagazı Artık Yok: Bir Ağıt,” [An-
kara Natural Gas Works No Longer Exists: A Lament] Arredemento Mimarlık 
(July-August 2006), pp. 72-77.

Fig. 40: Ankara, Printing Center for Doğan Media Holding, Tabanlıoğlu 
Architects, 1995-1996.

Fig. 41: Ankara, Ankara Electricity and Natural Gas Works, 1928; 
demolished 2007.

Fig. 42: Mecidiyeköy, view showing the new residential tower above the 
old factory in the re-development proposal by Emre Arolat for the 1931 
distillery, 2008 (also see fig.24).
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tive reuse of earlier industrial structures. In Bilgi-Santral, 
the machinery hall of the 1911 Silahtarğa electrical power 
plant was skillfully converted by the architect Han Tü-
mertekin into the Energy and Technology Museum featuring 
the old turbines and generators as sublime artworks recall-
ing a bygone industrial era (fig. 43). In the İstanbul Modern, 
a simple, reinforced concrete frame warehouse of İstanbul’s 
port facilities (dating from the 1960s) was transformed by 
Tabanlıoğlu Architects into a spacious museum of contem-
porary art with a café overlooking maritime traffic on the 
Bosporus (figs. 44 a & b).

To conclude, it is possible to suggest that the historical 
trajectory of industrial architecture in Turkey is a com-
pressed version of what the industrialized West experienced 
over the last 250 years, while reflecting the cultural, politi-

cal, and economic specificities of modernization in periph-
eral geographies. Starting with the first and military-ori-
ented industrialization efforts of the late-Ottoman Empire 
and the state-sponsored industrialization programs of the 
nationalist early republic, import-substitution strategies 
were pursued for decades. Since the 1980s, with the im-
pacts of globalization as well as export-oriented production 
and post-Fordist strategies, the nature and design of indus-
trial workspaces have been undergoing unprecedented 
transformations, with dramatic impacts on the urban land-
scape. Although the recent global economic downturn has 
introduced new uncertainties, this process appears to be ir-
reversible.

Today, any visitor approaching İstanbul from the airport 
is greeted by an endless sprawl of new construction, facto-

Fig. 43: İstanbul, Santral, the old Silahtarağa Electric Plant just before its conversion into the Museum of Technology and Industry by Han Tümertekin in 
2007.



40   Workplaces: The Transformation of Places of Production

ries, showrooms, offices, and media plazas before he or she 
can get the first glimpse of the mosques, minarets, and his-
torical monuments that make up İstanbul’s historical urban 
identity. That visitor will observe immediately that it is the 
architectural, urban, and social challenges represented by 
this panorama—rather than worn-out formal or stylistic dis-
cussions of tradition, modernity, and identity—that will oc-
cupy the agenda of design professions for the foreseeable 
future, not only in Turkey, but in Muslim geographies at 
large.

Figs. 44a & b: İstanbul, Tophane, “İstanbul Modern” museum of contemporary arts, conversion of the old warehouses by Tabanlıoğlu Architects, 2004.




